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I. INTRODUCTION 

 Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 124.19(b)(3), Permit Applicants, the National Nuclear Security 

Administration of the U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE/NNSA”) and Triad National Security, 

LLC (“Triad”) (collectively, “Permittees”), submit this response to the petition, filed by 

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (“CCNS”), Honor Our Pueblo Existence (“HOPE”) and 

Veterans for Peace, Chapter #63 (“VFP”) (collectively, “Petitioners”) for review of National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) Permit No. NM0028355, issued pursuant to 

the Clean Water Act (“CWA” or “the Act”) by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(“EPA”) Region 6 on March 30, 2022 (“Petition”), authorizing discharges from multiple outfalls 

at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (“LANL” or the “Laboratory”).  

 The Petition should be denied. EPA exercised considered judgment, and Petitioners have 

identified no finding of fact or conclusion of law that is clearly erroneous. Rather, Petitioners 

have selectively relied upon obsolete snippets from the records of prior permitting processes 

dating back two decades, while omitting key facts documented in the administrative record for 

this permit, including reports detailing actual ongoing discharges, that completely undermine 

their principal contentions. As Petitioners have in the past before the EPA Environmental 

Appeals Board (“the Board”) and several federal courts, their Petition in this appeal advances 

mistaken interpretations of the CWA and the relationship between the CWA and other 

environmental statutes. Petitioners have contorted holdings of federal court decisions beyond 

recognition to advance an unsupported argument that EPA lacks authority to issue permits for 

discharges that will be made only when certain circumstances arise. Petitioners’ underlying 

inference, that the Laboratory maintains CWA permitting as a sham to avoid other environmental 

regulatory requirements, is demonstrably false. Region 6 has committed no error or abuse of 
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discretion, and the Petition presents no agency exercise of discretion or important policy 

consideration warranting the Board’s review. 

II. PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 The Board has previously reviewed and described the Laboratory’s wastewater treatment 

and discharge facilities and has considered much of the NPDES permitting history pertaining to 

those facilities. See In re Los Alamos Nat’l Sec., LLC, 17 E.A.D. 586, 589-91 (EAB 2018) (order 

denying informal review of Region 6 denial of CCNS request to terminate LANL’s NPDES 

permit) (“2018 Final Decision”). Shortly after the Board’s 2018 Final Decision, the Permit 

Applicants filed an application to renew the NPDES permit.1 Due to the complex nature of the 

2019 Reapplication, Permittees requested that “all previous applications, modifications, maps, 

data, and pertinent correspondence submitted in reference to NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 

transmitted to EPA” up to permit issuance be considered part of the reapplication.2 Region 6 

issued a draft permit on November 28, 20193, opened a public comment period from November 

30, 2019 to January 28, 2020, extended that comment period to March 31, 2020,4 held a public 

hearing on January 15, 2020,5 and provided an additional public comment period from January 

30, 2021 to February 28, 2021.6 Triad, CCNS, and others provided supplemental comments 

during the re-opened comment period.7  

 
1 Ex. A, LANL March 2019 Permit Reapplication (hereinafter “2019 Reapplication”). 
2 Id. at 1. 
3 Ex. B, November 28, 2019 Draft Permit No. NM0028355  
4 Ex. C, Notice of Public Commentary Extending Period to March 31, 2020 
5 Ex. D, Transcript of January 15, 2020 Public Hearing  
6 Ex. E, Notice of Public Commentary Reopening Period to February 28, 2021. 
7 See generally Ex. F, February 25, 2021 Triad Supplemental Comments; Ex. G, March 29, 2021 
CCNS Supplemental Comments; and Ex. H, Additional Comments Received During Re-Opened 
Comment Period. 
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 LANL has operated pursuant to NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 for more than 40 years 

under a variety of changing conditions. The Laboratory, which is currently operated by Triad on 

behalf of the DOE/NNSA, has had an approved NPDES Permit since 1978.8 Prior to 1990, the 

Laboratory operated 141 permitted outfalls.9 Through a significant outfall reduction effort, the 

Laboratory was able to move to 11 permitted outfalls by the 2012 renewed NPDES Permit No. 

NM0028355.10 The Laboratory’s 2012, 2015, and 2019 permit renewal applications each sought 

permit coverage for these remaining 11 outfalls.11 These remaining 11 outfalls are located at 

seven administrative areas, referred to as “Technical Areas” or “TAs,” that are spread out over 

approximately 36 square miles within the Laboratory’s boundaries.12  

 Within this effective footprint, the Laboratory operates a large, complex organization 

comprised of multiple disciplines and programs that include nuclear weapons stockpile 

stewardship and extensive basic research in physics, chemistry, metallurgy, mathematics, 

computers, earth sciences, and electronics.13 The 11 Laboratory outfalls are categorized in the 

2019 Reapplication in Table 2,14 (reproduced below) and are each discussed, in connection with 

their associated facilities, further below. 

Outfall Category Number of Outfalls Designation(s) 
Power Plant (001) 1 001 
Sanitary Wastewater System Facility (13S) 1 13S 
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (051) 1 051 

03A027 
03A048 

 
8 Ex. A at 1. 
9 Id at 3. 
10 Id. 
11 Id. 
12 Id. 
13 Id. at 2. 
14 Id. at 13. 
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Treated Cooling Water (03A) 6 

03A113 
03A160 
03A181 
03A199 

Non-Contact Cooling Water, Storm Water, and Roof 
Drain Water (04A) 

1 04A022 

High Explosives Wastewater Treatment Facility 
(05A) 

1 05A055 

  Petitioners seek to exclude 6 of the 11 remaining outfalls from the Laboratory’s NPDES 

permit. Petitioners’ primary efforts are aimed at Outfall 051. CCNS has previously sought, 

unsuccessfully, to have Outfall 051 terminated from the Laboratory’s NPDES permit. C.f. 2018 

Final Decision, appeal denied, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety v. U.S. Env’l Prot. Agency, 

et. al., No. 18-9542 (10th Cir. Apr. 23, 2020), reh’g en banc. denied, (10th Cir. June 23, 2020), 

and cert. denied, No. 18-9542 (S. Ct. Mar. 1, 2021). Petitioners now also summarily seek to 

exclude Outfall 13S, Outfall 03A027, Outfall 3A113, Outfall 03A160, and Outfall 05A055. 

Petition ¶ 66; id. n.52.  

A. Outfall 051 

 The Petition focuses primarily on the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility 

(“RLWTF”) at LANL. The RLWTF receives and treats radioactive liquid waste process 

wastewater, cooling water, and/or storm water from various generator facilities located 

throughout the Laboratory, and discharges effluent through an outfall designated as Outfall 

051.15 The Permittees estimated that Outfall 051 would discharge at a rate and frequency of 

0.0159 million gallons per day (MGD), 4 days per week, twelve months per year, with an 

average volume of 15,936 gallons per day.16  

 
15 Id.; see also Ex. N, February 25, 2021 Triad Planned Change for RLWTF at Attachment 1 
§2.2, Revised Outfall 051 Fact Sheet.  
16 Id. § 2.3.  
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 At different times in the past, Outfall 051 has served primarily as the single discharge 

point for all RLWTF effluent. The RLWTF was designed and constructed over sixty years ago, 

and was specifically designed to discharge from the outfall.17 In more recent years, Outfall 051 

has been a complimentary discharge point used when the RLWTF’s Mechanical Evaporator 

System (“MES”) was unavailable due to malfunction or maintenance.18 LANL has also 

developed Solar Evaporation Tanks (the “SET”) to augment the RLWTF’s treatment capacity, 

but construction flaws, permitting issues, and disuse and disrepair have prevented the SET from 

ever being used. While Petitioners correctly point out that the SET’s preliminary permitting 

issues may now be resolved with issuance of a key state permit,19 the remaining issues mean that 

any near-term use of the SET is unlikely.20   

 Most recently, due to operational need, the Laboratory has again envisioned a significant 

role for Outfall 051 whereby it will be utilized even when evaporation equipment is online.21 

Outfall 051 has served, and will continue to serve, as an integral component of the operational 

program of the RLWTF.22 As described infra in Section IV.A.1, the record is unequivocal that 

the Laboratory continues to actively discharge from Outfall 051. 

 
17 Ex. F, Attachment 1 at 18. 
18 Id. at 12. 
19 Petitioners in this matter have, contradictorily, challenged issuance of this final key state 
permit that authorizes the SET’s usage asserting, among other things, that the State of New 
Mexico lacks legal authority to issue the permit, and yet in the instant Petition they assert that the 
state permit authorizing use of the SET will render use of Outfall 051 unnecessary. Verified 
Petition for Review on Behalf of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety and Honor our Pueblo 
Existence, Petition for Review of the Decision of the New Mexico Environment Department 
Issuing Groundwater Discharge Permit No. DP-1132, WQCC No. 22-21 (Jun. 6, 2022). 
20 Ex. F, Attachment B ¶ 5, Aff. of Stuart A. McKernan in Support of Triad Supplemental 
Comments. 
21 Id., Attachment 1 at 13.    
22 Id. at 18. 
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B. Outfall 13S 

  Outfall 13S has not discharged because, thankfully, to date there has been no equipment 

failure, but it is fully capable of discharging and will be used when circumstances warrant. 

Permittees described the need for and function of Outfall 13S in their Supplemental Comments 

as follows: 

 Outfall 13S is associated with the LANL sanitary wastewater system (SWWS) 
treatment facility. This facility and Outfall 13S are located at a lower elevation 
than all of the other outfalls at LANL, and [the 2019 Reapplication] clearly 
states that treated effluent from the SWWS can be discharged to Outfall 13S 
or pumped to the Power Plant Reuse Tank (located at a higher elevation). 
Treated SWWS effluent that is pumped to the Power Plant Reuse Tank is either 
discharged to Outfall 001 or treated for reuse at the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation 
Facility (SERF). Outfall 13S is routinely maintained, has an automatic flow 
meter, automatic sampler, and is fully capable of receiving SWWS treated 
effluent based upon demand, volume, and availability of equipment to pump, 
store, discharge, and/or treat using facilities and equipment located at an 
elevation that is much higher than SWWS. The outfall provides operational 
flexibility for maintenance, repair, and replacement of equipment (i.e., pumps, 
SERF, Reuse Tank, Outfall 001) and serves as a critical backup should LANL be 
unable to pump to a higher elevation due to equipment failure or an increase in 
treated effluent volume.23 

As these comments make clear, the Permittees intend and propose to discharge from Outfall 13S 

when pumping to facilities and equipment at higher elevations is not possible due to equipment 

failure or when there is a need to maintain, repair or replace such equipment. Even absent 

equipment maintenance or repair, there may be a need to utilize Outfall 13S if required by an 

increase in treated effluent volume.  

C. Outfall 03A027 

  The Laboratory uses Outfall 03A027 to discharge cooling tower blowdown in support of 

the Strategic Computing Complex (“SCC”). The effluent is comprised of potable water and/or 

 
23 Ex. F, Attachment 1 at 19-20 (emphases added). 
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recycled Sanitary Wastewater System (“SWWS”) effluent from the Sanitary Effluent 

Reclamation Facility (“SERF”) that is treated by the cooling tower water treatment system. The 

blowdown discharged from 03A027 can be routed to either Outfall 03A027, Outfall 001, or the 

SWWS based on operational needs; the most recent discharge event from Outfall 03A027 was in 

September 2016.24 In their Supplemental Comments, Permittees stated: “Outfall 03A027 is . . . 

capable of receiving SCC Cooling Tower blowdown discharges. In September 2016, the valving 

on the blowdown line was modified to allow discharge to Outfall 03A027, Outfall 001, the 

Reuse Tank at the Power Plant for recycle at SERF, or the SWWS treatment plant . . . based 

upon demand, volume, and outfall/equipment availability.”25 Thus, influent loading and the 

operational status of other equipment dictate the need to use Outfall 03A027. 

D. Outfall 03A113 

 The Laboratory has utilized Outfall 03A113 in the past and will continue to do so in the 

future. Outfall 03A113 discharges treated cooling water.26 Permittees’ Supplemental Comments 

stated: “The TA-53-952 cooling tower discharges routinely to the outfall as shown in Fact Sheet 

Attachment D and the various Discharge Monitoring Reports [(“DMRs”)] . . . . The outfall 

discharged 529,234 gallons in 2017, 436,400 gallons in 2018, 198,530 gallons in 2019, and 

154,390 gallons as of October 30, 2020. Cooling Tower TA-53-293 is in operational standby and 

is currently not discharging to the outfall, but the permit application proposes this as a future 

 
24 Ex. I, February 26, 2020 Fact Sheet at 5 
25 Ex. F, Attachment 1 at 20-21. 
26 Ex. I at 5-6. 
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discharge source to the outfall.”27 The DMR Summary in the administrative record for the Permit 

confirms these facts.28  

E. Outfall 03A160 

 The Laboratory has utilized Outfall 03A160 in the past, most recently through April 

2018, and will continue to do so in the future based on operational need. Outfall 03A160 

discharges cooling tower blowdown. The Permitees’ Supplemental Comments described the 

current situation as follows:  

The cooling tower blowdown discharged to Outfall 03A160 was routed to SWWS 
in May of 2018 to support the recycling of water through the SERF facility and to 
allow the NHMFL [National High Magnetic Field Laboratory] to construct a 
water treatment system and perform rehabilitation of the cooling system (i.e., 
replace heat exchangers, tank cleaning, tank integrity testing). The 2019 NPDES 
Permit Re-Application proposed discharges to that outfall based upon historical 
data and the use of the outfall as an operational backup. The proposed water 
treatment system mentioned in the permit and the cooling system rehabilitation 
were completed in the summer of 2020.29 

F. Outfall 05A055 

 The Laboratory has utilized Outfall 05A055 in the past and will continue to do so in the 

future. This outfall is described in the Permitees’ Supplemental Comments as follows: 

 The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application clearly states “The treatment process is 
designed to circulate the wastewater through the process multiple times prior to 
storage in the post treatment tanks and discharge to either electric evaporators or 
to Outfall 05A055” (05A055 Fact Sheet Section 2.2.). Outfall 05A055 is fully 
capable of receiving treated HEWTF [High Explosives Wastewater 
Treatment Facility] effluent based upon demand, volume, and availability of 
evaporation equipment. The outfall provides operational flexibility for 
maintenance, repair and replacement of equipment (i.e., evaporator), and 
serves as a critical backup should LANL be unable to evaporate effluent. 
There will be occasions when the volume of effluent or equipment availability 

 
27 Ex. F, Attachment 1 at 20-21. 
28 Ex. J, DMR Summary at 62-63. 
29 Ex. F, Attachment 1 at 22. 
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(i.e., evaporator) will require discharge to Outfall 05A055. This is 
demonstrated in the discharge monitoring reports submitted to the EPA for 
previous discharges to the outfall.30  

As with several of the other outfalls, Outfall 05A055 will be used when necessary based upon 

operational need. 

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

EPA’s consolidated permitting regulations provide detailed procedures for EPA’s 

issuance or renewal of permits under NPDES and other permit programs. Those regulations 

require EPA to issue a draft permit, seek public comment, hold a public hearing where there is 

significant public interest in the draft permit, and respond to significant comments received when 

a final permit decision is issued. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.6-.12, .17. The regulations specify the 

procedures and grounds for an appeal of a permit decision at 40 C.F.R. § 124.19. 

Petitioners bear the burden of demonstrating that review is warranted. In re GSP 

Merrimack L.L.C. 18 E.A.D. 524, 528 (EAB 2021). To satisfy its burden, Petitioners must 

“clearly set forth, with legal and factual support, [their] contentions for why the permit decision 

should be reviewed.” Id. Because the Board’s power is to be only sparingly exercised, “[t]he 

Board will ordinarily deny a petition for review . . . unless the underlying permit decision is 

based on a clearly erroneous finding of fact or conclusion of law or an exercise of discretion or 

important policy consideration that the Board, in its discretion, should review.” Id.  

A petition should be denied when the permit issuer has explained itself clearly and has 

support for its decision in the record. When evaluating a permit decision for clear error, the 

Board examines the administrative record to determine whether the permit issuer “exercised 

 
30 Id. at 23 (emphasis added). 
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‘considered judgment’” in rendering its decision. In re Gen. Elec., 18 E.A.D. 575, 608 (EAB 

2022) (citations omitted). Clear error is a difficult standard for a petitioner to meet, as the record 

need only demonstrate that the permit issuer “duly considered the issues raised in the 

comments,” In re Gov’t of D.C. Mun. Sep. Storm Sewer Sys., 10 E.A.D. 323, 342 (EAB 2002), 

and ultimately adopted an approach that “is rational and supportable,” In re Springfield Water & 

Sewer Comm’n, 18 E.A.D. 430, 463 (EAB 2021) (citations omitted). Similarly, the permitting 

authority’s exercise of discretion is reasonable if it is “cogently explained and supported in the 

record.” In re Sierra Pacific Indus., 16 E.A.D. 1, 15 (EAB 2013).  

In the discussion below, the Permittees will demonstrate that the Board should deny the 

Petition. Petitioners’ contentions are based on glaring factual errors, not factual support, and 

what Petitioners refer to as legal support amounts to evident misinterpretation of the statute, case 

law, and EPA guidance. Region 6 made no clearly erroneous finding of fact or conclusion of 

law, its decision is both rational and supportable, and therefore Region 6 cannot be seen as 

having abused its discretion. The Petition raises no important policy considerations warranting 

this Board’s exercise of authority. 

IV. ARGUMENT 

A. Fatal Factual Flaws Undermine Petitioners’ Principal Argument. 

1. The Record is Clear That the Laboratory Has Been Actually Discharging from 
Outfall 051.  

 Petitioners have placed their legal argument—that Region 6 erred by issuing a permit for 

discharges from Outfall 051 because the Laboratory had no intention of using the outfall—on a 

foundation of sand. The sand has been shifting erratically for some time. On the one hand, 

Petitioners are insisting that LANL has no plan to use Outfall 051, while on the other hand 
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Petitioners demonstrated in their briefing to the Board in the prior appeal that the Laboratory had 

made clear that “Outfall 051 would be put to use.” See CCNS Reply Br. at 8, In re Los Alamos 

Nat’l Sec., LLC, NPDES Appeal No. 17-05 (Nov. 7, 2017). Petitioners pointed out, for example, 

that eleven outfalls had been listed in the Laboratory’s prior permit application “as ‘potential no-

flow outfall[s],’” but that “Outfall 051 is not so listed.” Id. (citation omitted). Petitioners also 

emphasized that “LANL’s Fact sheet on Outfall 051 . . . states that Outfall 051 ‘discharges 

treated radioactive liquid wastewater’” and “is likely to be needed in the future.” Id. at 8-9 

(citation omitted). And CCNS asserted that “[o]ther passages describe Outfall 051 as an ongoing 

source of discharge.” Id. at 9. While the Board has previously found no merit in legal arguments 

based on such assertions, see In re Los Alamos Nat’l Sec., LLC, 17 E.A.D. 586, 602, the fact 

remains that CCNS has conceded that the Laboratory had articulated specific plans to utilize 

Outfall 051 when necessary. Which is it? Is the Laboratory using, or planning to use, Outfall 051 

or is it not? CCNS does not reveal the answer, because it omits the relevant facts from the 

current Petition. 

 Instead of confronting dispositive evidence detailing the Laboratory’s actual, ongoing 

use of Outfall 051 to discharge effluent from the RLWTF, discussed below, Petitioners cling to 

portions of obsolete documents from past proceedings to perpetuate their myth that Outfall 051 

remains a seldom-used backup option. Petitioners point to statements from 1998, 1999, 2000 and 

2008 describing a long-abandoned prior goal of achieving zero liquid discharge. Petition ¶¶ 10-

21.31 All of this ancient history is intended to support Petitioners’ erroneous factual conclusion 

 
31 We note that, despite the aspirational statements from over twenty years ago upon which 
Petitioners heavily rely, and despite remarkable outfall reductions achieved at the Laboratory, the 
RLWTF has never been, and is not now, a zero liquid discharge facility. We further note that 
such documents were authored by prior Laboratory operators, not the Laboratory’s current 
operator. 
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that the RLWTF “has not discharged any liquid since November 2010, except for certain releases 

in June 2019, March and August 2020 . . . .” Id. ¶¶ 10, 35-37. 

 The record proves otherwise. Region 6 included in the administrative record a summary 

of DMRs for the five years preceding permit issuance. These records have been available to the 

public for some time. The Laboratory’s DMRs document that discharges were made from Outfall 

051 in April, May, June, July, August, September and November of 2021, in addition to the 

discharges noted by the Petitioners in June 2019, March 2020 and August 2020.32 Flows ranged 

from about 10,000 gallons per day (“GPD”) in August 2020 to about 980,000 GPD in August 

2021.33 Moreover, these DMRs capture data on discharges from Outfall 051 on a total of 19 days 

between June 18, 2019 and November 29, 2021, each of which was a batch discharge 

representing the accumulation of treated liquid wastewater on even more days of operations at 

the RLWTF.34  

 Petitioners, perhaps not fully aware, make no mention of these facts demonstrating that 

Outfall 051 actually is discharging at significant flow rates and has been doing so for over a year. 

However, the Petition fails to note that the Laboratory made clear in its February 25, 2021 

supplemental comments that “discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future” and that “there will be occasions on which influent to the RLWTF will be 

significant enough that LANL will choose to use both the mechanical evaporator and Outfall 051 

 
32 Ex. J at 45. 
33 Id. 
34 Ex. K, June 2019-January 2022 DMR Outfall 051; see also NPDES Outfall 051051 Flow 
Rates, Intellus New Mexico Database, https://www.intellusnm.com/reporting/quick-
search/quick-search.cfm (selecting applicable data provider, data type, and analytical 
parameters). 
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simultaneously.”35 And Petitioners conveniently overlook the affidavit of Stuart A. McKernan, 

LANL’s Facility Operations Director in charge of the RLWTF, who stated for the record:    

RLWTF is a mission-critical facility that treats low-level and transuranic liquid 
wastewater from processes at generator facilities throughout the Laboratory. The 
Laboratory is authorized under the NPDES Permit to discharge wastewater from 
the facility through Outfall 051, the Mechanical Evaporator System (MES), 
and/or the Solar Evaporation Tanks (SET). All three discharge options are 
available for use as needed to support RLWTF operations. Outfall 051 is an 
integral component of RLWTF, and is required to maintain operational flexibility 
and readiness to meet the Laboratory’s mission demands. Outfall 051 is not 
used only as a back-up, but also has been and will be used routinely in 
conjunction with the MES to support the Laboratory’s operational 
priorities, such as when influent to the RLWTF makes such use advisable, 
and to confirm operability. In addition, as in the past, Outfall 051 will remain 
available in the event the MES is taken out of service for repair, replacement, or 
maintenance. Outfall 051 is especially critical due to the fact that the SET is not 
currently available for use.36 

 Nor does it matter that the New Mexico Environment Department (“NMED”) issued a 

permit on May 5, 2022, authorizing the use of the SET. Contrary to Petitioners’ assertion, that 

state-level permitting action does not make it “unlikely that there should be any discharge 

through Outfall 051,” Petition ¶ 42, because the SET will play no role in the operation of the 

RLWTF any time soon. On June 15, 2021, LANL requested from NMED, and was granted, an 

extension of the deadline to complete required actions on the SET because, among other things, 

the primary liner must be replaced.37,38 The new deadline is January 15, 2023, but given the 

significant work needed on the SET, and because the Laboratory’s capital project budget cycles 

 
35 Ex. F, Attachment 1 at 18-19. 
36 Id., Attachment B ¶ 5 (emphasis added). 
37 Ex. L, June 15, 2021 Letter Requesting Extension of Time to Complete SET Pipeline Water 
Tightness Testing, Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility. 
38 The Permitees respectfully request that the Board take official notice of this and other public 
documents cited in this Response. See, e.g. In re Los Alamos Nat’l Lab., 17 E.A.D. 586, 594 n.6 
(EAB 2018) (citing In re Donald Cutler, 11 E.A.D. 622, 650-51 (EAB 2004)) (explaining that 
information in the public domain is subject to official notice by the Board). 
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on the federal fiscal year, the timeline for the SET is likely well beyond this time. Therefore, the 

SET cannot possibly have near-term effect on LANL’s need to utilize Outfall 051. In any case, 

the record is clear that the MES and SET are designed to work with, not in lieu of, the 

Laboratory’s use of Outfall 051.39  

 It also is of no moment that Region 6 responded to CCNS’s comments by explaining that 

it authorized discharges from Outfall 051 because the Laboratory had requested that 

authorization, or that Region 6 mentioned only some of the discharges from Outfall 051 that 

occurred during the past five years.40 The record before the Agency included all of the ongoing 

discharges. Region 6 knew full well that the Laboratory has in fact utilized the outfall and had 

made clear its intention to continue to utilize the outfall into the future.41  

 These facts render irrelevant Petitioners’ laborious legal argument that Region 6 lacked 

authority to issue the permit authorizing “potential” discharges from Outfall 051, as well as their 

contention that the Region erred by “not giving effect” to the Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (“RCRA”) to regulate the RLWTF as a hazardous waste facility. Petitioners 

concede that the CWA confers authority to issue NPDES permits for actual discharges, and it 

concedes that an NPDES permit triggers the wastewater treatment unit (“WWTU”) exemption 

from RCRA’s permitting requirements and standards. Petition ¶ 55. Outfall 051 has actually 

been discharging for some time and will continue to do so. Since the NPDES permit was 

lawfully issued for an actual discharge, the WWTU exemption clearly applies, even under 

Petitioners’ narrow view of the law, which the Laboratory disputes in the discussion below. 

 
39 Ex. F, Attachment B ¶ 5. 
40 Ex. M at 11, March 24, 2022 EPA Region 6 Response to Comments 
41 Ex. F, Attachment 1 at 18-24. 
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 Petitioners have come nowhere near carrying their burden of demonstrating clear error or 

an abuse of discretion by Region 6. The unremarkable fact that Region 6 reissued a long-

standing NPDES permit authorizing continuation of ongoing discharges from Outfall 051 hardly 

qualifies as an exercise of discretion or important policy consideration warranting the Board’s 

review. 

2. Other Outfalls. 

 Petitioners also assert that no discharges have occurred from Outfalls 13S, 03A027, 

03A113, 03A160 and 05A055. Id. ¶¶ 41-43. With respect to Outfalls 03A113 and 03A160, that 

claim is also not true. The DMR summaries in the record for these two outfalls evidence that 

significant discharges have occurred during the past five years.42 There is no question, even 

under Petitioners’ flawed legal theories, that Region 6 had authority to issue the permit 

authorizing these actual discharges from Outfall 03A113 and 03A160. 

 As to the other outfalls, Permittees plainly have proposed to use them for discharges 

when circumstances require it. Outfall 13S will be used when the Laboratory experiences 

equipment failure or when there is a need to maintain, repair or replace such equipment, and it 

will be used if required by an increase in treated effluent volume. While Outfalls 03A027 and 

05A055 were not used in the most recent permit cycle, both outfalls have been used by the 

Laboratory and will be used when operational needs require (i.e., when the volume of influent 

demand is sufficient and/or when other equipment is unavailable). As we demonstrate in the 

discussion below, Region 6 properly exercised its authority and discretion under the CWA in 

permitting these outfalls. 

 
42 Ex. J. at 62-63, 80. 
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 It should be noted that the lack of continuous discharges from Outfalls 13S, 03A027 and 

03A160 is attributable in large measure to the Laboratory’s efforts to recycle and reuse treated 

effluent, as discussed above. These outfalls are necessary to sustain the Laboratory’s important 

operations when the utilization of available capacity for water recycling and reuse has been 

maximized. Requiring that NPDES permit coverage be available only for continuous or frequent 

discharges would necessitate changes to this practice that would run counter to sound water 

conservation policy and undercut the CWA’s objective of minimizing effluent discharges. 

B. The Petition is Based on Incorrect Interpretations of the CWA, RCRA, and the 
Relationship Between the Two Statutes. 

Petitioners base the current Petition on incorrect interpretations of the CWA, RCRA, and 

the relationship between the two statutes. First, Petitioners erroneously assert that EPA lacks 

authority under the CWA to issue a discharge permit for outfalls that have not been utilized 

recently and/or continuously in the past and have not been described as meeting immediate 

future needs. Second, Petitioners mistakenly contend that the WWTU exemption under RCRA 

applies only when a wastewater treatment unit has been issued a discharge permit under the 

CWA. The discussion below addresses each point in turn. 

To be clear, the issue Petitioners raise concerning Region 6’s statutory authority is not 

relevant to Outfalls 051, 03A113 and 03A160, as the record demonstrates that these outfalls are 

utilized to discharge treated effluent on an ongoing basis. Even the Petitioners concede that 

permitting such actively discharging outfalls is proper.  

In the instant Reapplication, Permittees also proposed to utilize Outfalls 13S, 03A027 and 

05A055 to discharge effluent in the future when circumstances require their use, as described 
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above. The argument below demonstrates that Region 6’s inclusion of those three outfalls in the 

permit was proper. 

1. Region 6 Has Clear Authority Under the CWA to Include All Requested Outfalls in 
the Permit. 

Region 6’s authority to issue this permit is sound and well supported. The text, structure 

and purposes of the CWA and EPA regulations support Region 6’s authority to issue the permit 

for proposed discharges that will occur only in certain circumstances. The case law does not 

undermine that authority. Moreover, the CWA’s extensive storm water permitting program and 

its effluent guidelines program for unplanned, episodic pollutant discharges demonstrate by 

analogy that Congress did not intend to limit EPA’s authority to issuing NPDES permits only for 

ongoing or imminent discharges. And Region 6’s long standing practice of industrial and 

municipal wastewater permitting for contingent discharges confirms that there is nothing unusual 

about the permit at issue here. 

2. Statutory and Regulatory Provisions Provide Clear Authority for Permitting 
Presently Non-Discharging Outfalls, Including Outfalls 13S, 03A027 and 05A055. 

The CWA provides that EPA “may . . . issue a permit for the discharge of any pollutant . . 

. upon condition that such discharge will meet” various statutory limitations. 33 U.S.C. § 

1342(a). This language only makes sense if it is viewed as forward looking – i.e., the issuance of 

a permit for future discharges that “will” comply with the statutory requirements. It would be 

pointless for Congress to authorize EPA to grant permission for past discharges, and it would be 

impossible for the Agency to ensure that such past discharges “will meet” effluent limitations. 

Clearly, Congress envisioned that EPA would first grant permission, conditioned as directed in 

the statute, and that thereafter such discharges would be legally sanctioned. 
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EPA’s implementing regulations provide that a permit may be issued to “[a]ny person 

who discharges or proposes to discharge pollutants.” 40 C.F.R. § 122.21 (a)(1) (emphasis 

added). Petitioners appear to accept and endorse this formulation of EPA’s statutory authority 

under § 1342(a). Petition ¶ 55. Because, as explained above, Permittees have repeatedly 

discharged and/or proposed to discharge from each of the Laboratory’s outfalls, Petitioners’ 

acceptance of the regulatory language leaves no dispute for the Board to address. 

Petitioners nonetheless appear to contend that a permit applicant must propose to make a 

very definite, unconditional, and imminent future discharge in order that EPA would have such 

authority to issue a permit. Petitioners maintain that the CWA contains no “authority to issue a 

permit for a discharge that ‘could occur,’ nor for a ‘potential’ or a ‘capability’ to discharge.” Id. ¶ 

51. Nothing in the statute or EPA’s longstanding practice supports this hair splitting. 

As noted, Petitioners’ contention boils down to an argument that the applicant must show 

it has an unconditional intention to discharge in the near future, regardless of circumstances, or 

the applicant must have demonstrated that circumstances make a discharge highly likely, before 

EPA would have authority to grant the application. The statute does not mention any such limit 

on EPA’s authority, and for good reason.  

Permit applicants who know they must discharge in unusual or rare circumstances are in 

fact meeting their responsibility to avoid unpermitted, and unlawful, discharges by ensuring 

they have permit authorization to cover such possibilities. They do so by requesting permit 

authorization, as the Permittees have done here. It would be bizarre, to say the least, if Congress 

had imposed on EPA an obligation to assess the likelihood that circumstances would arise 

necessitating a discharge, and to issue a permit only when satisfied that its crystal ball has 
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deemed the probabilities to be sufficiently large. In the context of such a requirement, EPA 

could hardly justify enforcing the statute’s prohibition on unpermitted discharges if it had 

previously deemed such discharges too remote to justify issuing a permit. The statutory scheme 

makes no provision for such a fanciful scenario. 

It would seem equally bizarre to suppose that Congress did not authorize EPA to provide 

permit coverage for redundant systems or equipment designed and used to ensure that industrial 

wastewater can be handled responsibly in all circumstances. Prudent owners and operators of 

point sources should be expected to design and manage their operations in this fashion, and 

denying EPA the authority to approve these actions would discourage such responsible 

behavior, jeopardizing the fundamental goals of the Act. 

3. The Case Law Does Not Undermine EPA’s Statutory Authority. 

Petitioners reach their remarkable position by misapplying the holdings in two decisions 

from the Second and Fifth Circuit Courts of Appeals. Id. ¶¶ 52-54. Those decisions have nothing 

to do with whether EPA has authority to issue a requested permit under the CWA. 

In the first decision, industry petitioners challenged a provision in EPA’s programmatic 

regulation governing Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs). The provision had 

required CAFO owners and operators to apply for a CWA discharge permit if there was a 

“potential to discharge” from their operations. Waterkeeper All., Inc. v. U.S. Env’l Prot. Agency, 

399 F.3d 486 (2d Cir. 2005). EPA had termed this requirement a “duty to apply,” and said the 

duty was based on a presumption that every CAFO has the potential to discharge. Id. at 505. 

Thus, the “duty to apply” was an EPA command requiring that all CAFOs must submit 

themselves to regulation that would control and constrain the operation of their businesses. The 
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“duty to apply” was itself an enforceable requirement, punishable by civil and criminal penalties 

independent of whether there had been any discharge of pollutants from the CAFOs.  

The Second Circuit concluded that the CWA conferred no authority on EPA to compel 

the filing of a permit application in the absence of an actual discharge. Id. Because a mere 

potential to discharge lacks all of the elements triggering the statute’s prohibition against 

unpermitted discharges (actual addition of pollutants to navigable waters from a point source), 

the court said there was “no statutory obligation of point sources to seek or obtain a [CWA] 

permit in the first instance.” Id. Thus, there could be “no duty to apply” based on a mere 

potential to discharge. But the court never addressed whether EPA could issue a permit in 

response to a voluntary permit application. The court could not have decided that question 

because the challenged regulation did not address it and no petitioner had raised it. 

Despite this context and with no regard for the limits of the case or controversy before the 

court, Petitioners focus on a single sentence in the Second Circuit’s decision, calling it a 

“categorical ruling”; the court said, “the Clean Water Act gives EPA jurisdiction to regulate and 

control only actual discharges—not potential discharges, and certainly not point sources 

themselves.” Petition ¶ 52 (quoting Waterkeeper All., 399 F.3d at 505). Petitioners spotlight the 

court’s language – “jurisdiction to regulate and control” – in support of their theory that EPA’s 

permit issuance authority depends on the high likelihood of a discharge. Id. Petitioners’ reliance 

on this passage misuses the court’s language and should be rejected as unpersuasive for several 

reasons. 

First, because no party had brought a challenge to EPA’s authority to issue permits (as 

opposed to its authority to compel submission of permit applications), the court had no occasion 
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to address it, and interpreting the court’s language to cover EPA’s permit-issuance authority, as 

Petitioners endeavor to do, renders the court’s passage mere dictum. Monod v. Futura, Inc., 415 

F.2d 1170, 1173 (10th Cir. 1969) (“Because this issue was not properly before that court the 

conclusion is mere dicta and must be read as such.”). See also Tokoph v. United States, 774 F.3d 

1300, 1303 (10th Cir. 2014) (“[D]icta are statements and comments in an opinion concerning 

some rule of law or legal proposition not necessarily involved nor essential to determination of the 

case in hand.”) (quoting United States v. Villarreal-Ortiz, 553 F.3d 1326, 1328 n.3 (10th Cir. 

2009)). Reading a court’s language so as to reduce it to dicta can hardly be seen as a plausible 

interpretation of the decision. 

Second, the context of the case leads to a different interpretation of the court’s language – 

one that supports the common-sense notion that EPA has jurisdiction to require submission to 

“regulat[ion] and control” of private activity only when that activity would otherwise be 

unlawful (e.g., the prohibited discharge of a pollutant without a permit). The court was dealing 

with an EPA effort to compel CAFOs’ submission to a regulatory regime. EPA sought to 

unilaterally impose requirements on CAFOs, in the absence of pollutant discharges or any 

otherwise unlawful actions, by requiring them to seek a permit which, according to the 

regulations, inevitably would restrict the CAFOs’ operations. This is what the Second Circuit 

said could not be done, and the quoted passage stands for no more than that. 

In the second decision, industry petitioners had challenged EPA’s attempt to draft around 

the limitation that had been imposed by the Second Circuit. Nat’l Pork Prods. Council v. U.S. 

Env’l Prot. Agency, 635 F.3d 738 (5th Cir. 2011). Instead of regulating a CAFO with the 

“potential to discharge,” EPA revised the CAFO regulation to enforce its “duty to apply” where a 

CAFO “proposes to discharge,” but EPA defined that phrase as being a CAFO “designed, 
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constructed, operated, and maintained in a manner such that the CAFO will discharge.” Id. at 

750. In other words, even in the absence of an actual proposal to discharge, as the Permitees 

have provided in this matter, EPA would infer such a proposal from the physical characteristics 

of the CAFO. The Fifth Circuit rejected this attempt. As with the Second Circuit’s decision in 

Waterkeeper, the Fifth Circuit in National Pork addressed only the EPA’s authority to compel 

permit applications in the absence of actual discharges, not the Agency’s quite different 

authority to issue a CWA permit in response to a voluntary application describing an actual 

proposal to discharge. 

4. The CWA Storm Water Permitting and Effluent Guidelines Programs Demonstrate 
That Congress Did Not Constrain EPA’s Authority to Issue This Permit. 

EPA can exercise its jurisdiction whenever a person applies for a permit in order to 

remain in compliance with the law if circumstances make a discharge necessary. Nowhere is this 

authority better illustrated than in the storm water permitting and effluent guidelines programs of 

the Act. 

a. The CWA Storm Water Permitting Program Authorizes Permits for 
Indeterminate Discharges. 

Storm water permitting constitutes a central feature of the Act’s Section 402 NPDES 

program. The statutory authority to permit future, uncertain, episodic discharges of storm water 

has existed in the CWA since passage of the landmark 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act 

Amendments, which later became known as the CWA. Pub. L. No. 92-500, 86 Stat. 816 (1972). 

The 1972 legislation established the Section 301 prohibition on unpermitted pollutant discharges 

and the Section 402 NPDES permit program. Id. at 844, 880. The same, original statutory 

commands and definitions that provide EPA’s authority to permit discharges from the 

Laboratory’s outfalls also provide the basis for permitting episodic storm water discharges. 
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In 1987, Congress enacted amendments to the CWA that required EPA to undertake 

rulemaking and implement comprehensive permitting for storm water pollutant sources. Water 

Quality Act of 1987, Pub. L. No. 100-4, 101 Stat. 7 (1987). While the 1987 amendments 

breathed new life into EPA’s storm water permitting program, they did not augment the original 

statutory authority to deal with these future, episodic discharges. The amendments added 

subsection 402(p), which directs EPA to issue permits that will authorize future storm water 

discharges from municipal and industrial point sources in the event that precipitation, together 

with other circumstances at a facility, result in a discharge. Pub. L. No. 100-4, 101 Stat. 7, 6970 

(1987) (codified as amended at 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(B)—(D)). 

The CWA stormwater permitting program is vast. The National Academy of Sciences 

estimated in 2009 that EPA and approved States had provided NPDES storm water discharge 

authorizations to about 7,000 municipalities and 100,000 industrial facilities. See Nat’l Research 

Council, et al., Urban Stormwater Management in the United States 36 (2009). In addition, 

NPDES storm water permit coverage is authorized for about 200,000 construction projects each 

year. Id. Storm water discharge permit holders are required to implement a variety of best 

management practices to retard, retain and control the runoff of storm water containing 

pollutants ranging from eroded soil at construction sites to petroleum and chemicals at industrial 

sites. Id. 

Retention basins are a typical and widely used control measure to retard and retain storm 

water so as to capture sediment and other pollutants washed by precipitation runoff from the 

facility property. Retention basins are designed to impound storm water for a time sufficient for 

the pollutants to settle out and leave the storm water clean enough to be discharged by releasing 

the cleaner water near the basin’s surface into receiving waters. 3 Michael L. Clar, Billy J. 
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Barfield & Thomas P. O’Connor, Stormwater Best Management Practice Design Guide: Basin 

Best Management Practices § 222 (2004). Water levels in retention basins also can be lowered to 

create storage capacity for runoff from the next storm. 

Retention basins are designed to control precipitation events of a certain size—e.g., the 

25-year storm or the 50-year storm. Id. § 2-2. In other words, if a future precipitation event does 

not exceed the “design storm,” the control measure should be sufficient to promote settling of 

pollutants and should result in a discharge that meets water quality objectives. If a precipitation 

event exceeds the design and a discharge of partially treated storm water occurs, however, the 

permit shields the facility from liability for that exceptional circumstance. 

Thus, the CWA allows EPA to issue permits authorizing future discharges—both expected 

discharges based upon approved design criteria (discharges from drawing down the basin 

following a smaller storm), and unexpected discharges that were not planned for in the design 

(overflow from a storm larger than the basin’s design will accommodate). Unplanned discharges 

can occur due to a number of meteorological and other circumstances beyond the discharger’s 

control, but EPA is not required to deny permit coverage because it believes the circumstances 

that would result in a discharge may be remote. 

For storm water permitting, the relevant circumstances include extreme swings between 

periods of normal-to-heavy precipitation and periods of dry weather, including drought. It is not 

uncommon for extended periods of time to pass without any discharge pursuant to the discharge 

authorization granted by a storm water permit. See generally Drought Monitoring, National 

Weather Service, https://www.weather.gov/ilm/drought (last visited June 29, 2022). Extreme 
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and prolonged drought conditions can leave geographic areas with no precipitation for years, 

especially in the arid Western and Southwestern regions of the United States. Id. 

If prolonged periods devoid of discharges were to provide a basis for denying 

applications for renewal of NPDES storm water discharge permits, EPA’s Section 402(p) 

permitting program would be in shambles. Large, unanticipated storms do occur, and when they 

do, there will be discharges of only partially treated water because runoff will exceed the design 

capacity of retention basins. 

For a number of years, the Laboratory occupied a similar situation with respect to Outfall 

051. The Laboratory designed the evaporation equipment to handle the expected volume of 

wastewater. The operating principle had been that, if the evaporation equipment operated reliably 

and continuously, and if the wastewater volume did not increase due to a change in the 

Laboratory’s mission, then Outfall 051 should not be needed. But if the evaporation equipment 

became unavailable due to malfunction or maintenance needs, and/or there was an increase in 

treatment demands, then the Laboratory would need an authorization to discharge treated 

wastewater via Outfall 051. The Laboratory has made this perfectly clear in its submissions, as 

Petitioners acknowledge. Like the storm water discharger in an arid region, the operating plan 

had been that the Laboratory might not discharge via Outfall 051 for extended periods, but 

LANL consistently sought a permit that specifically would authorize the use of Outfall 051 if 

circumstances made a discharge necessary – a permit that would make that discharge lawful. 

Thus, even if the Laboratory had not changed its operational plan to make regular use of Outfall 

051, as it has done, the statute contemplates that EPA would have authority to permit the outfall 

for use when circumstances require. 
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The same must be said with respect to Outfalls 13S, 03A027 and 05A055. Permitees have 

proposed to use these outfalls when necessary, and have clearly explained the operational 

circumstances that would require a discharge, and that in several cases in the past have so 

required discharges. Permitting those contingent future uses of the outfalls is a legitimate and 

appropriate exercise of EPA’s authority. 

b. The CWA Effluent Guidelines Program Authorizes Permitting for 
Indeterminate Discharges. 

EPA’s implementation of the Act’s effluent limitation guidelines (“ELG”) program 

provides another useful analogy demonstrating that the Agency has authority to regulate 

indeterminate discharges by establishing effluent limitations, to be applied through NPDES 

permits, in the event that circumstances necessitate a discharge. EPA’s authority for its ELG 

program derives from the same provisions of the CWA that govern its establishment of effluent 

limitations in the Permit for all outfalls at the Laboratory. 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311, 1314. 

EPA has promulgated the full suite of ELGs for new and existing direct and indirect 

dischargers in the Fertilizer Manufacturing Point Source Category. 40 C.F.R. § 418. For the 

Phosphate Subcategory, EPA determined that direct dischargers are capable of achieving “no 

discharge of process wastewater pollutants to navigable waters.” E.g., id. § 418.12(a). The 

Agency recognized, however, that despite adequate conservation and recirculation of water, 

discharges could occur via runoff from calcium sulfate storage piles at such facilities due to 

“chronic or catastrophic precipitation events” that could overwhelm the surge capacity of water 

storage infrastructure. EPA therefore allowed such discharges in the event of storms greater than 

the applicable design criteria. Id. The Fertilizer ELGs illustrate that, beyond the broad 

stormwater permitting program, indeterminate discharges of process wastewater may be 
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authorized under the NPDES permitting program in circumstances that, while they may be rare, 

have been anticipated and stated in the permit application. Thus, Petitioners’ contrary 

interpretation of the statute should be rejected. 

5. Region 6’s Practice Shows That This Permit is Not Unusual. 

Petitioners insinuate that the permit in this matter was issued for some unique and 

improper purpose. The Region 6 pattern of practice refutes that suggestion. EPA Region 6 has a 

long-standing and consistent practice of issuing NPDES permits to facilities that are not 

currently discharging and will only do so if necessary, when certain circumstances arise.  

The permit in this proceeding is by no means unusual. In New Mexico, for example, EPA 

has issued NPDES permits authorizing:43  

 Discharges of contaminated wastewater as necessary to sustain a remediation 

program when underground injection facilities are not available to dispose of 

withdrawn groundwater (Kirtland Air Force Base (NM0031216)); 

 Discharges of wastewater from coal preparation areas when necessary to prevent 

interference with the preparation process (Lee Ranch Coal Co., Lee Ranch Mine 

(NM0029581));  

 Discharges when necessary to respond to emergencies (Navajo Dam DWC & 

NSW, Inc. (NM0030953)); and 

 Discharges of industrial and sanitary wastewater when required due to significant 

precipitation events (Chevron Mining Inc., Ancho Mine (NM0030180), Chevron 

 
43 New Mexico NPDES permits are readily available online. See EPA, New Mexico NPDES 
Permits, https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/new-mexico-npdes-permits (June 27, 2022). 

https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/new-mexico-npdes-permits
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Mining Inc., Questa Mine (NM0022306), Lee Ranch Coal Co., El Segundo Mine 

(NM0030996), Village of Springer Water Treatment Plant (NM0030627), PAA-

KO Communities Sewer Association (NM0030724), Maxwell Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (NM0029149), Mora Independent School District (NM0031097), 

City of Raton Water Filtration Facility (NM0029891), Rio Grande Resources 

Corp., Mt. Taylor Mine (NM0028100)).  

6. Petitioners’ Arguments are Based on a False Premise – the Assertion that RLWTF is 
Categorically Required to Obtain a RCRA Permit Absent the Permit for Discharges 
from Outfalls 051 is In Error. 

a. The RLWTF is Exempt from RCRA Permitting Regardless of Whether EPA 
issues the Permit for Discharges From Outfall 051. 

As explained above, of all the facilities integrated with the outfalls that are subject to 

challenge in the Petition, Petitioners only make allegations concerning RCRA requirements for 

the RLWTF and Outfall 051. See, e.g., Petition ¶ 13 (citing Petition Ex. A,44 which discusses that 

the RLWTF is not authorized to receive listed hazardous waste but did receive a small amount of 

corrosive characteristic waste). Thus, even if Petitioners are correct in their view that NPDES 

permit coverage is improper for outfalls that may not constantly discharge, which we 

demonstrated above is not the case, Petitioners’ arguments relating to RCRA standards and 

permitting could apply, at most to this one outfall, not to the other five outfalls addressed by the 

Petition. But even the possibility of RCRA applicability at Outfall 051 does not arise because: 

(1) the permit was properly issued for actual discharges from Outfall 051 (and thus the Board 

need not even reach Petitioners’ RCRA issue); and (2) Petitioners’ assertion that the WWTU 

 
44 David Moss, et al., Report – Elimination of Liquid Discharge to the Environment from the TA-
50 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility, Los Alamos Nat’l Lab. (June 1998). 
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exemption would be inapplicable to the RLWTF and Outfall 051 in the absence of NPDES 

permit coverage is incorrect. 

Petitioners misrepresent the applicable legal requirements in arguing that only EPA’s 

issuance of the permit gives effect to the WWTU exemption from RCRA permitting. Id. ¶¶ 13-

16. Petitioners point to 40 C.F.R. § 264.1(g)(6), which exempts the RLWTF tanks and associated 

ancillary equipment (such as Outfall 051) from the substantive RCRA standards. Id. at 36. But 

Petitioners never mention 40 C.F.R. § 270.1(c)(2)(v), which provides that owners and operators 

of exempt wastewater treatment units also “are not required to obtain a RCRA permit.” Id. 

Both section 264 and section 270 contribute to the WWTU exemption, one for 

substantive RCRA requirements, and one for RCRA permitting. Both provisions point to section 

260.10 for the definition of a “wastewater treatment unit.” The key element of that definition is 

that such a unit must be “subject to regulation under either section 402 or 307(b)” of the CWA. 

40 C.F.R. § 260.10. 

EPA has a long standing and consistent interpretation of what is meant by this definition 

in its regulation. Over 30 years ago, EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 

(OSWER) issued an official directive addressing the issue.45 OSWER emphasized that: 

It is important to note that it is not necessary that…Clean Water Act permits 
actually be issued for the units to be eligible for the RCRA exemption; it is 
sufficient that the facility be subject to the requirements of the Clean Water Act.46  

 
45 Ex. F, Attachment A, Exemption from Permitting Requirements for Waste Water Treatment 
Units, OSWER 9522.1992(01), 1992 WL 754630 (Jan. 16, 1992). 
46 Id. at 27. 
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Explaining further, OSWER made clear that the key phrase in § 260.10 –“subject to regulation 

under . . . Section 402” – covers facilities “which are permitted, were ever permitted, or should 

have been permitted under NPDES.”47  

The Agency’s directive settles the question of whether the RLWTF and Outfall 051 are 

exempt from RCRA permitting under 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.1 and 260.10. The Board should give 

deference to EPA’s (i.e., OSWER’s) well-settled and reasonable interpretation of its own 

regulation. See, Kisor v. Wilkie, Sec’y of Veterans Affairs, 139 S. Ct. 2400 (2019). Because the 

Laboratory has held an NPDES permit for Outfall 051 since 1978, and clearly was required to do 

so, the directive concludes that the WWTU exemption applies.48 

As Petitioners point out, in the past Laboratory technical staff also had examined the 

issue of continuous renewal of the NPDES permit for Outfall 051 in relation to the question of 

retaining the WWTU exemption. Petition ¶¶ 13-14. To the extent that such examination included 

an assumption made as a basis to provide a technical analysis, the assumption was mistaken then, 

just as Petitioners are mistaken now. 

In the end, however, even if Petitioners’ understanding of the WWTU exemption were 

correct, the exemption would still apply to the RLWTF and Outfall 051. Region 6 properly 

issued the NPDES permit authorization for discharges from this outfall, originally in 1978 and 

 
47 Id., Attachment A at 15. 
48 Petitioners’ contention that Region 6 should have resolved a supposed “conflict” between the 
CWA and RCRA by interpreting the CWA to exclude permitting authority for a “possible” 
discharge, Petition ¶¶71-73, has no relevance here, as the ongoing discharges from Outfall 051 
are not merely “possible.” As explained earlier, those discharges are actual and fully documented 
in the administrative record. 
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again most recently in 2022, as explained above, and even Petitioners agree that the Region’s 

permitting action triggers the exemption. 

b. Applicability of RCRA Permitting Requirements for RLWTF Absent the 
WWTU Exemption is a Complex Question that Would Require Significant 
Analysis of Current Operations to Address. 

While the question of whether the RLWTF would be subject to RCRA permitting 

requirements absent the WWTU exemption is not before the Board, it is important to briefly 

address Petitioners’ assertions that Triad has conceded that the RLWTF is subject to a RCRA 

permitting requirement absent the exemption. Neither Triad, the DOE, or prior operators of the 

Laboratory have made such a concession. To the extent that Petitioners rely on a report from 

over a quarter century past, that technical (non-legal) analysis was conducted to examine how to 

strengthen administrative controls over operations at that time in a manner that would obviate the 

need for RCRA permitting for the RLWTF. Petition Ex. A. Furthermore, corrective action, 

including for remediation of legacy solid waste management units referenced by Petitioners, is 

governed by a separate requirement and is explicitly not subject to RCRA permitting 

requirements. Petition Ex. WW (addressing that obligations under the Consent Order are 

expressly not covered by RCRA permitting requirements).49  

In other words, the “either/or” choice that Petitioners attempt to frame is, at best, subject 

to significant uncertainties. The Laboratory has engaged in litigation at both the federal and state 

levels which, in part, opposes counter-factual categorical statements about a RCRA permit 

requirement for the RLWTF. See, generally, United States v. N.M. Env’l Dept., No. 10-CV-

01251 (D. N.M. Dec. 29, 2010); United States. v. Curry, No. A-1-CA-31030 (N.M. Ct. App. 

 
49 Dennis J. Erickson & Tom Baca, Radioactive Liquid Waste Zero Discharge Project 
Memorandum, Los Alamos Nat’l Lab. (July 10, 1998) 



 
32 

Dec. 29, 2010). Petitioners misstate the record on this issue in an attempt to frame a false choice 

between the CWA and RCRA at a theoretical level, which is in any case not relevant in light of 

issuance of the Permit authorizing actual, ongoing discharges from Outfall 051. 

V. CONCLUSION 

 The Petition reveals no clear factual or legal error, no abuse of discretion by Region 6, 

and no exercise of discretion or policy consideration warranting the Board’s review. The Board 

should deny the Petition. 

Dated: July 1, 2022  

Respectfully submitted,* 
 
/s/James T. Banks   
James T. Banks  
Hogan Lovells US LLP  
Columbia Square  
555 Thirteenth Street, NW  
Washington, DC 20004  
Tel.: 202-637-5802  
E-mail: james.banks@hoganlovells.com  
 
/s/ Maxine M. McReynolds    
Maxine M. McReynolds  
Office of General Counsel  
Los Alamos National Laboratory  
P.O. Box 1663, MS A187  
Los Alamos, NM 87545-  
Tel.: 505-667-3766  
E-mail: mcreynolds@lanl.gov  
 
Attorneys for Triad National Security, LLC 

 

 

* The Department of Energy, National Nuclear Security Administration’s Site Counsel for the 
Los Alamos Site Office joins in this Response. 

 



 
33 

/s/ Silas R. DeRoma   
Silas R. DeRoma 
U.S. DOE NNSA, Los Alamos Site Office 
3747 W. Jemez Rd. 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
Tel.: 505-667-4668 
Email: silas.deroma@nnsa.doe.gov 
 
Attorney for U.S. Department of Energy, 
National Nuclear Security Administration
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify that, on July 1, 2022, I served the foregoing Permit Applicant’s Response 

to Petition for Review and Statement of Compliance with Word Limitations, in connection with 

In re U.S. Department of Energy & Triad National Security, L.L.C., on the following persons by 

e-mail in accordance with the Environmental Appeals Board’s September 21, 2020 Revised Order 

Authorizing Electronic Service of Documents in Permit and Enforcement Appeals:  

 
For: Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, et al.  
Lindsay A. Lovejoy, Jr. 
3600 Cerrillos Road, Unit 1001A 
Santa Fe, NM 87507 
Telephone: (505) 983-1800 
Email: lindsay@lindsaylovejoy.com 
 
Joni Arends  
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety  
P.O. Box 31147  
Santa Fe, NM 87594-1147  
Telephone: 505-986-1973  
Email: jarends@nuclearactive.org  
 
For: EPA  
Jay Przyborski 
U.S. EPA Region 6 
1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 
Dallas, TX 75270 
przyborski.jay@epa.gov 
Tel. (214) 665-6605 
 
 
Dated: July 1, 2022 
 

/s/ James T. Banks    
James T. Banks  
Hogan Lovells US LLP  
Columbia Square  
555 Thirteenth Street, NW  
Washington, DC 20004  
Telephone: 202-637-5802  
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E-mail: james.banks@hoganlovells.com  
 
Attorney for Triad National Security, LLC  
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from lien, I of Form I) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM089001051S 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(/isl) 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3. SEC. 1, DEG, 2. MIN, 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

001 35.00 52 .00 26.00 106,00 19 .00 9.00 Perennial Reach of Sandia Canyon 

Water Quality Segment 20.6.4,126 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; {2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2, OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (list) (include unit, ) a, DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

001 
Power Plant Once Through Cooling 

49,652 GPD 
Dechlorination 

2 E 

Sanitary Wastewater System {SWWS) 
26,432 GOD 

Grit Removal 
1 M 

Treated Efflu~nt M.1xi.ng 
1 0 

Screening 
1 T 

Sedimentation (settling) 
001 1 u 

Dechlorination 
2 E 

Disinfection (ch lorine) 
2 F 

Activated Sludge 
3 A 

Pre-Aeration 
001 3 E 

I sludge) 
Composting 

5 G 

I sludge I 
Drying Beds 

5 H 

Landfill 
(sludge) 5 Q 

001 
Sanitary Effluent Reclamation 

39,807 GPD 
Evaporation 

1 F 

Facility (SERF) Treated Effluent Reverse Osmosis (Hyperf i 1 t ration) 
1 s 

Chemical Precipitat i on 
2 C 

Dechlorination 2 E 

Neutralization 
001 2 K 

Reduction 
2 L 

(reuse of SWWS Effluent) 
Reuse/Recycle of Treated Efflue nt 

4 C 

Landfill 
5 Q 

Pressure Filtration 
001 5 R 

Strategic Computing Complex ISCC) Dechlorination 
SO, 679 GPD 2 E 

'freated Cooling Tower Slowdown Disinfection (other ) 
2 H 

Reduction 
2 L 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (effluent guidelines suh-categunes) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No, NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

IZ] YES (complele the jolfowmg table) D NO (go lo Sec/,on Ill) 

3 FREQUENCY 4. FLOW 

a, DAYS PER B. TOTAL VOLUME 
2 OPERATION(s) WEEK b. MONTHS a. FLOW RATE (i11 mgd) (spe,:ify wilh Ullils) 

1, OUTFALL CONTRIBUTING FLOW 
NUMBER (/isl) (list) 

(specify PER YEAR LONGTERM 2, MAXIMUM 1. LONGTERM 2. MAXIMUM C. DURATION 
avttrage) (spt:1.:ify average) (in days) AVERAGE DAILY AVERAGE DAILY 

001 Power Plant Once Through Coo ling 

Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) 
Effluent 

Sanitary Effluent Reclamation 
Facility (SERF) Effluent 

sec Cooling Tower Blowdown 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

7.0 

7.0 

7,0 

7 , 0 

12.0 0.050 MGD 0.195 MGD 

12.0 0.026 MGD 0.209 MGD 

12 . 0 0.040 MGD 0.122 MGD 

12 . 0 0.051 MGD 0 . 105 MGD 

A, Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

0 YES (complete flem lll-R) ll] NO (go lo Section IV) 

B. Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complete flem lll-q ll] NO (go to Sec/ion JV) 

49,652 194,524 365 
GALLONS GALLONS 

209,173 365 
26,432 GALLONS 
GALLONS 

121,914 365 
GALLONS 

39,807 
GALLONS 104,804 365 

GALLONS 

50,679 
GALLONS 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-8, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 
c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 

(,pecify) 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(list outfall numbers) 

NA NA NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

ll] YES (complete the following table) 0 NO (go to //em I V-8) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 

a NO b SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a REQUIRED b. PROJECTED 

Compliance Schedule to meet 
6T3 Temperature of 20C. The 
effluent limit and 
monitoring requirement of 
6T3 = 20C are effective on 
the date one- day before the 
per mit expiration date 
(9/29/19) . 

001 Power Pl ant Once 
Through Cooling, 
SWWS Effluent, SERF 
Effluent, sec 
Cooling Towers 
Slowdown 

Pursuent to 20.6.4.15.D NMAC the water 10/1/14 9/ 2 9/19 
quality standard is nder review to 
determine if natural thermal conditions 
are prevneting the attainment of coldwater 
aquatic life use. The receiving water was 
listed as impaired for temperature in the 
2018 -2020 Integrated report (30Sd/30Sb)and 
assigned an IR category of SB inidicating 
the need for review of the wa ter quality 
standard. 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect your 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules for 
construction. 

~ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D NUMBER (cnpy fmm Item I of Form 1) 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of tile pollutants listed in Table 2c.:-3 or l11e inslruclions, which you know or have reason to bel ieve is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall, For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 

Anil ine 
Carbon Disulfide 
Cresol 
Strontium 
Styrene 
Uranium 
Vanadium 

2. SOURCE 

Sanitary Wastewater System 
(SWWS) Effluent. A revi e w of 
the waste stream profiles 
associated with the water 
treated at the SWWS identified 
the 7 Form 2C-3 pollutants 
listed in Section V.D.l. 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

D YES (list all such po//11ta11/s below ) [lJ NO (go to llem V!-B) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 3 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

[Z] YES (1dentify the test(s) and des crihe 1heir purposes below) D NO (go to Section VIII) 

Whole Effluent Toxicity 7 Day Chronic Toxicity, Critical dilutin 100% with a dilution series of 32%, 42%, 56%, 
75%, and 100%. 

Ceridoaphnia dubia, 24-hr composite, 1/5 Years 
Pimephales promelas, 24-hr composite, 1/5 Years 

See the DMR Summary Report provided in Attachment D of the Fact Sheet provided with the permit application. 

VIII CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

ll] YES (list the name, address, and telephone number of. and po/111/an/s analy::ed by, 
each such laborll/ory or firm below) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory I nc . 

Pacific EcoRisk 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Suite 120, 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

2250 Cordelia Rd., Fairfield CA 94534 

D NO (go to Section [}() 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & no ) 

(843) 556-8171 

(910) 795-0421 

(505)929-4545 

(707) 207-7760 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

voe, svoc, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemistry, 
General Chemistry, BOD, 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

Whole Efflue nt Toxicity 

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, 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or pr111t) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no. ) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 66 7-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

3-LD-I '1 
PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No, NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identijy the lest(,) and descrihe 1heir p111poses he/ow) D NO (go lo Sec:tion V/II) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII : CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (list the 11ame, address, and telephone number of, and polluta11/s a11aly=ed by, 
each such luhoratory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX, CERTIFICATION 

D NO (go to Section IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & no, ) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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 sys/em 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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no. ) 

Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

• EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 4 of4 
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EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

001 

PART A -You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if avoilahle) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2J MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 1. 8 4. 996 (DJ 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (ROJJ) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 58.1 161.3 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Demand (COD) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
5 .8 5 16.24 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOCJ 

d. Total Suspended 
7.2 19 . 985 7.2 13. 04 1 . 986 2.5 5 49 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0.207 0.5 746 (0) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.3326 (A) 0. 21 71 (A) 0.1 5 39 (A) 365 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(winier) 1 5.6 (B) 14 .1 (B) 13 .4 (B ) 13 ' C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(summer) 20.9 (B) 20.6 (B) 20 . 0 (B) 13 ' C NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i pH 7 (C) 8.5 (C) 7 . 3 (CJ 7.9 (CJ 208 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x• in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which 1s limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence ln your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requfrements. 

2. MARK"X" 3. EFFLUENT 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 

AND a, b. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) 

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

a. Bromide X 3 . 6 2 10.05 (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0 0 0 0 Residual 

c. Color X 5 NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X 71. 7 (K) 15.4 (K) 

e. Fluoride X ( 16984-48-8) 0.152 0.4219 

f. Nitrate-Nitrite X 1. 69 4.69 (asN) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-r 
Industrial an .. .iitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 
(if available) VALUE 

(1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

0 0 208 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

1 PCU NA NA NA NA 

6.87 (Kl 96 #/l00mL NA NA NA NA 

1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ( , al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. l'tn.,089001051 5 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
CAS NO. BELIEVED 

(i/ available) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen , 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and 
Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P) , Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j . Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total 

(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, 
Total 

(4) Radium 226, 
Total 

k. Sulfate 
(as SO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(as S) 

m. Sulfite 
(asS03) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants 

o. Aluminum, 

X Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron , Total X (7440-42-8) 

r, Cobalt, Total X (7440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total X (7 439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7439-95-4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7 439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 

X Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Tttanium, 

X Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a . MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (i/ available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

1.14 3.16 

<1.46 <4.05 (El 

1. 83 5.079 (Ol 

<1.65 NA (E) 

1 0 .1 NA 

<0.39 NA (El 

<0.15 NA (El 

12.9 35.81 

<0.033 <0.0916 (El 

1 2.776 (Ol 

<0.017 <0.0472 ( E ) 

<19.3 <0.0536 (G,Nl 

16.8 0.0466 (Hl 

82.4 0.2287 (Hl 

<0.3 <0.0008 (F,N) 

37.9 0.1052 (D,Ol 

2930 8 .133 (Ol 

1 0.0028 (Hl 

4.78 0. 0133 (D) 

<l <0.0028 (El 

<2 <0.0056 (E,N) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c . LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(i} available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Fe : Outfall 001 

4. UNITS 

a . CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg /L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

_ _/ March 2019 

5. INTAKE (op1io11al) 

a . LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from llem 1 of Form J) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 001 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x• in column 2-a for all such GC/MS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GC/MS 
fractions) , mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe Is present. Mark ' X' in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe Is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged In concentrations of 10 ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged . Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully . Complete one table (all 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requl rements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 

1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONG TERM 
AND a. b. c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (,j available) VALUE (,j available) AVERAGE VALUE 

CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M. Antimony, Total X <l <0.003 (F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, Total X <2 <6e-03 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.2 <6e-04 (F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-41-7) 

4M. Cadniium, Total X <0.3 <Be-04 (F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 44D-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X <3 <Be-03 (F,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7440-47-3) 

SM. Copper, Total X 5.45 0.0151 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total X <0.5 <0.001 (F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7439-92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0.067 <2e-04 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (743S-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X <0.6 <2e-03 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <6e-03 (F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7782-4!>-2) 

11 M. Silver, Total X <0.3 <Be-04 (f) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0 .6 <2e-03 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7 440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 60 0.1665 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1.67 <5e-03 (F,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

15M. Phenols, X <1.67 <5e-03 (E,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra-

X DESCRIBE RESULTS' Analyt i c~ l Result= <1 1 pg/L (lower than the MDL) however, the MDL used ! s greater than 10 pg/L. 
chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. N-11,,0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X' 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonrtrile X (107-13-1) 

JV. Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis (Chiaro• 
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V, Chlorobenzene X (108-90-7) 

av. Chlorod i-

X bromomethane 
(124-48-1) 

9V. Chloroethane X (75-00-3) 

10V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichiaro-

X bromomethane 
(75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1,1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
(1) 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

<1.67 <Se-03 

<1.67 <Se-03 

1. 81 Se-03 

3.16 9e - 0 3 

<0.333 <9 e-0 4 

<0.333 <9e-04 

1. 47 4e-03 

<0.333 <9e-04 

<1.67 <0.005 

0 .8 2 2e-03 

1. 41 4e-03 

<0.333 <9e-04 

<0.333 <9e-04 

<0.333 <9e-04 

<0.333 <9e-04 

<0.333 <9e-04 

<0.333 <9e-04 

<0.337 <9e-04 

<0.333 <9e-04 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Fa -: Outfall 001 
_.../ March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opt1011al) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(!J available) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1 ) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(H,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(I) 

(H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(D,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(I) 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F,L) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-4 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X" 

1. POLLUTANT 
AND a. b. 

CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 
(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <Se-03 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <9e-04 
(79-34-51 

24V, Tetrachloro- X <0. 33 3 <9e-04 ethylene (127-1 B-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.333 <9e-04 
(108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Oichloroethylene <0.333 <9e-04 
I c15s-so.5J 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <9e-04 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0 .33 3 <9e-04 ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0 . 333 <9e- 04 ethylene (79-01-6) 

30V, Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-69-4) 

31 V. Vinyl Chloride X < 0.333 <9e-04 (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1 A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3.19 <9e-03 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-0ichloro- X <3.19 <9E-03 phenol (120-8~2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.19 <9E-03 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinrrro-O- X <3.19 <9E-03 Cresci (534-52-1) 

SA. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5 . 32 <le-02 phenol (51-28-5) 

6A. 2-Nrrrophenol X <3.19 <9E-03 (88-75-5) 

7 A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3 .19 <9E-03 (100-02-7) 

SA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.19 <9E-03 Cresci (59-50-7) 

9A. Pentachloro- X <3.19 <9E-03 phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3 . 19 <9E-03 (108-95-2) 

11 A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.19 <9E-03 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

3, EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(If uvutluh/i,J VALUE (,fovu1/uble) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION 12) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(F) 

(F ) 

(F ) 

(F,O) 

(F) 

(F) 

(E) 

(F) 

(I) 

(F) 

(F) 

(F) 

(F) 

(F) 

(F ) 

(E) 

(E ) 

(E) 

(F) 

(F) 

(F) 

PAGE V-5 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op111ma{) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L l bs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L l bs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2~ 10 of 15 
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Los A lamos ( ,al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. N'ttt,0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X <0.319 <9e-04 (B3-32-9) 

28. Acenaphtylene X <0.319 <9e-04 (208-96-B) 

38. Anthracene X <0.319 <9e-04 (120-12-7) 

48. Benzidine X <4.15 <le-02 (92-87-5) 

SB. Benza (a) 

X Anthracene <0.319 <9e-04 
(56-55-3) 

68. Benza (a) X <0.319 <9e-04 Pyrene (50-32-8) 

78. 3,4-Benza-

X fluaranthene <0 .32 <9e-04 
(205-99-2) 

88. Benza (ghi) X <0.319 <9e-04 Perylene (191-24-2) 

98. Benza (k) 

X Fluaranthene <0.319 <9e-04 
(207-08-9) 

1 OB. Bis (]-Ch/oro-
elhoxy) Methane X <3.19 <9e-03 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Ch/orn-
elhyl) Ether X <3.19 <9e-03 
(111-44-4) 

128. Bis (2-

X C:h/orn1.rnpropyl) <1.67 <5E-03 
Ether (102-80-1) 

138. Bis (2-Hthyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate 5.09 le-02 
(117-81-7) 

148. 4-Bramaphenyl 

X Phenyl Ether <3.19 <9e-03 
(101-55-3) 

158. Butyl Benzyl X <0.319 <9e-04 
Phthalate (85-68-7) 

168. 2-Chlara-
naphthalene X (91-58-7) 

<0 . 436 <le-03 

178. 4-Chlara-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <3.19 <9e-03 
(7005-72-3) 

188. Chrysene X <0.319 <9e-04 (218-01-9) 

198. Dibenza (a, h) 
Anthracene X <0.319 <9e-04 (53-70-3) 

208. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <9e-04 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1.3-Di-chloro- X <0.333 <9e-04 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-RO , Fo ; Outfall 001 
._,,,· March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c , LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(if available) VALUE (ij available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-6 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 

11 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V--6 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

228. 1,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <9e-04 benzene (106-46-7) 

238. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3.19 <9e-03 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X <0.319 <9e-04 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

258. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.319 <9e-04 
(131 -11-3) 

268. Di-N-8utyl X <0.319 <9e-04 Phthalate (84-74-2) 

278. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.19 <9e-03 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-Dinttro- X <3.19 <9e-03 toluene (606-20-2) 

298. Di-N-Octyl X <0.319 <9e-04 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

308. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3.19 <9e-03 
benzene) (122-66-7) 

31 8. Fluoranthene X <0.319 <9e-04 (206-44-0) 

328. Fluorene X <0.319 <9e-04 (86-73-7) 

338. Hexachloro- X <3.19 <9e-03 benzene (118-74-1) 

348. Hexachloro- X <3.19 <9e-03 butadiene (87-68-3) 

358. Hexachloro-

X cyclopentadiene <3.19 <9e-03 
(77-47-4) 

368 Hexachloro- X <3.19 <9e-03 ethane (67-72-1) 

378, lndeno 
(1,2,3-ccf) Pyrene X <0.319 <9e-04 
(193-39-5) 

388. lsophorone X <3.72 <lE-02 (78-59-1) 

398. Naphthalene X <0.319 <9e-04 (91-20-3) 

408. Nttrobenzene X <3.19 <9e-03 (98-95-3) 

418. N-Nttro-
sodimethylamine X <3.19 <9e-03 
(62-75-9) 

428. N-Nilrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3.19 <9e-03 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(E) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

(F) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optio11a/) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b, NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2' 12 of 15 
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Los Alamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. N'r,,a890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (conlinued) 

43B. N-Nitro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.19 <9e-03 
(86-30-6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X <0.319 <9E-04 (85-01-8) 

45B. Pyrene X <0.319 <9E -04 (129-00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <3.19 <9E-03 (120-82-1) 

GCIMS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.07 <2E-04 (309-00-2) 

2P. a-BHC X <0.07 <2E -04 (319-84-6) 

3P. IJ-BHC X <0.07 <2E-04 (319-85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X <0.07 <2E -04 (58-89-9) 

SP. &-BHC X <0.07 <2E-04 (319-86-8) 

SP. Chlordane X <0.805 <2E-03 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.105 <3E-04 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.105 <3E-04 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.105 <3E-04 (72-54-8) 

10P. Dieldrin X <0.105 <3E-04 (60-57-1) 

11 P. a-Enosulfan X <0.07 <2E-04 (115-29-7) 

12P. ~-Endosulfan X <0.105 <3E-04 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Su~ate 
(1031-07-8) X <0.105 <3E-04 

14P. Endrin X <0.105 <3E-04 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X (7421-93-4) 

<0.07 <2E-04 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.07 <2E-04 (76-44-8) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Fa• ~ Outfall 001 
__ __,, March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op1io11al) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(if available) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION {2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(F,M) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(F) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(Fl 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-8 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2, MARK "X' 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GCIMS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (cominued) 

17P, Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1 242 X (53469-21 -9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1 ) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (1 1104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-2:-' 

EPA LD. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form J) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 0 0 1 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.07 <2E-04 (F) 

<0.042 2 <lE-04 (F,J, O) 

<0.042 2 <lE-0 4 (F,J,O) 

<0.042 2 <lE-04 (F,J,O) 

<0.0422 <lE -04 (F,J,O) 

<0.0422 <lE- 04 (F,J,O) 

<0.0422 <lE-04 (F,J,O) 

<0.0422 <lE-04 (F,J,O) 

<1.58 <4E-03 (G) 

PAGEV-9 

Industrial anc. . 1itary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-

NPDES-F2C-18-001-R0, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

5. INTAKE (op11mw() 
a. LONGTERM 

AVERAGE VALUE 
b. NO. OF (1) 

TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-001-RD, Form 2C Outfall 001 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

, OUTFALL -001 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

B Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were determined 
using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

C The pH values provided were determined using data collected between October 2014 and September 2018. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 
E The analytical result provided is below the Method Detection Limit (MDL). There is not an EPA Region 6 

approved Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F The analytical result provided is below the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided is 
the MDL. 

G The analytical result provided is below the MDL but is above the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value 
provided is the MDL. 

H The analytical result provided is above the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

I The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

J Results were obtained using the EPA Aroclor Method 608.3 as required by the Form 2C. 

K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform . 

L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

M The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-
nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 
measured as diphenylamine). 

N The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 
the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 
marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy }ram Item I of Form I) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3. SEC. 1 DEG. 2, MIN, 3, SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

03A027 35.00 52.00 26.00 106.00 19.00 9.00 Perennial Reach of Sandia Canyon 

Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.126 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (11st) a. OPERATION (list) (include units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

Strategic Computing Complex (SCCI Dechlorination 
03A027 50,679 GPO 2 E 

Treated Cooling Tower Blowdown Disinfection (other) 
2 H 

Reduce.ion 
2 L 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (ejfluent guidelines sub-categories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 1 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

[Z] YES (complete the following tohle) D NO (go to Sect,on Ill) 

3, FREQUENCY 4 FLOW 

a. DAYS PER B. TOTAL VOLUME 
2. OPERATION(s) WEEK b. MONTHS a FLOW RATE (i11 mxa) (specify wilh u11ils) 

1, OUTFALL CONTRIBUTING FLOW 
NUMBER (li.,1) (list) 

(,p,ci_fy PER YEAR 1. LONGTERM 2. MAXIMUM LONG TERM 2 MAXIMUM C. DURATION 
uverage) (sp,:c:ify average ) AVERAGE DAILY AVERAGE DAILY (i11duys) 

03A027 Treated Cooling Tower Blowdown 7.0 12.0 0.051 MGD 0.105 MGD 50,679 104,804 365 
GALLONS GALLONS 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complete Item l/1-B) ll] NO (go to Section JV) 

B. Are the limitations in the appl icable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complete Item l/1-(l ll] NO (go to Sec/ion JV) 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a, QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(1pecify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(/isl outfall numbers) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

D YES (complete the following tuhle) [Z] NO (gu tu Item I V-B) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a. NO b, SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a REQUIRED b. PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B, OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect your 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules for 
construction. 

~ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy/mm ltem l of Form I) 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 

Aniline 
Carbon Disulf i de 
Cresol 
Stront ium 
Styrene 
Uranium 
Vanadium 

2. SOURCE 

Sanitary Effluent Rec l amation 
Facili t y (SERF) Eff luent 
Makeup Water: The effluent 
from the Sanitary Wastewater 
System (SWWS) trea tment plant 
is rou ted to SERF for 
addit ional treatment so t hat 
it can be recycled and us e d as 
makeup wa t er at the SCC 
Cooling Towers . A review of 
the waste strea m profi les 
associated with the water 
treate d at the SWWS ident ified 
the 7 Form 2C-3 pollutants 
listed in Section V.D.l . 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

D YES (/isl all such pol/111a11ts he/ow ) Ill NO (go to /lem VJ-B) 

NA 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 3 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII BIOi OGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0 , Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

[Z] YES (idenfijj; the test(s) and describe I heir purposes below) D NO (go 10 Sec/ion VIII) 

Whole Effluent Toxicity 7 Day Chronic Toxicity . Crit ical dilution of 23% with dilution series of 10%, 13%, 
17%, 23%, and 31% . 

* Ceridoaphnia dubia, 3-hr composite, 1/5 Years 
* Pimephales promela s , 3-hr composite, 1/5 Years 

WET testing at Outfall 03A027 was performed on March 16 , 18 , and 20 of 2015 per the permit requirements. The 
results indicated that the effluent from Outfall 03A027 passed t he test for both Ceridoaphnia dubia and 
Pimephales promelas. No further WET testing has been performed. See the WET Test Summary Report provided in 
Attachment E of the Fact Sheet provided with the permit application. 

\/Ill CONTRAr.T AN/II Yl'ill'i INFORM/\TION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

ll] YES (/isl /he name, address, and telephone number of. and pol/u/cmls wwlyzed by, 
each such luhora/ory or firm below) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

Pa c ific BcoRisk 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B.ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road , Suite 120 , 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave , Espanola, NM 
87 532 

2250 Cordelia Rd., Fairfield CA 945 34 

D NO (go lo Sec/ion U1 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

(843)556 - 8171 

(9 10 )795-0421 

(505)92 9 - 4545 

(707) 207 -776 0 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

voe , svoc, Pest icides, 
Metals , Rad iochemistry, 
General Chemistry, BOD , 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

Whole Efflue nt Toxic ity 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a sys/em 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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or prml) B. PHONE NO, (area code & no.) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

'3-2-tJ-/'l 
PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TEST\ G D TA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the /e.l'IM and describe their p111pose.1· below) D NO (Ko lo Section VIII) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (/isl the name, address, and telephone number of, and polfulll11t,1· analyced by, 
each such laborc//ory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

D NO (,(a lo Section IAJ 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110. ) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no.) 

rum, Manager Los Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

3,, :J 1 - /tj 
EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

OJA027 

PART A -You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specifj• ifblunk) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if availahle) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 3.37 2.95 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (BOJJ) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 47.4 41. 5 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (rOJJ) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
12.7 11.1 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOCJ 

d. Total Suspended 
5 . 52(A) 4.8 3 4.86(A) 2. 93 2. 31(A) 0.976 10 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0 . 112 0.098 (P) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0 . 1 05 (A) 0 .0 72 (A) 0.051 (A) 365 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(winier) 19 (Bl 18.1 (B) 17 . 3 (B) 1 3 ·c NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(summer) 24. 6 (B) 23. 0 (B) 22.8 (B ) 15 ·c NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 7 . 4 (C) 9.1 (C) 7.7 (C) 8.3 (C) 51 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x• in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Marl< ·x• 1n column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you marl< column 2a for any pollutant which Is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, 1n an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you marl< column 2a, you must provide 
quantitallve data or an explanation of their presence ln your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 

AND a . b. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) VALUE 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION {2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2J MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

a. Bromide X 2 . 98 2.61 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 0 (P) 0 103 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Residual 

c. Color X <5 NA (F,E,O ) PCU NA NA NA NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X 6.3(A,L) NA 6 . 3(A,L) NA l.9(A,L) NA 48 # / lOOmL NA NA NA NA 

e. Fluoride X (16984-48-8) 0.107 0 . 094 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

f. Nitrate-Nitrite X 0 . 950 0 . 831 (P) 1 mg/L lbd NA NA NA (asN) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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,r 
Los Alamos( nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. l',..__J890010515 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
CAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen, 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and 
Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P). Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Rad ioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total X 
(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, X Total 

(4) Radium 226, X Total 

k. Su~ate 
(as SO,) X ( 14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(as S) 

m. Su~ite 
(asS03) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants X 
o. Aluminum, 
Total X (7 429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7 440-39-3) 

q. Boron, Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total 
(7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total X (7439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7439-95-4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 

X Total 
(7 439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Titanium, 

X Total 
(7 440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 

X 

X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (jf available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

2.27 1.99 

<1.41 <1.23 (E) 

3.55(A,P) 3.10 3.55(A,P) 2.14 

2.79(A) NA 2.79(A) NA 

12.3 NA 

5. 72 NA 

5.47 NA 

18.0 15.74 

<0.033 <0.0289 (E) 

6.0 5.25 (Pl 

0.0204 0.018 

23.2 (A) 0.020 3 23.2 (A) 0.014 

8.92 0.0078 (I) 

109 0.0953 

<0 .3 <0.0003 (G) 

<33 <0.0289 (E,O,P) 

2050 1. 79 (P) 

0.8 6 8 0.0008 (I) 

3.63 0.0032 (D) 

<1 <0.0009 (E) 

<2 <0.0017 (E,O) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 

2.19(A,P) 0.928 9 

1.9 (A) NA 2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

19.4 (A) 0.0082 3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-RO, Form · 'uttall 03A027 
_/ March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optiollal) 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCI/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 

7 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copyfrom /!em I of Form/) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03A02 7 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a pnmary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 fn the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x· Jn column 2-a for all such GC/MS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GCIMS 
fractions), mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark "X" in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant, If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged In concentrations of 10 ppb or greater. II you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylon itrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol , or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol , you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant Is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (a// 7 pages) for each outfall . See instructions for 
additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK"X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS S. INTAKE (opliuna/) 
1. POLLUTANT b, MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 

AND a b C, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M. Antimony, Total X <1 <9e-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, Total X <2 <0.002 (H,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.2 <2e - 4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-41 -7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <0.3 <3e-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X <3 <0.003 (G,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-47-3) 

SM , Copper, Total X 16.3 0.0143 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total X <0 .5 <4e-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0 . 0 6 7 <le-4 (H,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X <0. 6 <Se-4 (H,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <0.002 (G,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X <0 . 3 <3e-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0.6 <Se - 4 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7 440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 206 0.180 1 ug/ L lbs NA NA NA (7440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1.67 <0 . 002 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

15M. Phenols, X 5.03 0.0044 (P) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra-

X DESCRIBE RESULTS Analytical Result= <10 . E pg/L (less t han the MDL I. howev~r . the d e tectio n ~ 1m1 t fMOUl was greater than the EPA Regi on 6 MQL 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1 764-01-6) 

EPA Form 351 0-2C (8-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-21 8 of 15 
Industrial an-. _dnitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos( nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. f<>-~.-,,89001051 5 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonitrile X (107-13-1 ) 

3V, Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis (Chiaro-
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X (108-90-7) 

8V. Chlorodi-

X bromomethane 
(124-48-1) 

9V, Chloroethane X (75-00-3) 

1 av. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichiaro-
bromomethane X (75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V, Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
(1) 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<1.67 < 2e-3 

<1.67 < 2e-3 

< 0.3 3 3 < 3E-4 

<0.333 < 3e-4 

< 0.333 < 3e-4 

<0.333 < 3e-4 

<0 . 33 3 < 3e-4 

<0 .333 < 3e-4 

<1.67 <le-3 

<0. 33 3 <3 e-4 

<0.333 < 3e-4 

< 0 . 33 3 < 3e-4 

<0.333 < 3e-4 

<0.333 <3e-4 

<0 .3 33 <3 e-4 

<0.333 < 3e-4 

<0.333 <3e-4 

<0.3 37 < 3e-4 

<0.333 <3 e-4 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form µtfall 03A027 
__/ March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(if available) VALUE (1/ available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO, OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(G,O,P) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(G ) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

( G) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

( G ) 1 ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E, O ,P ) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G ) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G,M) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

( G ,O ,P) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G ) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

( G ) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-4 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if avuilable) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X 2. 94 3e-3 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <3e-4 
(79-34-5) 

24V. Tetrachloro- X <0.333 <3e - 4 ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.333 <3e-4 (108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.333 <3e-4 
/1 56--60-5) 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <3e-4 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <3e-4 ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0.333 <3e-4 ethylene (79-01-6) 

30V. Trichloro-
nuorornethane 

, /75-69-4) 

31 V. Vinyl Chloride X <0.333 <3e-4 (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3 .0 <3e-3 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3.0 <3e-3 phenol (120-83-2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.0 <3e-3 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinitro-O- X <3 . 0 <3e-3 Cresci (534-52-1) 

SA. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.0 <4e-3 phenol (51-28-5) 

6A. 2-Nitrophenol X <3.0 <3e-6 (88-75-5) 

7A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3.0 <3e-3 (100-02-7) 

8A. P-Chloro-M- X <3 . 0 <3e-3 Cresci (59-50-7) 

9A. Pentachloro- X <3.0 <3e-3 phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3 .0 <3e-3 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.0 <3e-3 phenol (BB-05-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2 
Industrial anc. .. nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if avuilab/e) VALUE {if avuilable) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(I) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,O,P) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(J) 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-5 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op11011ul) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

1 o of 15 



Los Alamos" ,nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. h .-.,J890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(ij available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X <0.3 <3e-4 (83-32-9) 

28. Acenaphtylene X <0.3 <3e-4 (208-96-8) 

38. Anthracene X <0.3 <3e-4 (120-12-7) 

48. Benzidine X <3.9 <3e-3 (92-87-5) 

58. Benzo (a) 

X Anthracene <0.3 <3e-4 
(56-55-3) 

68. Benzo (a) X <0.3 <3e-4 Pyrene (50-32·8) 

78, 3,4-Benzo-

X fluoranthene <0.3 <3e-4 
(205-99-2) 

88. Benzo (ghi) X <0.3 <3e-4 Perylene (191-24-2) 

98. Benzo (k) 

X Fluoranthene <3.0 <3e-3 
(207-08-9) 

108. Bis (1-Chlnro-
ethoxy) Methane X <0.003 <3e-6 
(111-91-1) 

118. Bis (2-Chloro-
ethyl) Ether X <0.3 <3e-4 (111-44-4) 

128. Bis (2-
Chloroiwpropy~ X <1.67 <le-03 
Ether(102-80-1) 

138. Bis (]-Ethyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate <0.3 <3e-4 
(117-81-7) 

148. 4-Bromophenyl 
Phenyl Ether X <3.0 <3e-3 
(101-55-3) 

158. Butyl Benzyt X <0.3 <3e-4 Phthalate (85-68-7) 

168. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X (91-58-7) 

<0.41 <4e-4 

178. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <3.0 <3e-3 
(7005-72-3) 

18B. Chrysene X <0.3 <3e-4 (218-01-9) 

198. Dibenzo (a.h) 
Anthracene X <0.3 <3e-4 
(53-70-3) 

208. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <3e-4 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X <0.333 <3e-4 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

-
3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(ij available) VALUE (ij available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(B) 1 

(Bl 1 

(Bl 1 

(B) 1 

(Bl 1 

(B) 1 

(B) 1 

(Bl 1 

(Bl 1 

(Bl 1 

(B) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form ;utfall 03A027 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/ L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

. _ _,,' March 2019 

5. INTAKE (optw11a/) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (co111inued) 

228. 1,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <3E-4 benzene (106-46-7) 

238. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3.0 <3e-3 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X <0.3 <3e-4 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

258 . Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.3 <3e-4 
(131 -11-3) 

268. D~N-8utyl X <0.3 <3e-4 Phthalate (84-74-2) 

278. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.0 <3e-3 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-Dinrtro- X <3.0 <3e-3 toluene (606-20-2) 

298. Di-N-Octyl X <0.3 <3e-4 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

308. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3.0 <3e-03 
benzene) (122-66-7) 

318. Fluoranthene X <0.3 <3e-4 (206-44-0) 

328. Fluorene X <0.3 <3e-4 (86-73-7) 

338. Hexachloro- X <3.0 <3e-3 benzene (118-74-1 ) 

348. Hexachloro- X <3. 0 butadiene (87-68-3) <3e-3 

358. Hexachloro-
cyclopentadiene X <3.0 <3e-3 
(77-47-4) 

368 Hexachloro- X <3.0 <3e-3 ethane (67-72-1) 

378. lndeno 
(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene X <0.3 <3e-3 
(193-39-5) 

388. lsophorone X <3 .5 <3e-3 (78-59-1) 

398. Naphthalene X <0.3 <eE-4 (91-20-3) 

408. Nrtrobenzene X (98-95-3) <3.0 <3e-3 

41 B. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <3.0 <3e-3 
(62-75-9) 

428. N-Nitrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3.0 <3e-3 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) I d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplio11ol) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2 12 of15 
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Los Alamos{ ,nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. l, .... J890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

43B. N-N~ro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.0 <3E-03 (86-30-6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X (85-01 -8) <0.3 3e-4 

45B. Pyrene X <0.3 3e-4 (129-00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tr~ 
chlorobenzene X <3.0 3e-3 (120-82-1) 

GCIMS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.00739 <6e-6 (309-00-2) 

2P. a-BHC X <0.00739 <6e-6 (319-84-6) 

3P. IJ-BHC X <0.00739 <6e-6 (319-85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X <0.00739 <6e-6 (58-89-9) 

SP. 8-BHC X <0.00739 <6e-6 (319-86-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.085 <7e-5 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.0111 <le-5 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.0111 <le-5 (72-55-9) 

9P, 4,4'-DDD X <0.0111 <le-5 (72-54-8) 

1 OP. Dieldrin X <0.0111 <le-5 (60-57-1) 

11 P. a-Enosulfan X <0.00739 <6e-6 (115-29-7) 

12P. l3-Endosulfan X <0.0111 <le-5 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 

X Sulfate <0.0111 <le-5 
(1031-07-8) 

14P. Endrin X <0.0111 <le-5 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X <0.00739 <6e-6 
(7421-93-4) 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.00739 <6e-6 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Forni \utfall 03A027 -· ~ j March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (r,p1uma/) 
b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 

(if avwlable) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 
(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-8 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (conlinued'J 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
( I 024-57-3) 

18P, PCB-1242 X (53469-21-9) 

19P, PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1 232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. T oxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-7 

EPA 1.0. NUMBER (copy from /1 em I of Form I) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03A02 7 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE Ct/ al'w /able) VALUE (,favwlab/c) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.00739 <6e-6 (G) 

<0.03 62 <3e - 5 (G,K,P) 

<0 . 0362 <3e-s (G,K,P) 

<0. 03 62 <3e-s (G,K,P ) 

<0.0362 <3e-s (G,K,P) 

<0 . 0362 <3e-5 (G,K,P) 

<0.0 3 6 2 <3e-5 (G,K,P) 

<0.03 62 <3e-5 (G ,K, P ) 

<0.167 <le-4 (G) 

PAGE V-9 

Industrial ar, .. nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplio11al) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO, OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2 ) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID N9. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-003-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A027 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

·:/ OUTFALL - 03A027 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2015 and September 2016. 

B Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were determined using 

data collected between October 2015 and September 2016. 

C The pH values provided were determined using data collected between October 2015 and September 2016. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved EPA 

Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL) . The value provided is the MDL. 

F Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

G The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided is 

the MDL. 

H The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 6 

approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

Results were obtained using the EPA Aroclor Method 608.3 as required by the Form 2C. Please note, however, 

K that PCBs are believed to be present due to the use of recycled treated effluent from SWWS as makeup water in 

the cooling towers. 

L The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 

M Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

) The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

N nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

measured as diphenylamine). 

The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 

0 the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 

marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

p Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-RO, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from flem I of Form I) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No, 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1. DEG. 2. MIN 3. SEC. 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

03A048 35.00 52.00 11.00 106.00 15.00 45.00 Ephemeral Tributary to Los Alamos 

Canyon, Water Quality Segment 

Number 20.6.4.128 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes. operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b, AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (11st) (include units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

TA-53 -903 / 964 West and 978/979 East Dechlori nac. i on 
03A048 87,606 GPD 2 E 

Cooling Towers Disinfection \other} 
2 H 

- Treated Cooli ng Tower Blowdown Reduction 
2 L 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (ejjluent guide/mes sub-categories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 1 of 15 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

IZ] YES (complete the following table) D NO (go lo Section III) 

1. OUTFALL 
NUMBER (/isl) 

2. OPERATION(s) 
CONTRIBUTING FLOW 

(/isl) 

3. FREQUENCY 

a. DAYS PER 
WEEK 
(specify 

avuage) 

b. MONTHS 
PER YEAR 

(specify average) 

a. FLOW RATE (i11 ml(d) 

1. LONG TERM 2. MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE DAILY 

4. FLOW 

B. TOTAL VOLUME 
(specify wilh u,1ils) 

1. LONG TERM 2, MAXIMUM C. DURATION 
AVERAGE DAIL y {in days) 

03A048 TA-53-963/964 West and 978/979 East 7 12 
Cooling Towers 

0. 088 MGD O .169 MGD 87,606 
GALLONS 

168,900 
GALLONS 

365 

- Treated Cooling Tower Blowdown 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complete llem fll-B) ll] NO (go lo Section IV) 

B Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complete llem Ill-C) ll] NO (go lo Section IV) 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(,pecify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(list outfall numbers) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

D YES (complete the following table) [l] NO (go to llem IV-8) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a. NO. b, SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a, REQUIRED b. PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect your 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan . Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules for 
construction. 

□ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 

LA-UR-19-22215 2 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (cnpyfrnm liem I oJForm I) 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

NA NA NA NA 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

0 YES (/isl all such pol/11/a11/s below) [l] NO (go lo flem Vf-B) 

NA 

EPA Form 351D-2C (8-90) PAGE 3 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 3 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

0 YES (identify the tes1(,) and describe /h eir purposes below ) [l] NO (go lo Sec/ion VIII) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

Ii'.] YES (/isl the name, addres;-, and telephone number of. and pollutan/s wwly:ed by, 
each such laboratory or firm below) 

A, NAME 

GEL Laboratori es LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Su i te 120, 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

0 NO (go lo Sec/ion IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

(843)556-8171 

(910)795-0421 

(505)929-4545 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

VOC, SVOC, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemist ry, 
General Chemistry, BOD, 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no. ) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

PAGE 4 of4 

LA-U R-19-22215 4 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the lest(<) and describe their purposes below) D NO (go lo Section VIII) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII , CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (/isl the 11ame, address, and telephone number of, and pollula11ls a11alyzed by, 
each such laboratory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

D NO (gu lo Section IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no.) 

William S. Goodrum, Manager Los Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

-~ 
EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE4of4 

LA-UR-19-22215 5 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO, 

03A04 8 

PART A -You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for eacti outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2.EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 1. 86 2 . 62 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (BOD) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 2 4.6 34.7 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (COD) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
2.78 3. 92 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOC) 

d. Total Suspended 
5.90 8.32 5.9 7.06 1. 96 1.43 17 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (7'.~S) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0.0382 0 . 054 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.1 689 (A) 0.1434 (A) 0 .087 6 (A) 365 MGD NA NA NA 

g, Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(winier) 17 . 9 (B) 16.7 (Bl 16.1 (B) 13 ' C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(summer) 2 3 .5 (B) 2 2.6 (B) 21. 7 (B) 12 ' C NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 6 . 9 (C) 8.9 (Cl 7.3 (C) 8.7 (C) 208 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x• in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 

AND a b. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) 

(if avarlable) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

a. Bromide X 4.22 5.95 (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0 (0) 0.00 0 . 00 (0) 0.00 Residual 

c. Color X <5 NA (E) 

d. Fecal Coliform X l NA (K ) 

e. Fluoride X ( 16984-48-8) 0.59 0.832 

f. Nitrate-Nitrite X 3 . 11 4. 38 (as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-r 
Industrial am. 1itary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

4. UNITS 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN-
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS 

1 mg/L lbs 

0.00 (0) 0.00 209 mg/L lbs 

1 PCU NA 

1 # / l00mL NA 

1 mg/L lbs 

1 mg/L lbs 

PAGE V-1 

5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 
VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los A lamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. Nt-•. .,0890010515 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
CAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen, 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and 
Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total 

(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, 
Total 

(4) Radium 226, X Total 

k. Su~ate 
(as SO,) X ( 14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(asS) 

m. Su~ite 
(as SO,) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants X 
o. Aluminum, 

X Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7 440-39-3) 

q. Boron, Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total 
(7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total 
(7 439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7439-95-4) 
u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7 439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 
Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Titanium, 

X Total 
(7 440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

0.334 0.471 

<1.44 NA (E) 

0.192 0 .271 0.192 0.23 

<1.85 NA (E) 

16.8 NA 

<0.189 NA (El 

<0.103 NA (E,N) 

35.5 SO.DO 

<0.033 <Se-02 (E) 

13. 8 19.45 (0) 

<0.017 <0.02 (F,N) 

<19.30 <0.0272 (H,N) 

76.4 0.108 (I) 

66.4 0.0936 (I) 

<0 .3 <4.2e-4 (G) 

<33 <0.0465 (E) 

11800 16.6 

2.45 3.45e-3 

<l <l.4e-3 (E) 

<l < l.4e-3 (E) 

<2 <2.8e-3 .(E,N) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

-
c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 

(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

0 .136 0.0997 17 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-RO, Form 2( '-.ttfall 03A048 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg /L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug /L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

__ _/ March 2019 

5, INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION {2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

I EPA 1.0. NUMBER (copy from llem I of Form I) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM 0 890 010515 03A048 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, .refer to Table 2c-2 In the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for, Mark •x• in column 2-a for all such GC/MS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GC/MS 
fractions), mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark -x• in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe Is absent. Ir you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged in concentrations of 1 o ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged . Note that there are 7 pages to th is part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (a// 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op1io11al) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG, a. LONGTERM 

AND a b. C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION l2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1 M. Antimony, Total X <l <le-03 (G) l ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-36-0) 

2M. Arsen ic, Total X 4. 26 0. 0 06 6. 2 7.4e - 3 4. 06 3e -3 5 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0 . 2 <3e-04 (G) l ug / L lbs NA NA NA (7440-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <0 . 3 <4 e - 04 (G ) l ug/ L lbs NA NA NA (744D-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X 9 . 4 3 l.3e - 2 (D, I) l ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (744Q-47-3) 

6M. Copper, Total X 1.06 l.Se - 3 l ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total X <0 . 5 <7e- 04 (G) l ug / L lbs NA NA NA (7 439-92-1 ) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0.067 <9e-05 (H) l ug/ L lbs NA NA NA (7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X <0 . 6 <Be-04 (H,N) l ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <3e-03 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7782-49-2) 

11 M. Silver, Total X <0.3 <4e-04 (G) l ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0. 6 <Be- 04 (H ) l ug / L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X <3.3 <Se-03 (G) l ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <l. 6 7 <2e-03 (G) l ug / L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

15M. Phenols, X <l .6 7 <2e-03 (El l ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,B-Tetra-

X DESCRIBE RESULTS Anai:ytical Result :=: c::10. 6 pg/I. was less than the MDL. The MDL used is greater than cbe EPA MQL of 10 pg /L . 
chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

EPA Form 351 D-2C (8-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2:- 8 of 15 
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Los A lamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. M..~J890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 

1. POLLUTANT 
AND a. b 

CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 
(i} available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonitrile X (107-13--1 ) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43--2) 

4V. Bis (Chiaro-
meihy{) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(5~23--5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X (108-90--7) 

8V. Chlorodi-

X bromomethane 
(124-48-1) 

9V. Chloroethane X (75-00--3) 

1 0V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110--75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-6~3) 

12V. Dichiaro-
bromomethane X (75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3--Dich loro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100--41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83--9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 

(1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<1.67 <2e-03 

<1.67 <2e-03 

<0.333 <Se-04 

< 0.333 <S e-04 

<0.3 3 3 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

<0.333 <S e-04 

<1.67 <2e-03 

<0.333 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

< 0 .3 33 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

<0. 3 33 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

<0.337 <Se-04 

<0.333 <Se-04 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2( Jtfall 03A048 
__ ./March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4, UNITS 5. INTAKE (op1imwl) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(i} available) VALUE (i/ available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO, OF 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G,L) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-4 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 2e-03 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <Se-04 
(79-34-5) 

24V. Tetrachloro- X <0.333 <Se-04 ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0 . 333 <Se-04 (108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0 . 333 <Se-04 
I 11s6-6□-5J 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <Se-04 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <Se-04 ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0 .3 33 <Se-04 ethylene (79-01-6) 

30V, Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-69-41 

31V. Vinyl Chloride X <0.333 <Se-04 (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1 A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3.00 <4e-03 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3.00 <4e-03 phenol (120-83-2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.00 <4e-03 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-D initro-O- X <3 . 00 <4e-03 Cresci (534-52-1) 

SA. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.00 <7e-03 phenol (51-28-5) 

BA. 2-Nitrophenol X <3 .0 0 <4e-03 (88-75-5) 

7 A, 4-Nitrophenol X <3.00 <4e-03 (100-02-7) 

BA_ P-Ch loro-M- X <3.00 <4e-03 Cresci (59-50-7) 

9A. Pentachloro- X <3 .0 0 <4e-03 phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3.00 <4e-03 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3 . 00 <4e-03 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2:
lndustrial anc 1itary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b . MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG, 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(G) 

(J) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(E) 

(E) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

PAGE V-5 

d, NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (Qp11n11u/) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

1 0 of 15 



Los A lamos ( nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. r<,, .•. c10890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 

1. POLLUTANT 
AND a. b 

GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 
(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a, MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X <0.30 <4e-04 (83-32-S) 

2B. Acenaphtylene X <0.30 <4e-04 (208-96-8) 

3B. Anthracene X <0.3 0 <4e-04 (120-12-7) 

4B. Benzidine X <3.90 <Se-03 (92-87-5) 

58, Benzo (a) 

X Anthracene <0.30 <4e-04 
(56-55-3) 

68. Benzo (a) X <0.30 <4e-04 Pyrene (50-32-8) 

78. 3,4-Benzo-

X tluoranthene <0.30 <4e-04 
(205-99-2) 

88. Benzo (ghi) X <0.30 <4e-04 Perylene (191 -24-2) 

98. Benzo (k) 

X Fluoranthene <0.30 <4e-04 
(207-08-9) 

10B, Bis (1-Ch/nro-
elhoxy) Methane X <3.0 <4e-03 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Ch/oro-
ethyl) Ether X <3.0 <4e-03 
(111-44-4) 

128. Bis (2-

X Chlom1.rnpmpyl) <1.67 <2e-03 
Ether (102-80-1) 

13B. Bis (1-Ethyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate <0.30 <4e-04 
(117-81-7) 

14B. 4-Bromophenyl 

X Phenyl Ether <3 . 0 <4e-03 
(101-55-3) 

1 SB. Butyl Benzyl X <0.30 <4e- 04 
Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X <0.410 <6e-04 
(91-58-7) 

17B. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <3.0 <4e-03 
(7005-72-3) 

18B. Chrysene X <0.30 <4e-04 (218-01-9) 

19B. Dibenzo (a, h) 
Anthracene X <0.30 <4e-04 
(53-70-3) 

208. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <Se-04 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B, 1,3-Di-chloro- X <0.333 <Se-04 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

-
3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(If available) VALUE (ifw,atlabll<) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(Gl 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(Gl 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2r µtfall 03A048 

4 . UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

_j March 2019 

5. INTAKE {1Jp11u11a{) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA Na 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(ij available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (conttnued) 

22B. 1 ,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <Se-04 benzene (106-46-7) 

23B. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3.00 <4e-03 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X <0.300 <4e-04 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

25B. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.300 <4e-04 
(131 -11-3) 

26B. D~N-Butyl X <0.300 <4e-04 Phthalate (84-74--2) 

27B. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.00 <4e-03 toluene (121-14-2) 

28B. 2,6-Dinttro- X <3.00 <4e-03 toluene (606-20-2) 

29B, Di-N-Octyl X <0.300 <4e-04 Phthalate (117-84--0) 

30B. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3.0 <4e-03 
benzene) (122-66-7) 

31 B. Fluaranthene X <0.300 <4e-04 (206-44--0) 

32B. Fluorene X <0.300 <4e-04 (86-73-7) 

33B. Hexachloro- X <3.00 <4e-03 benzene (118-74--1) 

34B. Hexachloro- X <3.00 butadiene (87-68-3) <4e- 03 

35B. Hexachloro-
cyciopentadiene X <3.00 <4e-03 
(77-47-4) 

36B Hexachloro- X <3.00 <4e-03 ethane (67-72-1) 

37B. lndeno 
(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene X <0.300 <4e-04 
(193-39-5) 

38B. lsophorone X <3.50 <Se-03 (78-59-1) 

39B. Naphthalene X <0.300 <4e-04 (91-20-3) 

40B. Nttrabenzene X <3.00 (98-95-3) <4e-03 

41B. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <3. 00 <4e-03 
(62-75-9) 

42B. N-Nitrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3 .00 <4e-03 
(621-64--7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(ij available) VALUE (ij available) 

(1) (1) I d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (0111101101) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA Na 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2' 12 of 15 
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( 
Los Alamos ~ nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. ~, .. ..:10890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (co111inued) 

43B. N-Nitro-
sodlphenylamlne X <3.0 <4e-03 
(86-30-ll) 

44B. Phenanthrene X <0.300 <4e-04 (85-01-8) 

45B. Pyrene X <0.300 <4e-04 (129-00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tr~ 
chlorobenzene X <3 . 00 <4e-03 (120-82-1 ) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.007 <le-05 (309-00-2 ) 

2P. a-BHC X <0.007 <le-05 (319-84-6) 

3P. 13-BHC X <0.007 <le-05 (319-85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X <0.007 <le-05 (58-BS-S) 

5P. &-BHC X <0.007 <le-05 (319-86-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.081 <le-04 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.0105 <le-05 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.0105 <le-05 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0. 0105 <le-05 (72-54-8) 

10P. Dieldrin X <0.0105 <le-05 (60-57-1) 

11 P. a-Enosulfan X <0.007 <le-05 (115-29-7) 

12P. [3-Endosulfan X <0.0105 <le-05 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate 
(1031-07-8) X <0.0105 <le-05 

14P. Endrin X <0.0105 <le-05 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X (7421-93-4) 

<0.007 <le-05 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.007 <le-05 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if uvuiluble) VALUE (jfuvui /abl~) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,M) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGEV-8 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2r •Jtfall 03A048 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

_ 1 March 2019 

5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2, MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (continued) 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (5346S-21-9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-SS-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-2' 

EPA l,D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form I) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03A048 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.007 <le-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <5e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <5e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <5e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <5e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <5e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <5e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <5e-05 (G) 

<0.158 <2e-04 (G) 

PAGE V-9 

Industrial an, .1itary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5, INTAKE (opliona/) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM00890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-005-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A048 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 03A048 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

B 
Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were 
determined using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

C The pH values provided were determined using data collected between October 2014 and 
D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E 
The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an 
approved EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F 
Preparation or preservatfon holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated 
bv the laboratorv. 

G 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value 
provided is the MDL. 

H 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the 
EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 
J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 
K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 
L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 
M The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus 
it is measured as diphenylamine). 

N The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not 
detected in the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was 
either detected or marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A113 
March 2019 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form I) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please prinl or lype in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1 DEG. 2. MIN, 3, SEC. 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

03Al13 35.00 52.00 3.00 106.00 15.00 43.00 Ephemeral Reach of Sandia Canyon 

Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A, Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (list) (include units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

Th- 5.3 - 592 Cooling Tower D1 s 1nf e c t1on (ot h e r) 
0 3All3 1,576 GPO 2 H 

- Treated Cooling To wer Slowdown Dechlorination 
2 E 

Reduct i on 
2 L 

Storm Water NA 
03All 3 16,763 GPO NA NA 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY {effluent guidelines suh-categories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 1 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A113 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

[Z] YES (complele 1he Jo/lowing table) D NO (go lo Sect,on Ill) 

3. FREQUENCY 4. FLOW 

a DAYS PER B. TOTAL VOLUME 

2 OPERATION(s) WEEK b, MONTHS a. FLOW RATE (i11 mgd) (specify wilh units) 

1. OUTFALL CONTRIBUTING FLOW 
NUMBER (/i.,1) (/isl) 

(specify PER YEAR LONGTERM 2 MAXIMUM LONGTERM 2. MAXIMUM C DURATION 
average) (specify average) AVERAGE DAILY AVERAGE DAILY (i11days) 

03A1 1 3 TA-53-592 Cooling Tower 7.0 12.0 0.001576 0.01459 1,576 14,590 365 
- Treated Cooling Tower Blowdown MGD MGD GALLONS GALLONS 

Storm Water 0.9 1. 6 0.016763 0.13 678 16,763 136,678 4 9 
MGD MGD GALLONS GALLONS 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

A, Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complete Item /11-R) ll] NO (go to Sectio11 IV) 

B. Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complete //em fl/-() ll] NO (go lo Seclio11 JV) 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-B. list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production. expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1, AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(,pecify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(/1st outja/1 numbers) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

D YES (complete the following tahle ) [Z] NO (go lo Item I V-8) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a NO b. SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a. REQUIRED b. PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect your 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules for 
construction. 

□ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy [mm Item I of Form I) 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A113 
March 2019 

\ A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
/ 1-____ N_O_T_E_: _T_ab_l_e_s _V_-A...;,_V_-_B.:.., a_n_d_V_-_c_ ar_e_i_nc_l_ud_e_d_o_n_s_e_,_p_a_ra_te_s_he_e_ts_n_um_b_er_e_d_V_-_1 _th_r_o-'ug"-h_V_-_9_. -----------------------1 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

NA NA NA NA 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

D YES (list all such pol/11ta11ts he/ow ) [l] NO (go lo Item Vl-B) 

NA 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 3 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A 113 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

0 YES (identijy the test(s) and describe /heir purposes below) IZJ NO (go lo Section Vlfl ) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

Ill YES (/isl lhe name, address, and telephone number of, and pollutan/.1· a11aly=ed by, 
each such laboratory ur firm below) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Suite 120, 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

0 NO (go lo Sec·lion IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

(843)556 - 8171 

(910)795-0421 

(505)929-4545 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

voe, svoc, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemistry, 
General Chemistry, BOD, 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or prmt) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no. ) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A113 
March 2019 

VII . BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the test(s) and describe their purposes below) D NO (go lo Sec/ion VI/I) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (list the name, address, and telephone number of. and pollutants a1Jaly=ed by, 
each such laboratory or firm he/ow) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

D NO (go to Sec/ion I.A) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no) 

William S . Goodrum, Manager Los Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

4J J-- ?\ -JO. 
EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 4 of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A113 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO, 

03All3 

PART A -You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (optio11al) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MAS_S (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 1. 53 0.186 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (BOD) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 37.1 4.52 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (COD) 

c. Total Organic CartJon 
2.55 0.31 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOC) 

d. Total Suspended 
5.68 0.692 5 . 68 0.1 6 7 1. 80 2.36e-2 16 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) <0 . 017 <2.le-3 (E) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0 . 01459 (A) 0.0035 (A) 0.001576 (A) 365 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(winter) 16 . 3 (B) 14.9 (B) 13 .4 (B) 12 'C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(summer) 26.0 (Bl 23.8 (B) 21. 8 (B) 13 ' C NA NA 

-MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 6 .7 (C) 8 . 7 (C ) 6 . 8 (C) 8. 5 (C l 196 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x• in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe Is present. Mark ·x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent limitat ions guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence In your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 

AND a, b, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 
GAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) 

(,f available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

a. Bromide X 0 . 589 7.2e-02 (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0 (0) 0.0 0.0 (0) 0.0 Residual 

c. Color X <5 NA (E,Nl 

d. Fecal Coliform X <1 NA (E,Kl 

e. Fluoride X ( 16984-48-8) 0 . 84 l.Oe-01 

f. Nitrate-Nijrite X 0.779 9 . Se-02 (as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-2:
lndustrial anL litary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

4. UNITS 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN-

CONCENTRATION l2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS 

1 mg/L lbs 

0.0 (0) 0.0 201 mg/L lbs 

1 PCU NA 

1 #/lOOmL NA 

1 mg/L lbs 

1 mg/L lbs 

PAGE V-1 

5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 
VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ( nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. ~- - ,d90010515 
ITEM V-8 CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
CAS NO. BELIEVED 

(1favailable) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen, 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and 
Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P) , Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total X 
(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, 
Total 

(4) Radium 226, 
Total 

k. Su~ate 
(as SO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(asS) 

m. Su~ite 
(as SO,) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants 

o. Aluminum, 

X Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p, Barium, Total X (7 440-39-3) 

q. Boron , Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total 
(7440-48-4) 

s, Iron, Total X (7439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium , 

X Total 
(7 439-95-4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 

X Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Titanium, 

X Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION [2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

0.249 3.0e-02 

<1.44 NA (E) 

0.302 3.7e-02 0.302 8.89e-3 

2.95 NA 

6.66 NA 

<0.0833 NA (E) 

<-0.0737 NA (E) 

220 26.B 

<0.033 <4e-03 (E) 

74.7 9.1 (0) 

<0.017 <2.le-3 (E) 

<19.30 <2.4e-3 (H,N) 

60.3 7.3e-03 (I) 

49. 3 6.0e-03 ( I) 

<0.3 <4e-05 (G) 

<33 <4.0e-3 (E,N) 

7680 0.935 

2.02 2.5e-04 

2.4 2.9e-04 (D) 

<l <l.2e-4 (E) 

<2 <2.4e-4 (E,N) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

0.122 l . 6le-3 16 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form ~ ·Jtfall 03A 113 
. , March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

- - - - - - - -- - -

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from I/em I of Form I) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03All3 
- - I 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall C3A113 
MarC'l 2019 

PART C - If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x• in column 2-a for all such GC/MS 
fractions that apply to your Industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GC/MS 
fractions) , mark ·x· in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe 1s absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
pr,::,vide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged in concentrations of 1 o ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one anal;"sis or 
brefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (a// 7 pages) for each outfall. See lnstructicns for 
additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 

AND a . b c, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d, NO. OF a, CONCEN-

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1 M. Antimony, Total X <l <le-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs (7440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, T:ital X <2 <2e-04 (H,N) 1 ug/L lbs (7440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.2 <2e-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs (7440-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X < 0.3 <4e-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs (7440-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X 7.87 le-03 (D, I) 1 ug/L lbs Total (7440-47-3) 

6M. Copper, T:ital X 10.4 le-03 1 ug/L lbs (7 440-50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total X 0.518 6e-05 (D) 1 ug/L lbs (7 439-92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0.067 <8e-06 (H,N) 1 ug/L lbs (7439-97-6) 

SM. Nickel, To:al X <0 .6 <7e-05 (H,N) 1 ug/L lbs (7440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <2e-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X < 0.3 <4e-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs (7 440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X < 0.6 <7e-05 (H) 1 ug/L lbs Total (7440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X <3 .3 <4e-04 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs (7 440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1.67 <2e-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs Total (57-12-5) 

15M. Phenols, X 6.31 Be-04 1 ug/L lbs Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra- DESCRIBE RESULTS 
chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764•C 1-6) Analytical Result = <11.1 pg/L was less than the MDL. The MDL used was greater than the EPA MQL of 10 pg/L . 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2. 

Industrial ans nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

PAGE V-3 

5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA :.-IA 

NA NA )J'A 

NA NA ~A 

NA NA )J'A 

NA NA )J'A 

NA NA ~A 

NA NA )J'A 

NA NA )J'A 

NA NA ~A 

NA NA )J'A 

NA NA )J'A 

NA NA )TA 

NA NA )TA 

NA NA ~A 

NA NA )TA 

CONTINUE ON RE\'ERSE 
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Los Alamos ( ., at laboratory 
EPA ID No.~.,. , 890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GCIMS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonitrile X (107-13-1) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis (Chloro-
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X (108-90-7) 

BV. Chlorodi-

X bromomethane 
(124-48-1) 

9V, Chloroethane X (75-00-3) 

1 OV. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-B) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichiaro-
bromomethane X (75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1,1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 

(1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<l.67 <2e-04 

<1.67 <2e-04 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0 . 333 <4e-05 

< 0 .333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<1.67 <2e-04 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0 . 333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0 . 337 <4e-05 

<0. 333 <4e-05 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form ~ Jtfall 03A 113 
__ .,/ March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optio11al) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(if available) VALUE (i/ available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G,L) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGEV-4 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 

9 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <2 e-04 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <4e-OS 
(79-34-5) 

24V. Tetrachloro- X < 0 . 33 3 <4e-OS 
ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.333 <4e-OS 
(108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.333 <4e-OS 
I 1156-60-5) 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <4e-OS ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <4e-OS ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0.33 3 <4e-OS ethylene (79-01-6) 

30V. Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-69-4) 

31 V. Vinyl Chloride X <0.33 3 <4e-OS 
(75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION-ACID COMPOUNDS 

1 A, 2-Chlorophenol X <3.13 <4e-04 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3.13 <4e-04 phenol (120-83-2) 

3A, 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.13 <4e-04 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4 , 6-Din~r□-O- X <3.13 <4e - 0 4 Cresol (534-52-1) 

SA. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.21 <6e-04 phenol (51 -28-5) 

SA. 2-Nitrophenol X <3.13 <4e-04 (88-75-5) 

7A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3.13 <4e-04 (100-02-7) 

BA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.13 <4e-04 Cresol (59-50-7) 

9A. Pentach loro- X <3.13 <4e-04 phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3.13 <4e-04 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.1 3 <4e-04 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2:
lndustrial anl litary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b, MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (j/ available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(G,N) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(El 

(G) 

(J) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(E) 

(E) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

PAGE V-5 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A113 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b , MASS CONCENTRATION {2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos( nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No.~- ~890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c, 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B, Acenaphthene X (83-32-9) 

2B. Acenaphtylene X (208-96-8) 

38. Anthracene X (120-12-7) 

48. Benzidine X (92-87-5) 

58. Benzo (a) 
Anthracene X (56-55-3) 

68. Benzo (a) X Pyrene (50-32-8) 

78. 3,4-Benzo-

X fluoranthene 
(205-99-2) 

88. Benzo (ghi) X Perylene (191-24-2) 

98. Benzo (k) 

X Fluoranthene 
(207-08-9) 

1 DB. Bis (2-Chloro-
ethoxy) Methane X (111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Chloro-
ethyl} Ether X (111-44-4) 

128. Bis (2-
Chlomi.wpmpyn X Ether (102-80-1) 

138. Bis (2-Ethyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate 
(117-81-7) 

14B. 4-Bromophenyl 
Phenyl Ether X (101-55-3) 

158. Butyl Benzyl X Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X (91-58-7) 

178. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X (7005-72-3) 

188. Chrysene X (218-01-9) 

198. Dibenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene X (53-70-3) 

20B. 1,2-Dichloro- X benzene (95-50-1 ) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C {8-90) 

LA-U R-1 9-2221 5 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 

(1) 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

<0 .3 13 <4e-05 

<0 .3 13 <4e-05 

<0.3 1 3 <4e-05 

<4 .06 <Se-04 

<0 . 313 <4e-OS 

<0.313 <4e-os 

<0.313 <4e-5 

<0 .3 13 <4e-05 

<0.313 <4e-05 

<3.13 <4e-04 

<3.13 <4e-04 

<1.67 <2e-04 

<0 .3 13 <4e-05 

<3.13 <4e-04 

<0 . 313 <4e-05 

<0.427 <Se-05 

<3.13 <4e-04 

<0 .3 13 <4e-os 

<0 . 3 1 3 <4e-05 

<0.333 <4e-05 

<0 . 333 <4e-05 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form' ' \Jtfall 03A 113 
~ __,,i March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optwnal) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(,j available) VALUE (,j available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA Na 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-6 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION {2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (colllinued) 

228. 1,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <4e-05 benzene (106-46-7) 

238. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3 . 13 <4e-04 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X <0.313 <4e-05 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

258. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.313 <4e-05 
(131 -11 -3) 

268, Di-N-8utyl X <0.313 <4e-05 Phthalate (84-7 4-2) 

278. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.13 <4e-04 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-Dinitro- X <3.13 <4e-04 toluene (606-20-2) 

298. Di-N-Octyl X <0.313 <4e-05 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

308. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3.13 4e-04 
benzene) (122-66-7) 

318. Fluoranthene X (206-44-0) <0 . 313 <4 e - o s 

328. Fluorene X <0.313 <4e-05 (86-73-7) 

338. Hexachloro- X <3.13 <4e-04 benzene (118-74-1) 

34B. Hexachloro- X <3.13 <4e-04 butadiene (87-68-3) 

35B. Hexachloro-

X cyclopentadiene <3.13 <4e-04 
(77-47-4) 

36B Hexachloro- X <3.13 <4e-04 ethane (67-72-1) 

37B. lndeno 
(1 ,2,3-cd) Pyrene X <0.313 <4e-05 
(193-3S-5) 

388. lsophorone X <3 . 65 <4e-04 (78-5S-1) 

398. Naphthalene X <0.313 <4e-05 (91-20-3) 

408. Nitrobenzene X (98-95-3) <3.13 <4e-04 

418. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <3.13 <4e-04 
(62-75-9) 

42B. N-Nitrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3 . 13 <4e-04 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2' 
Industrial an, nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) I d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A113 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opliona1 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ( nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. ~.,u890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available ) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (cm,tinued'J 

43B. N-Nitro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.13 <4e-04 
(B6-30-6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X <0.313 <4e-05 (85-01-8) 

45B. Pyrene X <0.313 <4e-05 (129-00-D) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <3.13 <4e-05 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.0068 <8e-07 (309-00-2) 

2P. u-BHC X <0.0068 <8e-07 (319-84-6) 

3P. l}-BHC X <0.0068 <8e-07 (319-85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X < 0. 0 068 <8e-07 (58-89-9) 

5P. &-BHC X <0.0068 <8e-07 (319-86-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.0781 <le-05 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4.4'-DDT X <0.0102 <le-06 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.0102 <le-06 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.0102 <le-06 (72-54-8) 

1 OP. Dieldrin X <0.0102 <le-06 (60-57-1 ) 

11 P. u-Enosulfan X <0.0068 <8e-07 (115-29-7) 

12P. 13-Endosulfan X <0.0102 <le-06 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate X <0 . 01 02 <l e-06 
(1031-07-8) 

14P. Endrin X <0.0102 <le-06 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X (7421-93-4) 

<0.0068 <Be-07 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.0068 <8e-07 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form ' 'ltfall 03A 113 
_j March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5, INTAKE (op11011ul) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(!f available) VALUE (ifavailab/e) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

(G,M) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs Na NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-8 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (conlinued) 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1 024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (53469-21-9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form 1) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03All3 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (1/ al'titlable) VALUE (if a,-a1/ahlc) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2J MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.0068 <Be-07 (G) 

<0.0354 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.0354 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.0354 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.0354 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.0354 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.0354 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.0354 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.153 <2e-05 (G) 

PAGE V-9 

LA-UR-19-2' 
Industrial an. nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d_ NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall iJ3A113 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (1Jp11mw() 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. "11O. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA Na NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-006-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A 113 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 03A113 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were 
B determined using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

The pH values provided were determined using data collected between October 2014 and 
C September 2018. 
D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 
E The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an 

approved EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 
F Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated 

by the laboratory. 
G The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The 

value provided is the MDL. 
H The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the 

EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 
I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 
J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 
K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 
L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 
M The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus 
it is measured as diphenylamine). 

N The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not 
detected in the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it 
was either detected or marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 
2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall . 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy ji'om /Jem I of Form I) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
\ 2C oEPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 

EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICULTURE OPERATIONS 
NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1 DEG, 2. MIN. 3. SEC, 1 DEG 2 MIN. 3, SEC, D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

03Al60 35.00 51.00 47.00 106.00 17.00 49.00 Ten Site Canyon, Tributary to Mortandad 

Canyon Water Quality Segment 

20.6.4.128 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled lo correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1, OUT- 2. OPERATION($) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (/isl) (include units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

03Al60 
National Hi gh Magnetic Field 

2 4 567 GPO 
Dechlorination 

2 E 

Laboratory (NHMFL) Cooling Tower s 

- Treated Cooling Tower Slowdown 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (ejjlue111 guidelines sub-categones) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 1 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A 160 
March 2016 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

IZ] YES (complete the Jollowmg table) D NO (go lo Section Ill) 

3 FREQUENCY 

a, DAYS PER 
2. OPERATION(s) WEEK b. MONTHS a FLOW RATE (i11ml(d) 

1 OUTFALL CONTRIBUTING FLOW 
NUMBER (/isl) (list) 

03Al60 National High Magnetic Field 
Laboratory (NHMFL) Cooling Towers 

- Treated Cooling Tower Blowdown 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

2 

(specify PER YEAR 
averagtt) (!i')Ut i:ify average) 

7 

LONGTERM 2 MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE DAILY 

0.002567 0.00647 
MGD MGD 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complete Item lfl-B) ll] NO (go lo Sectio11 JV) 

B. Are the limitations in the appl icable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

□ YES (complete Item III-(l ll] NO (go lo Sec/toll IV) 

4. FLOW 

B. TOTAL VOLUME 
(spec:ify wilh units) 

1. LONG TERM 2. MAXIMUM C, DURATION 

AVERAGE DAILY {illdllys) 

2,567 6,470 87 
GALLONS GALLONS 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV, IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(1pecify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(list outja/1 numbers) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal , State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

□ YES (complele the following lah/e) [l] NO (go Iv //em IV-B) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a NO b, SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4 . FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a. REQUIRED b PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect you 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned , and indicate your actual or planned schedules le 
construction. 

~ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (cof'y fmm flem In/Form I) 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

A, 8, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

NA NA NA NA 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

D YES (list u/1 such polh11u111.1· below ) [l] NO (go lo Item VI-B) 

NA 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 3 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DAT 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the lesl(s) and descrihe their purposes below) IZ] NO (go to Section VIII) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (/isl the name, address, and telephone 11umher of. and pollulanls ww/y;ed by, 
each such /aborat o1J' or flrm he/ow) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexi co Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

SWRI Southwest Research 
Institute 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Suite 120, 
Wilmington NC 2B405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
B7532 

Division 01 6220 Culebra Rd 
San Antonio TX7838 

D NO (go lo Section IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110 ) 

(B43) 556 - 8171 

(910) 795-0421 

(505)929-4545 

(210) 522-3867 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

Biological Oxygen Demand, 
General Chemistry, 
Pesticides, Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls, Radiochemistry, 
Semi-Volatile Organic 
Compounds, Total Metals, 
Total Suspended Solids, 
Volatile Organic Compounds 

Dioxins 

E-Coli 

Arsenic, Selenium 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no.) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

---:1-z.D- l Y 
PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the tesl(s) and describe their purposes he/ow) D NO (go to Section VIII) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (list the name, address, and telephone number of, and pollutants unulFed by, 
each such luhoru/ory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

D NO (go lo Section!>.) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a sys/em 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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no_) 

drum, Manager Los Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D_ DATE SIGNED 

-3- J 15 -- I °1 
EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V, INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

OUTFALL NO. 

03A160 

PART A-You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen <l. 0 <0.054 (D,F) 1 mg/L l bs NA NA NA 
Demand (BOIJ) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 7 .3 0.394 (D,E) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (COJJ) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
1.16 0.0626 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOC) 

d, Total Suspended 
1.4 0 .07 56 1.4 0.0467 1.1 0 .0236 14 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0.0285 0.00154 (D,F) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.0065 (A) 0.004 (A) 0.0026 (A) 87 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(winter) 20.4 (B) 18.5 (B) 16.9 (B) 11 'C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(summer) 25.3 (B) 23.9 (B) 23.4 (B) 11 ·c NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 7 (C) 8 . 8 (C) 7. 6 (C) 8. 7 (C) 182 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x· 1n column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark •x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Coniplete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3, EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 

AND a. b. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available ) VALUE 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2] MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

a. Bromide X 0.193 0.0104 (D,E) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0 (N) 0 0 (N) 0 0 (N) 0 48 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Residual 

c. Color X 5 NA (D, G) 1 PCU NA NA NA NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X <l NA (D, F,K) 1 #/lOOmL NA NA NA NA 

e. Fluoride X (D) mg/L lbs NA (16984-48-8) 1.19 0.0643 1 NA NA 

f . N~rate-Nitrite X 4.51 0.244 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. k, _ _,.,.,90010515 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a 
CAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nrtrogen, 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and X Grease 

i, Phosphorus 

X (as P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total 

(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, X Total 

(4) Radium 226, X Total 

k. Su~ate 
(as SO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(asS) 

m. Sulfite 
(asS03) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants X 
o. Aluminum, 
Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron, Total X (7 440-42-8) 

r, Cobalt, Total 
(7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total X (7439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7439-95-4) 

u, Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7 439-98-7) 
v. Manganese, 
Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Titanium, 
Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (,j available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION {2) MASS 

0.035 0.00189 (D,E, F) 

1. 96 0.106 (D,E) 

3.1 0 . 167 3.1 0.103 

<0.96 NA (D, F) 

15.9 NA (D) 

<0.379 NA (D) 

1. 03 NA (D) 

29.9 1. 61 (D) 

<0.03 <0.0016 (D, F) 

0.04 0.00216 (D) 

0.0495 0.00267 (D,E,G) 

0 0 0 0 

1.4 8E-05 (D) 

216 0.0117 (D) 

<l <5e-05 (D,H) 

45.2 0.00244 (D) 

5810 0.314 (D) 

15.5 8e-04 (D) 

<2 <le-04 (D, F) 

<2.5 <le-04 (D, F) 

<l <5e-05 (D, F) 

lndustrail and Sanitary outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

0.3249 0 . 00696 14 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 0 4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-RO, Form 2 1\fall 03A160 

March 2016 

4, UNITS 

a, CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (op1io110/) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 

7 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from liem I a/Form/) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03Al60 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

PART C - If you are a pnmary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GCIMS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x• ln column 2-a for all such GCIMS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. II you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GC/MS 
fractions), mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe Is present. Mark "X" in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe Is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged In concentrations of 1 o ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein , acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of al least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant Is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (all 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK"X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opliollal) 

1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
AND a b, c, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE(!/ avwlahle) AVERAGE VALUE 

GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a, CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M. Antimony, Total X <3 .5 <2e-04 (D,H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, Total X 2.59 0.0001 2.59 0.0863 2.25 0.0 48 4 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.2 <le-05 (D,H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <l <Se-05 (D,H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X 30.4 0.0016 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (744G-47-3) 

SM. Copper, Total X 7.48 0.0004 3.82 0.127 1. 2 0.025 306 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 44(}.50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total X 1. 52 Be-05 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0.66 <4e-06 (D, I) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel , Total X 1. 35 7e-OS (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X 72.3 0.0039 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7782-49-2) 

11 M. Silver. Total X <0.2 <le-05 (D,H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0.45 <2e-05 (D,H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 4.4 2e-04 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X 21. 8 le - 03 3.35 0.112 0.6366 0.014 46 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

1 SM. Phenols, X 5 3e-04 (D,E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra-

X 
DESCRIBE RESULTS The resul t of 10.6 !'9/L was less than the MDL. However. the MDL was greater than the MQL of 10 pg/L . ID, II 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

EPA Form 351 0-2C (8-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos( ,al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. \~ J90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GCIMS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonitrile X (107-13-1) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis (Ch/oro• 
melhyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X (108-90-7) 

av. Chlorodi- X bromomethane 
(124-48-1 ) 

9V. Chloroethane X (75-00-3) 

10V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-8) 

11V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichiaro-
bromomethane X (75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-87-5) 

1 BV. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 

(1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<1.25 <7e-05 

<1.0 <5e-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

<1.5 <Be-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.25 <le-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

<0.3 <2e-05 

lndustrail and Sanitary outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(iJ available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(J) 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D, Fl 1 

(D, Fl 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D, Fl 1 

(J) 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H,L) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D, Fl 1 

PAGE V-4 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-RO, Form '2 ·itfa ll 03A 160 
March 2016 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplio11af) 

a, LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X" 

1. POLLUTANT 
AND a. b" 

GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 
(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <3 <2 e -04 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.25 <l e -05 
I !79-34-51 

24V. Tetrachloro- X <0 .3 <2 e -05 ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.25 <le-05 (106-68-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.3 <2e-05 
(156-60-5) 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X < 0.325 <2e-05 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0 .25 <le-05 ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0 . 2 5 ethylene (79-01-6) <le-05 

30V. Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-69-4 ) 

31 V. Vinyl Chloride X <0.5 <3e-05 (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1A. 2-Chlorophenol X <2.0 <l e -04 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <2 .0 <le-04 
phenol (1 20-83-2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <2.0 <le-04 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinttro-O- X <3.0 <2e-04 Cresol (534-52-1) 

SA. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5 . 0 <3e-04 phenol (51-28-5) 

6A. 2-Nitrophenol X <2.0 <l e -04 (88-75-5) 

7 A. 4-Nttrophenol X <2.0 <le-04 (1 00-02-7) 

BA. P-Chloro-M- X <2.0 <le-04 Cresol (59-50-7) 

SA. Pentachloro- X <2.0 <le- 04 
phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X 8.41 5e- 04 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <2.0 <le-04 phenol (B8-05-2) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 
lndustrail am, -dnitary outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3, EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (i/ ava,tahle) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H ) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(J) 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H ) 1 

(D,H ) 1 

(D, F) 1 

(D,F ) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H ) 1 

(D,E ) 1 

(D,H) 1 

PAGE V-5 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (tJJ1llm10() 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L l bs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug /L l bs NA NA NA 

ug/L l bs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L l bs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

1 O of 15 



/ 
Los Alamos/ 1al laboratory 
EPA ID No. i·---.., __ . J9001051 5 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X <0.31 <2e-05 (83-32-9) 

2B. Acenaphtylene X < 0.2 <le-05 (208-96-8) 

3B. Anthracene X <0 .2 <le-05 (120-12-7) 

4B. Benzidine X <3.0 <2e-04 (92-87-5) 

58. Benzo (a) 

X Anthracene <0.26 <le-05 
(56-55-3) 

6B. Benzo (a) X <0.2 <le-05 Pyrene (50-32-8) 

7B. 3,4-Benzo-

X fluoranthene <0.2 <le-05 
(205-99-2) 

8B. Benzo (ghi) X <0.2 <le-05 Perylene (191-24-2) 

9B. Benzo (k) 

X Fluoranthene <0.2 <le-05 
(207-08-9) 

1 OB. Bis (]-Ch/om-
elhoxy) Methane X <3.0 <2e-04 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Chlom-
elhyl) Ether X <2.0 <le-04 
(111-44-4) 

12B. Bis (1-

X C:h/oro,sopropy/) <2.0 <le-04 
Ether (102-80-1) 

13B. Bis (2-t:thyl-

X hexy/) Phthalate <2.0 <le-04 
(117-81-7) 

14B. 4-Bromophenyl 
Phenyl Ether X <2.0 <l e- 04 
(101-55-3) 

15B. Butyl Benzyl X <2.0 <le-04 Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X (91-58-7) 

<0.3 <2e-05 

17B. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <2.0 <le-04 
(7005-72-3) 

1 BB. Chrysene X <0.2 <le-05 (218-01-9) 

19B. Dibenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene X <0.2 <le-05 
(53-70-3) 

20B. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.25 <le-05 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X <0.25 <le-05 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
lndustrail and Sanitary outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

(D,H) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,E,H) 1 

(D,E) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D, Fl 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2 itfall 03A 160 
March 2016 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5, INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if ovwlob/e) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

228. 1,4-DichlorD- X <0.25 <le-05 benzene (106-46-7) 

238. 3,3-DichlorD- X <2.0 <le-04 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X 67.4 <4e-03 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

258. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <2.0 <le-04 
(131 -11-3) 

268, Di-N-8utyt X <2.0 <le-04 Phthalate (84-74-2) 

278. 2,4-Dinitro- X <2.0 <le-04 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-DinitrD- X <2.0 <le-04 toluene (606-20-2) 

298, Di-N-Octyl X <3.0 <2e-04 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

308. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <2.0 <le-04 
benzene) (122-66-7) 

318. Fluaranthene X <0.2 <le-05 (206-44-0) 

32B. Fluorene X <0.2 <le-05 (86-73-7) 

33B. Hexachloro- X <2.0 <le-04 benzene (118-74-1) 

348. HexachlorD- X <2.0 <le-04 butadiene (87-68-3) 

358. Hexachloro-
cyclopentadiene X <3.0 <2e-04 
(77-47-4) 

368 Hexachloro- X <2.0 <le-04 ethane (67-72-1) 

378. lndena 
(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene X <0.2 <le-05 
(193-39-5) 

38B, lsophorore X <3.0 <2e-04 (78-59-1) 

398. Naphthalene X <0.3 <2e-os (91-20-3) 

408. Nttrabenzene X <3.0 <2e-04 (98-95-3) 

41 B. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <2.0 <le-04 
(62-75-9) 

42B . N-Nitrosadi-
N-Propylamine X <2.0 <le-04 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 
lndustrail ant, _anitary outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if avuilab/e) VALUE {if uvuilabie) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,E,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C- Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplw110/) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b, MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos' !lal Laboratory 
EPA ID No.'·"-- __ d90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

43B. N-Nitro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.0 <2e-04 
(86-30-6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X (85-01-8) <0.2 <le-05 

45B. Pyrene X <0.3 <2e-05 (129-00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <2.0 <le-04 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X .<0. 00707 <4e-07 (309-00-2) 

2P. a-BHC X <0.00707 <4e-07 (319-84-6) 

3P. p-BHC X <0.00707 <4e-07 (319-85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X <0 . 00707 <4e-07 (58-89-9) 

SP. 6-BHC X <0.00707 <4e-07 (319-85-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.00707 <4e-07 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.011 <6e-07 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.011 <6e-07 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.011 <6e-07 (72-54-8) 

10P. Dieldrin X <0.011 <6e-07 (60-57-1) 

11 P. a-Enosulfan X <0.00707 <4e-07 (115-29-7) 

12P. l}-Endosulfan X <0.011 <6e-07 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate X (1031-07-8) 

<0.011 <6e-07 

14P. Endrin X <0.011 <6e-07 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X (7421-93-4) 

<0.00707 <4e-07 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.00707 <4e-07 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
lndustrail and Sanitary outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Appl ication 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(D,K,M) 1 

(D, F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D, F) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D, H) 1 

(D , H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

(D,H) 1 

PAGE V-8 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-RO. Form~ utfa ll 03A 160 
March 2016 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opt1011al) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 

13 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (conlinued) 

17P, Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (53469-21-9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (wpy from Item 1 of Form 1) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03Al60 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.00707 <4e-07 (D,H) 

<0.0343 <2e-06 (D,H) 

<0.0358 <2e-06 (D,H) 

<0.0343 <2e-06 (D,H) 

<0.0343 <2e-06 (D,H) 

<0.0343 <2e-06 (D,H) 

<0.0343 <2e-06 (D,H) 

<0.0343 <2e-06 (D,H) 

<0.16 <9e-06 (D,H) 

PAGE V-9 

lndustrail an<. _ _,nitary outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A 160 
March 2016 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op11onal) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No . NM0890010515 

NPOES-F2C-18-007-R0, Form 2C - Outfall 03A160 
March 2016 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 03A160 

A Calculated using data collected between June 2017 and May 2018. 

B 
Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were determined using 

data collected between June 2017 and May 2018. 

C The pH values provided were determined using data collected between June 2017 and May 2018. 

D The analytical result provided is from the 2012 permit reapplication. 

E Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

F 
The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved 

EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL) , The value provided is the MDL. 

G 
Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

laboratory. 

H 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided 

is the MDL. 

I 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 

6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform . 

L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

M measured as diphenylamine). 

N Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form/) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only, Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1-DEG. 2. MIN 3. SEC 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

03Al81 35.00 5 1 .00 51.00 106.00 18.00 5 .0 0 Effluent Canyon, Tributary of Mortandad 

Canyon, Water Quality Segment 

20.6.4.128 NMAC 

II . FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e ,g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (11st) (include units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

TA - 55 - 6 Coaling Towers Tiechlorination 
03A181 9365 GPO 2 E 

• Treated Cooling Tower Slowdown Di sinfection (other) 
2 H 

Reduction 
2 L 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (ejjluent guidelines suh-categories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 1 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

IL] YES (complete the Jo/lowing lahle) D NO (go to Section Ill) 

1 OUTFALL 
NUMBER (/isl) 

2. OPERATION(s) 
CONTRIBUTING FLOW 

(/isl) 

3 FREQUENCY 

a, DAYS PER 
WEEK b MONTHS 
(specify PER YEAR 

av1tragl!) (spl!c.: ify avttragl!) 

a. FLOW RATE (i11 mgd) 

LONG TERM 2. MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE OAIL Y 

4 FLOW 

B. TOTAL VOLUME 
(spttc.:ify wilh units) 

LONG TERM 2, MAXIMUM C DURATION 
AVERAGE DAILY (in days) 

03Al81 TA-55-6 Cooling Towers 7.0 12.0 
Treated Cooling Tower Blowdown 

0.009 MGD 0.032 MGD 9,365 
GALLONS 

31,986 
GALLONS 

365 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complete Item 111-R) ll] NO (go to Section IV) 

B. Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guidel ine expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complete Item 111-C) ll] NO (go In Section IV) 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(specify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(/1st outja/1 numbers) 

A, Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

D YES (complete lhe following tuhle) [ll NO (go to /l em I V-R) 

1. IOENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a NO. b SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a REQUIRED b, PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect yo 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan, Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules f, 
construction, 

~ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 

LA-UR-19-22215 2 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Ttem I of Form I) 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall - Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 1. POLLUTANT 2, SOURCE 

NA NA NA NA 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

□ YES (list all s11ch pol/11tu11ts below ) [l] NO (go to Item VI-B) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 3 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 3 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

0 YES (identify lhe /esl(,j and describe /heir purpose.,· below) [ZJ NO (gu lo Seclion VIII) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INroRMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

ll] YES (/is/ /he name, address, and lelephone number of, and pollulan/.1· wialy=ed hy, 
each such labora/ory or firm he/ow) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape ~ear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Suite 120, 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

0 NO (go lo Sec/ion IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

(843)556-8171 

(910)795-0421 

(505)929-4545 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

voe , svoc, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemistry, 
General Chemistry, BOD , 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and a// attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed io 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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (1ype ur pr1111) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no.) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

'3 -LO- l 
PAGE4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (idenrijj, rhe rest(,} and describe rheir p111po.,e.1· he/ow) D NO (go lo Section VIII) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (/is/ the name, address, and re/ephone number of. and pollulunls unuly=ed by, 
each such /uborulory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

D NO (go lo Sec/ion IJ..1 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110 ) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or prml) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no ) 

Los Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

j , J 1-j' ,- /C 
EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 4 of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V, INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

03Al81 

PART A-You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen <1.00 <2 . 7e-1 (El 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (ROIJ) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 38.7 10.3 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (COD) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
3.69 0.985 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOC) 

d. Total Suspended 
0.70 0 . 187 0 . 7 8.42e-2 0.700 5.47e-2 17 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (7:'iS'J 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0.0268 7 . 15e-3 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.0320 (A) 0 . 0144 (A) 0.0094 (A) 365 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(winier) 19.9 (Bl 18.6 (B) 18.3 (B) 3 'C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(summer) 23.9 (B) 22.9 (B) 22.2 (B) 3 'C NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 7 ( C ) 9 (C) 7 . 1 (C ) 8 . 8 {C ) 48 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x· in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which Is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X' 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 

AND a. b a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) VALUE 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1 ) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1 ) b. NO. OF 

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION {2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Bromide X <0 . 067 <l.Be-2 (El 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X <0 (0) <0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 210 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Residual 

c, Color X <5 NA (F) 1 PCU NA NA NA NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X 1 NA (K) 1 #/lOOmL NA NA NA NA 

e. Fluoride X (16984-48-8) 0.481 l.3e-l 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

f. Nitrate-Nitrite X 1.42 3.Be-1 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
(as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos: 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No.\. _ _ , J90010515 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
GAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nrtrogen, X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and 
Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total 

(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, 
Total 

(4) Radium 226, 
Total 

k, Sulfate 
(as SO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(as S) 

m. Sulfrte 
(as SO;) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants X 
o. Aluminum, 

X Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron, Total X (7 440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total 
(7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total 
(7439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7 439-95-4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 
Total 
(7 439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Trtanium, 

X Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

0.234 6.3e-2 

<1.41 <3.Be-1 (E) 

6 (0) l. 6 6.0 (0) 7.22e-1 

<0.772 NA (E) 

4.03 NA 

<0.549 NA (E) 

<0.228 NA (E) 

69.3 18.5 

<0.033 <9e-03 (El 

9.7 2.59 (0l 

0.0204 5.5e-3 (D, F) 

<19.3 <5.2e-3 (H,N) 

64.4 l.7e-2 (I) 

45 l.2e-2 (I) 

<0.30 <8.0e-5 (Gl 

<33.0 <8 . 8e-3 (El 

8230 2.2 

2. 92 7 . 79e-4 ( I l 

<1 <2.7e-4 (E) 

<1 <2 . 7e-4 (E) 

<2 <5.3e-4 (E,Nl 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if ava,lable) 

(1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

3.146 (0) 2.46e-1 17 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form utfall 03A 181 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi /L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug / L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (oplionol) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

I EPA LD. NUMBER (copy from llem I of Form 1) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03Al81 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A 181 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a pnmary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x• In column 2-a for all such GC1MS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GC/MS 
fractions), mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged in concentrations of 10 ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 100 ppb or greater, Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
brien.y describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (a// 7 pages) for each outfall . See instructions for 
addiUonal details and requirements. 

2. MARK"X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 

AND a. b c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (1/ available) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a, CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION 12) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M. Antimony, Total X <l <3e-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, Total X 2.55 6.8e-4 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.20 <5e-5 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <0 .30 <8e-5 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-43-9) 

5M. Chromium, X 12.5 3.3e-3 (I) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-47-3) 

SM. Copper, Total X 3.24 8.7e-4 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total X <0.50 <le-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (743~92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0.067 <2e-5 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (743~97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X 1.88 Se-4 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <Se-4 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X <0.300 <Be-5 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0. 600 <2e-4 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X <3.30 <9e-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1 .67 <4e-4 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

15M. Phenols, X <1.67 <4e - 4 (E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,B-Tetra-

X DESCRIBE RESULTS Ana:ty 1ca l res u l t was ~1 1 ~1 pg /U (less than the MDL), Howe ver, t he MDL use d was greater t han the EPA MQL o f 10 pg /L. 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-; 8 of 15 
Industrial an<- -dnitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamo{ nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No.\__,. 390010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(i/ available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonitrile X (107-13-1) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis (Chloro-
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X (108-90-7) 

8V. Chlorodi- X bromomethane 
(124-48-1) 

9V. Chloroethane X (75-00-3) 

10V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichiaro-

X bromomethane 
(75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V.1 ,1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-8 7-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
(1) 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<1.67 <4e-4 

<1.67 <4e-4 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<1.67 <4e-4 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

<0.337 <9e-5 

<0.333 <9e-5 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (t/ avwlable) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(J) 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(El 1 

(E) 1 

(J) 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,L) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

PAGE V-4 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Forrr ·.utfall 03A 181 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optwnal) 

a LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 

9 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X' 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <4e - 4 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <9e-S 
I (79-34•51 

24V. Tetrachloro- X <0.333 <9e-s 
ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.333 <9e-5 
(108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.333 <9e-S 
(166-60-5) 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0 .3 33 <9e-5 ethane (71-55-6) 

2BV. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <9e-S ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X < 0 . 3 33 ethylene (79-01-6) <9e-s 

30V, Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-69-4) 

31V. Vinyl Chloride X <0.333 < 9 e - S 
(75--01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3.00 <Be - 4 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3.00 <Be-4 
phenol (120-83-2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.00 <Be-4 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinitro-O- X <3.00 <Be - 4 Cresci (534-52-1) 

5A. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.00 <le-3 phenol (51-28-5) 

SA. 2-Nitrophenol X <3.00 <Be-4 (88-75-5) 

7A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3. 00 <Be-4 (100-02-7) 

BA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.00 <Be - 4 Cresci (59-50-7) 

9A. Pentachloro- X <3.00 <Be-4 
phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3.00 <Be-4 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.00 <Be-4 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-: 
Industrial an._ _ .;nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,j avatlable) VALUE (,j availuhle) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(G) 

(J) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(El 

(E) 

(E) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

PAGE V-5 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optirmul) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

1 0 of 15 



Los Alamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. [\,_ . ,90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X <0.300 <Be-5 (83-32-9) 

2B. Acenaphtylene X <0.300 <Be-5 (208-96-8) 

3B. Anthracene X <0.300 <Be-5 (120-12-7) 

4B. Benzidine X (92-87-5) <3.90 <le-3 

5B. Benzo (a) 

X Anthracene <0.300 <8e-5 
(56-55-3) 

6B. Benzo (a) X <0.300 <8e -5 Pyrene (50-32-8) 

7B. 3,4-Benzo-

X fluoranthene <0.300 <8e-5 
(205-99-2) 

8B. Benzo (ghi) X <0.300 <Be-5 Perylene (191 -24-2) 

98. Benzo (k) 

X Fluoranthene <0.300 <8e-5 
(207-08-9) 

10B. Bis (1-Chlom-
elhoxy) Methane X <3.00 <8e-4 (111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Ch/nrn-
ethyl) Ether X <3.00 <Be-4 (111-44-4) 

128. Bis (2-
( '.h/o r01sopropy~ X <3.00 <Be-4 
Ether (102-80-1) 

13B. Bis (]-Ethyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate <0.300 <Be-5 
(117-81-7) 

148. 4-Bromophenyl 
Phenyl Ether X <3.00 <8e-4 
(101-55-3) 

15B. Butyl Benzyl X <0.300 <Be-5 Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X <0.410 <le-4 
(91-58-7) 

17B. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <3.00 <Be -4 (7005-72-3) 

18B. Chrysene X <0.300 <Be-5 (218-01-9) 

19B. Dibenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene X <0.300 <Be-5 
(53-70-3) 

208. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <9e-5 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X <0.333 <9e-5 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,_/ available) VALUE (i/ available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form Jtfall 03A 181 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug / L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug /L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM089001051 5 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(,j avuilahle) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (colllinued) 

226. 1,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <9e -5 benzene (106-46-7) 

236. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3.00 <Be-4 benzidine (91-94-1 ) 

248. Diethyl X <0.300 <8e-5 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

256. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.300 <Be-5 
(131-11-3) 

268. Di-N-6utyl X <0.300 <8e-5 Phthalate (84-7 4-2) 

276. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.00 <Be-4 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-Dinitro- X <3 . 00 <8e-4 toluene (606-20-2) 

298. Di-N-Octyl X <0.300 <8e - 5 Phthalate (11 7-84-0) 

308. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3 . 00 <Be - 4 benzene) (122-66-7) 

318. Fluoranthene X <0 . 300 <8e-5 (206-44-0) 

328. Fluorene X <0 . 300 <Be-5 (86-73-7) 

338. Hexachloro- X <3.00 <8e-4 benzene (118-74-1) 

346. Hexachloro- X <3.00 <Be-4 butadiene (87-68-3) 

358. Hexachloro-
cyclopentadiene X <3 . 00 <Be - 4 
(77-47-4) 

368 Hexachloro- X <3 . 00 <8e-4 ethane (67-72-1 ) 

376. lndeno 
(1 ,2,3-cd') Pyrene X <0 . 300 <Be-5 (193-39-5) 

386. lsophorone X <3.50 <9e-4 (78-59-1) 

398. Naphthalene X <0.300 <Be-5 (91-20-3) 

408. Nitrobenzene X <3.00 <Be-4 (98-95-3) 

416. N-Nitro-
sod imethylamine X <3 . 00 <Be-4 
(62-75-9) 

428. N-Nitrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3.00 <Be-4 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if a•ullllhfe) VALUE (l[uvuduhl~) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E l 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G ) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E ) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (nptm1wf) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b, MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

u g / L lbs NA NA NA 

u g / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-1 9-2 12 of 15 
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Los Alamo~ 1al Laboratory 

EPA ID No. ·"----- J90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
AB SENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (co111inued) 

43B. N-Nitro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.00 <Be-4 
(86-30-6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X <0.300 <8e-5 (85-01-8) 

45B. Pyrene X <0.300 <Be-5 (129-00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <3.00 <8e-4 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.00672 <2e-6 (309-00-2) 

2P, a-BHC X <0.00672 <2e-6 (319-84-6) 

3P. Jl-BHC X <0.00672 <2e-6 (319-85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X <0.00672 <2e-6 (58-89-9) 

SP. 8-BHC X <0. 00672 <2e-6 (319-86-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.0773 <2e-5 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.0101 <3e-6 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.0101 <3e-6 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.0101 <3e-6 (72-54-8) 

1 OP. Dieldrin X <0.0101 < 3e-6 (60-57-1) 

11P. a-Enosuffan X <0.00672 <2 e-6 (115-29-7) 

12P. Jl-Endosuffan X <0.0101 <3e-6 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate X <0.0101 <3e-6 
(1031-07-8) 

14P. Endrin X <0.0101 <3e-6 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X (7421-93-4) 

<0.00672 <2e-6 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.00672 <2e-6 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,M) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-8 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0. ForlT' utfall 03A 181 
' March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op1io11al) 

a, LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs f.JA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 

13 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

{,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GCIMS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (continued) 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (53469-21-9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P _ PCB-1260 X ( 11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 

EPA l,D. NUMBER (copyfromliem 1 of Form 1) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0 89 0 010 5 15 03Al81 

3.EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (,j ava,lable) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2} MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.00672 <2e-6 (G) 

< 0.0378 <le-5 (G) 

<0. 03 7 8 <: le - 5 (G ) 

< 0. 0378 <le-5 (G) 

<0. 037 8 < l e - 5 (G) 

< 0.0378 < l e-5 (G) 

< 0.0378 <le-5 (G) 

< 0.0378 <le-5 (G) 

< 0.15 2 <4e-s (G) 

PAGEV-9 

Industrial an1.. ~nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opll(>!>11 /) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b.rJO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS AN.t.LYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L l bs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L l bs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-009-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A181 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

) OUTFALL - 03A181 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

B 
Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were determined using 

data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

C The pH values provided were determined using data collected between October 2014 and September 2018. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E 
The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved 

EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F 
Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

laboratory. 

G 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided 

is the MDL. 

H 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 

6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform . 

L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

M measured as diphenylamine). 

The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 

the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 

N marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

I 
EPA 1,0 . NUMBER (copy from flem 1 of Form 1) 

I 

Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C SEPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
I EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOC TION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1, DEG, 2. MIN. 3. SEC. 1. DEG, 2. MIN. 3. SEC D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

03Al99 35.00 52.00 20.00 106.00 18.00 46.00 Ephemeral Tributary Sandia Canyon in 

Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.126 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake waler, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond lo the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (/isl) (include units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

Laboratory Data Communications Dechlorination 
03Al99 36,024 GPO 2 E 

Center (LDCC) Disinfection (other) 
2 H 

- Treated Cooling Tower Blowdown Reauct.ion 
L 2 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (ejjluenl guidelines sub•calegories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A 199 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

[l] YES (complete the following table) 0 NO (go lo Sect,on Ill) 

3, FREQUENCY 

a DAYS PER 

1. OUTFALL 
NUMBER (/isl) 

03Al99 

2. OPERATION(s) 
CONTRIBUTING FLOW 

(/i,·t) 

Laboratory Data Communi c ations Center 7 
(LDCC) 

- Treated Cool i ng Tower Bl owdown 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

WEEK b MONTHS 
(specify PER YEAR 

average) (l')Jttcify Cl\leragt>) 

12 

a. FLOW RATE (i11 mgd') 

1, LONG TERM 2 MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE DAILY 

0.036 0.074 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

0 YES (complete Item lll-R) ll] NO (go lo Section IV) 

B. Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

0 YES (complete Item 111-C) ll] NO (go to Section IV) 

4 FLOW 

8 , TOTAL VOLUME 
(spttcify wilh units) 

LONG TERM 2. MAXIMUM C. DURATION 
AVERAGE DAIL y (ill days) 

36,024 74,000 365 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(specify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(list oulja/1 numbers) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal , State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

0 YES (complete 1he fulluwing tuhle) [l] NO (go /u Item IV-R) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a. NO. b. SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a. REQUIRED b PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect yot 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules ft 
construction. 

~ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUE T CHA CT 

EPA l,D. NUMBER (copy from flem 1 of Form f) 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

NA NA NA NA 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

D YES (/isl all such po/1111011/s below ) [l] NO (go lo I/em VI-B) 

NA 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 3 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TEZTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

0 YES (identify the test(s) and describe their purposes below) [Z] NO (go lo Section Vlfl ) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

ll] YES (/i.,1 the name, address, and leleplwne number of, and pollwanls analyzed hy, 
each such laboratory or firm below) 

A. NAME 

GEL La bo r a tories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

IX, CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Suite 120, 
Wi lm i ngton NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

0 NO (go lo Section f),,1 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & no.) 

(843)556-8171 

(910)795-0421 

(505)929-4545 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

voe, svoc, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemistry, 
General Chemistry, BOD, 
TSS, PCB 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

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, 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or prmt) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no) 

Micha el W. Hazen , Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

VII . BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DA A 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the test(s) and describe their purposes below) D NO (go to Section Vil/) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (list the name, address, and telephone number of, and pollutants analysed by, 
each such laboratory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

I . CERTIF CATION 

D NO (go to Section IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & no. ) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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 . 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no. ) 

Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE4of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

03Al99 

PART A -You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3, UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (oplional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if availahle) (if availahle) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 1. 82 1.12 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (BUD) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 37.1 22.9 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (CUD) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
8.84 5.46 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOC) 

d. Total Suspended 
4. 7 (A) 2.90 4. 7 (A) 1. 79 1. 51 (A) 0.476 17 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0.0504 0. 0311 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.074 (A) 0.0457 (A) 0.036 (A) 364 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(winier) 19.1 (B) 18.6 (B) 17.9 (B) 12 'C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(summer) 24.3 (Bl 23.4 (Bl 22.2 (Bl 12 'C NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM -MAXIMUM 
i. pH 7.3 (C) 8.6 (Cl 7.5 (C) 8.5 (Cl 209 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x· in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, 1n an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 

AND a. b a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) VALUE 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO, OF 

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Bromide X 3.75 2.32 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0.98 (I,O) 0.6052 0.98 (I,O) 0.373 0.02 (I, 0) 0.006 209 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Residual 

c. Color X <5 NA (E, F) 1 PCU NA NA NA NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X <l NA (E,K) 1 No/l00mL lbs NA NA NA 

e. Fluoride X (169B4-4B-B) 0.278 0.1717 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

f. Nitrate-Nitrite X 1.4 0.8646 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ( :al l aboratory 
EPA ID No. k __J90010515 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
CAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen, 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and X Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P) , Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Rad ioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total 

(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, X Total 

(4) Radium 226, X Total 

k. Su~ate 
(as SO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(asS) 

m. Sulfite 
(asS03) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants 

o. Aluminum, 

X Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron , Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total 
(7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total 
(7439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7 439-95-4) 

u, Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7 439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 

X Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. Tin. Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Titanium, 

X Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b, 
BELIEVED 
AB SENT 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

0.852 0.5262 

<1.51 <0.9325 (E,N) 

1. 58 (0) 0.9757 1. 5 (0) 0 . 602 

<2.88 NA (E) 

5.8 NA 

0.7747 NA 

0.74 0 NA 

2 5 . 5 15.748 

<0.033 <0.0204 (E) 

9.1 5.62 (0) 

<0.017 <0.0105 (E, F) 

<19. 3 <0.0119 (H,N) 

51. 7 0.0319 (I) 

34 .9 0.0216 (I) 

< 0 . 3 <2e-04 (G) 

<33 <2e-02 (El 

6620 4 .09 

1.85 le- 03 (I) 

<l <6e-04 (E,N) 

<l <6e-04 (E) 

<2 <le-3 (E,N) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d, NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

0.7239 (0) 0 .228 17 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form ·1tfall 03A 199 
/ March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (op1io11al) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from llem 1 of Form 1) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM089001051S 03A199 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to detemiine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for, Mark ·x• In column 2-a for all such GC/MS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GCIMS 
fractions) , mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe 1s present. Mark -x• in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged in concentrations of 1 o ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant 1s expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (a// 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requirements. 

2, MARK"X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
AND a b. C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (,j available) VALUE (,j available) AVERAGE VALUE 

CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M, Antimony, Total X <1 <6 e -04 (G) 1 ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-36-0) 

2M, Arsenic, Total X <2 <le-03 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0 . 2 <le-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 440-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <0.3 <2e-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(744□-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X 7.88 Se- 03 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7440-47-3) 

SM. Copper, Total X 3.15 2e-03 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA (7440-50-S) 

7M. Lead, Total X <0.5 <3e-04 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 439-92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0 . 067 <4e-S (H,N) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA (7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X <0.6 <4e-04 (H,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <l e -03 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X <0.3 <2 e -04 (G) 1 ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0.6 <4e-04 (H) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 3.6 2e-03 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1.67 <le - 03 (G) 1 ug/ L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

15M. Phenols, X <1.67 <le-03 (E,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra-

X 
DESCRIBE RESULTS The resu lt. was 1.ess than the detection limit <10,3 pg/L, however, the detect-ion l imit. used was greater c.h.an the MQL of 10 . 0 pg/!.. 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

EPA Forni 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos( 1al Laboratory 
EPA 10 No. , ___ j90010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) <1.67 <lE-03 

2V. Acrylonitrile X <1.67 <lE-03 (107-13-1) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43-2) <0.333 <2E-04 

4V. Bis (Chloro-
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X 0 .85 SE-04 (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride <0. 333 <2E-04 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X <0.333 <2E-04 (108-90-7) 

av. Chlorodi- X bromomethane <0.333 <2E-04 
(124-48-1) 

9V. Chloroethane X (75-00-3) <0.333 <2E-04 

1 0V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether <1.67 <le-03 
(110-75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) <0.333 <2E-04 

12V. Dichiaro-
bromomethane X <0.333 <2E-04 
(75-27-4) 
13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1,1-Dichloro- X <0.333 <2E-04 ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <2E-04 ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X <0.333 <2E-04 ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0 .333 <2E-04 propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene <0.333 <2E-04 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X <0.333 <2E-04 (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X < 0.337 <2E-04 
Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X <0.333 <2E-04 
Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 
b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 

(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(J) 

(D) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,N) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(E,N) 1 

(E,N) 1 

(J) 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,L) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

PAGE V-4 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0. Forr,, \Jtfall 03A 199 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5, INTAKE (optio11al) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 

9 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(,j avwlable) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <le-03 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetra ch loroethane <0.333 <2e-04 
(7!,-34-51 

24V. Tetrachloro- X <0.333 <2e-04 
ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.333 <2e-04 
(108-88-3) 

26V, 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.333 <2e-04 
(156-60-5) 

27V, 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <2e-04 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <2e-04 ethane (7!>-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0 . 3 3 3 ethylene (79-01-6) <2e-04 

30V. Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-6!>-4) 

31 V. Vinyl Chloride X <0.333 <2e-04 
(75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1 A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3.03 <2e-03 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3 . 03 <2e-03 phenol (120-83-2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.03 <2e-03 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinitro-O- X <3 .03 <2e-03 Cresol (534-52-1) 

5A. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.05 <3e-03 phenol (51-28-5) 

6A. 2-Nitrophenol X <3.03 <2e-03 (88-75-5) 

7A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3.03 <2e-03 (100-02-7) 

BA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.03 <2e-03 Cresol (59-50-7) 

9A. Pentachloro- X <3.03 <2e-03 
phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3.03 <2e-03 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.03 <2e-03 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2 
Industrial anc.. _ _..nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3, EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,j available) VALUE (,j available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,N,O) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(J) 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-5 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A 199 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opt10nal) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

1 0 of 15 



Los Alamos( ,al Laboratory 
EPA ID No.\'------ ,90010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available l REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

18. Acenaphthene X <0.303 <2e-04 (83-32-9) 

28. Acenaphtylene X <0.303 <2e-04 (208-96-8) 

38. Anthracene X <0.303 <2e-04 (120-12-7) 

48. Benzidine X <3.94 <2e-03 (92-87-5) 

58. Benzo (a) 

X Anthracene <0.303 <2e-04 
(56-55-3) 

68. Benzo (a) X <0.303 <2e-04 Pyrene (50-32-8) 

78. 3,4-Benzo-

X fluoranthene <0.303 <2e-04 
(205-99-2) 

88. Benzo (ghil X <0.303 <2e-04 Perylene (191-24-2) 

98. Benzo (kl 

X Fluoranthene <0.303 <2e-04 
(2D7-D8-9) 

1 OB. Bis (1-Chlom-

X ethoxy) Methane <3.03 <2e-03 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Chlom-
ethy[) Ether X <3.03 <2e -03 (111-44-4) 

128. Bis (2-

X Ch/omi.rnpmpyf) <1.67 <le-03 
Ether (102-80-1) 

138. Bis (2-/ithyl-

X hexy[) Phthalate <0.303 <2e-04 
(117-81-7l 

148. 4-Bromophenyl 

X Phenyl Ether <3.03 <2e-03 
(1D1-55-3) 

158, Butyl Benzyl X <0.303 <2e-04 Phthalate (85-68-7) 

168, 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X <0.414 <3e-04 
(91-58-7) 

178. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <3.03 <2e-03 
(7D05-72-3) 

188. Chrysene X <0.303 <2e-04 (218-01-9) 

198. Dibenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene X <0.303 <2e-04 
(53-70-3) 

20B. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <2e-04 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X <0.333 <2e-04 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (8-90l 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (ifavailable) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

(Gl 1 

(El 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(El 1 

(Gl 1 

(E) 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(El 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(El 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form .itfall 03A 199 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b, MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (optwnal) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO, OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (cominued) 

228. 1,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <2e-04 benzene (106-46-7) 

23B. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3.03 <2e-03 benzidine (91-94-1) 

24B . Diethyl X <0.303 <2e- 04 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

25B, Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.303 <2e-04 
(131 -11-3) 

26B. Di-N-Butyl X <0.303 <2e-04 Phthalate (84-74-2) 

27B. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.03 <2e-03 toluene (121-14-2) 

28B, 2,6-Dinitro- X <3.03 <2e-03 toluene (606-20-2) 

29B. Di-N-Octyl X <0.303 <2e-04 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

30B. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3.03 <2e-03 
benzene) (122-66-7) 

31 B. Fluoranthene X <0.303 <2e-04 (206-44-0) 

32B. Fluorene X <0.303 <2e-04 (86-73-7) 

33B. Hexachloro- X <3.03 <2e-03 benzene (118-74-1) 

34B. Hexachloro- X <3.03 <2e-03 butadiene (87-68-3) 

35B. Hexachloro-
cyclopentadiene X <3.03 <2e-03 
(77-47-4) 

36B Hexachloro- X <3.03 <2e-03 ethane (67-72-1) 

37B. lndeno 
(1,2,3-ccf) Pyrene X <0.303 <2e-04 
(193-3S-5) 

38B. lsophorone X <3.54 <2e-03 (78-SS-1) 

39B. Naphthalene X <0.303 <2e-04 (91-20-3) 

40B. Nitrobenzene X <3.03 <2e-03 (98-95-3) 

41B. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <3 .03 <2e-03 
(62-75-9) 

42B. N-Nitrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3.03 <2e-03 
(621-64-7) 

EPA Form 351 0-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-£ 
Industrial am, _ ... nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,j available) VALUE (,j available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamo{ nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No.\-___ d90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 

1. POLLUTANT 
AND a. b C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 

CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) 
(,j available ) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (co,uinued) 

43B. N-Nitro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.03 <2e-03 
(86-30--6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X <0.303 <2e-04 (85--01-8) 

45B. Pyrene X <0.303 <2e-04 (129--00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <3.03 <2e-03 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.007 <4e-06 (309--00--2) 

2P. a-BHC X <0.007 <4e-06 (319-84-6) 

3P. p-BHC X <0.007 <4e-06 (319--85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X <0.007 <4e-06 (58-89--9) 

5P. 6-BHC X <0.007 <4e-06 (319--86-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.0805 <5e-05 (57-74-9) 

7P . 4,4'-DDT X <0.0105 <6e-06 (50-29--3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.0105 <6e - 0 6 (72-55--9) 

9P. 4,4' -DDD X <0.0105 <6e-06 (72-54-8) 

1 OP. Dieldrin X <0.0105 <6e-06 (60-57-1) 

11 P. a-Enosulfan X <0.007 <4 e - 06 (115--29--7) 

12P. jl-Endosulfan X <0.0105 <6e-06 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate X <0. 0105 <6e-06 
(1031-07-8) 

14P.Endrin X <0.0105 <6e-06 (72-20--8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X (7421-93-4) 

<0.007 <4e-06 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.007 <4e-06 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,j available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,M) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGEV-B 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Forrr :utfall 03A 199 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (continued) 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (53469-21-9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X ( 11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item l of Form J) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 03A199 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (,j available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.007 <4e-06 (G) 

<0.0354 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.0354 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.158 <le-04 (G) 

PAGE V-9 

Industrial an1.. _ _.nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-004-R0, Form 2C Outfall 03A199 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 03A199 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

B Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were determined using 

data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

C 
The pH values provided were determined using data collected between October 2014 and September 2018. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved 

EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

laboratory. 

G The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided 

is the MDL. 

H The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 

6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 

L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

M nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

measured as diphenylamine). 

The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 

N the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 

marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from !Lem I of Form 1) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

I 2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1. DEG, 2, MIN, 3 SEC 1, DEG 2 MIN, 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

04A022 35.00 52 . 00 17.00 106.00 18.00 58.00 Mortandad Canyon, Water Quality 

Segment 20.6 . 4 . 128 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e g, for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (list) (include unils) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

04A022 
Onc e Through Cooling Wat e r 

1 .020 GPO 
Dechl ori nat i on 

2 E 

- Circulating Tank/ Sump Reduct.ion 
2 L 

- Air Washers 

Treated Emergency Cooling Water Dechl ori nat i on 
04A022 1 ,008 GPO 2 E 

- TA-3-66 Foundry Reduc tion 
2 L 

(NOT ROUTINE) 

St o rmwater - TA3-66 Roo f Dra ins Declorination 
04A022 1,4 1 3 GPO 2 E 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (efjluenl guidelines sub-caiegories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 1 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or 8 intermittent or seasonal? 

[Z] YES (complefe fhe following fable) D NO (go lo Secfion Ill) 

3. FREQUENCY 

a. DAYS PER 
2 OPERATION(s) WEEK b. MONTHS a FLOWRATE(iu mgd) 

1. OUTFALL CONTRIBUTING FLOW 
NUMBER (/isl) (/isl) 

04A022 Once Through Cooling Water 
Circulat i ng Tank/Sump 

- Air Washers 

Emergency Cooling Water (not routine) 
- TA-3-66 Foundry 

Stormwater 
- TA-3-66 Roof Drains 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

(specif)' 
average) 

7 

0.4 

0.9 

PER YEAR 1. LONG TERM 2 MAXIMUM 
(specify average ) AVERAGE DAILY 

12 0.00102 0.0144 
MGD MGD 

0.7 0.0010 MGD 0.028 MGD 

1. 6 0.0014 MGD 0.007 MGD 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complefe lfem 111-B) Ill NO (go lo Sec/ion IV) 

B. Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complefe lfem fll-C') ll] NO (go lo Sec/ion JV) 

4. FLOW 

B. TOTAL VOLUME 
(spe,:ify with units) 

1. LONG TERM 2. MAXIMUM C DURATION 

AVERAGE DAILY (i11 days) 

1,020 14,400 365 
GALLONS GALLONS 

1,008 28,000 22 
GALLONS GALLONS 

1,413 6,894 49 
GALLONS GALLONS 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-8, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(specify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(Its/ outfall numbers) 

A, Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

DYES (complefe Lhefollowing /able) [ll NO (go lo /fem IV-B) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a. NO. b SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a REQUIRED b PROJECTED 

NA NA 

8 . OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect yoi• 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules fl 
construction, 

□ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No_ NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy f rmn flem I nfFnrm I) 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-RO, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D, Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

NA NA NA NA 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

□ YES (/isl all such pol/11tu11ts below ) [l] NO (Ko to Item VI-B) 

NA 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 3 of 4 

LA-UR-19-22215 
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CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

3 of 15 
3 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

0 YES (idenlijj, 1he le>L(s) and describe 1/ieir pwposes below) [l] NO (go lo Sec/ion VJJI) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

ll] YES (/isl the name, address, and telephone number of, and po/Ju/ants analyzed by, 
each such lahorl/lory or firm he/ow) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty ~awk Road, Suite 120, 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

0 NO (go lo Sec/ion IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & ,w_) 

(843)556 - 8171 

(910) 795-0421 

(505)929-4545 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

voe, svoc, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemistry, 
General Chemistry , BOD, 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and al/ 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, 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (1ype or pr1111) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no ) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

C. SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

PAGE 4 of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any or your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the tesl(s) and describe their purposes below) D NO (Ku tu Sec/ion VI/1) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII . CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (list /he name, address, and lelephone numher of. and pollulants allaly=ed by, 
each such laboru/ory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFI ATIO 

D NO (Ko lo Sec/ion IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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 possibillty of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (lype or prinl) B. PHONE NO. (area code & na.) 

William S . Goodrum, Manage r Lo s Alamo s Field Office ( 505 ) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 
;;, /I ' _, ., .:!: ~, /I ;, ,... ,,, 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 4 of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

04A022 

PART A -You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2] MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (21 MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 1. 27 0.15 3 (D ) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (BOD) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 19 .0 2 .2 8 (D) 1 mg/ L l b s NA NA NA 
Demand (CO/J) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
<0.66 <0.0793 (El 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOC) 

d. Total Suspended 
13 . 4 1. 61 13 . 4 0.475 3.631 0.0309 18 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0 . 0343 0.00412 (D) 1 mg/L l bs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.0144 (A) 0 . 0 0 4 3 (A) 0 . 001 (A) 36 5 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(winier) 16.2 (B) 12.8 (B) 12.1 (B) 13 'C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(summ er) 2 3 . 1 (B ) 21. 9 (B) 20.8 (B) 13 ' C NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 7 8.2 7 .2 8.1 191 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x• 1n column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• In column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which Is limited either 
d.irecUy, or indirectly but expressly, In an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence In your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK"X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG, VALUE 

AND a b. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN-

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b, MASS 

a. Bromide X <0 . 067 <0.008 (E) 1 mg/ L lbs (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 41 mg/L lbs Residual 

c. Color X <5 NA (E,N) 1 PCU NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X <1 NA (E,K) l # / l00mL NA 

e. Fluoride X mg/ L lbs (16984-48-8) 0.247 0.0297 1 

f. Nitrate-Nttrite X 0 . 215 0.0 2 58 1 mg/L lbs (as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE V-1 

LA-UR-19-2 
Industrial anl. ., litary Outfalls 2019 NP DES Permit Re-Application 

5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 
VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

6 of 15 
6 of 15 



Los Alamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. i' ..._ __ .,90010515 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a . 
GAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nrtrogen, X Total Organ ic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and 
Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total 

(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium. 
Total 

(4) Radium 226, 
Total 

k. Sulfate 
(as SO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(as S) 

m. Sulfite 
(as SO,) 
(14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants X 
o. Aluminum, 
Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7 440-39-3) 

q. Boron , Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total 
(7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total X (7 439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7439-95-4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 
Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31 -5) 

x. Titanium, 

X Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Form 351 0-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

0.0434 0.00522 (D) 

<1.44 <0.173 (E) 

0.0294 0.00353 (El 

<1.14 NA (E) 

<2.21 NA (E,N) 

<0 .5 3 4 NA (E) 

<0.19 NA (E) 

2 . 48 0.298 

<0.033 <4E-0 3 (E) 

0 0 

0 .02 66 0 . 0032 (D) 

<19.3 <0.00 2 3 (H) 

64.3 0.00773 (I) 

20 . 9 0.00251 (I) 

<0 .3 <4E-05 (G ) 

33.2 0.00399 (D) 

2800 0 . 336 

1. 67 2E-04 (I) 

<l <lE-04 (E) 

<l <lE-04 (E) 

<2 <2E-04 (E,N) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d . NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0. Form -Itfall 04A022 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg / L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug / L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

- - -- - -

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from llem 1 of Form J) l OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 04A02 2 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a pnmary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x• In column 2-a for all such GC/MS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for All toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GCIMS 
fractions) , mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark "X" in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe ls absent If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged In concentrations of 1 o ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylon itrile, 2,4 din itrophenol , or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 1 DO ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (all 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK"X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplionaf) 

1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONG TERM 
AND a. b . C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (,j available) AVERAGE VALUE 

GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1 ) (1) d NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M. Antimony, Total X <l <lE-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, Total X <2 <2E-04 (H,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.2 <2E-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(744D-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <0. 3 <4E-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X 3.49 4E-04 (I,D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (744D-47-3) 

6M. Copper, Total X 5. 4 6 7E-04 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-50-B) 

7M. Lead , Total X <0. 5 <6E-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 439-92-1 ) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0.06 7 <8E-06 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X <0.6 <7E-05 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <2E-04 (G,N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X <0.3 <4E-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0.6 <7E-05 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 26.5 3E-03 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1.67 <2E-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

15M. Phenols, X <1.67 <2E-04 (E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,B-Tetra-

X 
DESCRIBE RESULTS Analyt ;cal -.-esul t is <1 1.7 pg/L (lower than ehe MDLI. However, the MDL i s greater than the EPA MQL 10 pg/L , 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2 
Industrial anL. _ ~nitary Outfalls 2019 NP DES Permit Re-Application 

PAGEV-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

8 of 15 
8 of 15 



Los Alamo 
EPA ID No., 

,al Laboratory 
J90010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonttrile X (107-13-1) 

JV. Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis {Chlnro-
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X (108-90-7) 

8V. Chlorodi-

X bromomethane 
(1 24-48-1) 

9V. Chloroethane X (75-00-3) 

10V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichloro-
bromomethane X (75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 351D-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
(1) 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

<1.67 <2E-04 

<1.67 <2E-04 

0.333 <4E-05 

<0.333 <4E-05 

<0 .3 33 <4 E-05 

<0 . 333 <4E-05 

< 0 .33 3 <4E-05 

<0 .3 33 <4E-05 

<1.67 <2e-4 

<0 . 333 <4E-05 

<0.333 <4E-05 

<0.333 <4E-05 

<0.333 <4E-05 

<0. 3 3 3 <4E-05 

<0.33 3 <4E-05 

<0 , 333 <4E-05 

<0.333 <4E-05 

<0 .3 37 <4E-05 

<0.333 <4E-05 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(J) 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(J) 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,L) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

PAGE V-4 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form .Jtfall 04A022 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 

9 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <2E-04 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <4E-05 
(79-34-5) 

24V. Tetrachloro- X <0 .3 33 <4E-OS ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0 . 333 <4E-OS 
(108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0 . 333 <4E-OS 
(156-60-5} 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <4E-OS ethane (71-55-6) 

28V.1 ,1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <4E-OS 
ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0.333 <4E-OS ethylene (79-01-6) 

30V. Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-69-4) 

31 V. Vinyl Chloride X <0. 3 33 <4E-OS (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1 A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3 .0 <4E-04 (95-57-8} 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3 .0 <4E-04 phenol (120-83-2) 

3A, 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3 . 0 <4E-04 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinitro-O- X <3.0 <4E-04 Cresci (534-52-1) 

5A. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.0 <6E-04 phenol (51-28-5) 

SA. 2-Nitrophenol X <3 . 0 <4E-04 (88-75-5) 

7A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3.0 <4E-04 (100-02-7) 

BA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.0 <4E-04 Cresci (59-50-7) 

9A. Pen1achloro- X <3.0 <4E-04 phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3.0 <4E-04 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4 ,6-Trichloro- X <3.0 <4E-04 phenol (BMIS-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 
Industrial am .. -dnitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if'available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(El 

(G) 

(J) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(El 

(El 

(E) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

PAGE V-5 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optm,w/) 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/ L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

1 0 of 15 
10 of 15 



Los Alamos( ,al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. 

0

i. _ _ J90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2, MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene 
(83-32-9) 

2B. Acenaphtylene 
(208-96-8) 

3B. Anthracene 
(120-12-7) 

4B. Benzidine 
(92-87-5) 

SB. Benzo (a) 
Anthracene 
(56-55-3) 

6B. Benzo (a) 
Pyrene (50-32-8) 

7B. 3,4-Benzo-
fluoranthene 
(205-9S-2) 

8B. Benzo (ghi) 
Perylene (191-24-2) 

9B. Benzo (k) 
Fluoranthene 
(207-08-9) 

10B. Bis (2-Chloro-
ethoxy) Methane 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Chloro-
ethyl) Ether 
(111-44-4) 

12B. Bis (2-
Ch/oroisopropy~ 
Ether (102-80-1) 

13B. Bis (]-J:.'1hyl-
hexyl) Phthalate 
(117-81-7) 

14B. 4-Bromophenyl 
Phenyl Ether 
(101-55-3) 

1 SB. Butyl Benzyl 
Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene 
(91-58-7) 

17B. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether 
(7005-72-3) 

18B. Chrysene 
(218-01-9) 

19B. Dibenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene 
(53-70-3) 

20B. 1,2-Dichloro-
benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro-
benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 351 0-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <3.9 <SE-04 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <3.0 <4E-04 

X <3.0 <4E-04 

X <1.67 <2E-04 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <3. 0 <4E -05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.41 <SE-05 

X <3.0 <4E-04 

X <0 .3 <4 E-05 

X <0.3 <4E-05 

X <0.333 <4E-05 

X <0 . 333 <4E-05 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form Jtfall 04A022 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug /L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (optwnal) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b, NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22B. 1,4-Dichlore>- X <0.333 <4E-05 benzene (106-46-7) 

23B. 3,3-Dichlore>- X <3.0 <4E-04 benzidine (91-94-1) 

24B. Diethyl X <0 . 3 <4E-05 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

25B. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.3 <4E-05 
(131 -1 1-3) 

26B. Di-N-Butyl X <0.3 <4E-05 Phthalate (84-7 4-2) 

27B. 2,4-Dinitre>- X <3 . 0 <4E-04 toluene (121-14-2) 

28B. 2,6-Dinitro- X <3.0 <4E-04 toluene (606-20-2) 

29B. Di-N-Octyl X <0.3 <4E-05 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

30B. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3 .0 <4e-04 
benzene) (122-66-7) 

31 B. Fluoranthene X <0 . 3 <4E-05 (206-44-0) 

32B. Fluorene X <0.3 <4E-05 (86-73-7) 

33B. Hexachloro- X <3.0 <4E-04 benzene (118-74-1) 

34B. Hexachlore>- X <3 .0 <4E-04 butadiene (87-68-3) 

35B. Hexachloro-
cyclopentadiene X <3.0 <4E-04 
(77-47-4) 

36B Hexachlore>- X <3.0 <4E-04 ethane (67-72-1) 

37B , lndeno 
(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene X <0 . 3 <4E-05 
(193-39-5) 

38B. lsophorone X <3. 5 <4E-04 (78-59-1) 

39B. Naphthalene X <0.3 <4E-05 (91-20-3) 

40B. Nitrobenzene X <3.0 <4E-04 (98-95-3) 

41 B. N-Nitro-
sodimethytamine X <3.0 <4E-04 
(62-75-9) 

42B. N-Nitrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3.0 <4E-04 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 
Industrial anL- _..,nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b, MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,faw:11/uble) VALUE (!faw,ilable) 

(1) (1 ) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INT AKE (r,p11n11al) 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS !ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

12 of 15 
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Los Alamos( ial Laboratory 

EPA ID No.\,~_ J90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

43B. N-Nijro-
sodiphenylamine X <3. 0 <4e-04 
(86-30-6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X (85-01-B) <0.3 <4E-05 

45B. Pyrene X <0.3 <4E-05 (129-00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <3.0 <4E-04 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.00739 <9E-07 (309-00-2) 

2P. u-BHC X <0.00739 <9E-07 (319-84-6) 

3P. 13-BHC X <0.00739 <9E-07 (319-85-7) 

4P. r-BHC X < 0 . 007 3 9 <9E-07 (58-89-9) 

SP. 8-BHC X <0.00739 <9E-07 (319-86-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.85 <lE-05 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.0111 <lE-06 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.0111 <lE-06 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.0111 <lE-06 (72-54-B) 

1 OP. Dieldrin X <0.0111 <lE-06 (60-57-1 ) 

11 P. u-Enosulfan X <0.00739 <9E-07 (115-29-7) 

12P. !3-Endosulfan X <0.0111 <lE-06 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate X <0.0111 <lE-06 
(1031-07-8) 

14P. Endrin X <0.0111 <lE-06 (72-20-8) 

15P.Endrin 
Aldehyde X <0.00739 <9E-07 
(7421-93-4) 

16P. Heptachlor X <0 .0 0 73 9 <9E-07 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,j usm/uh/~) VALUE (ifuw,ilab/e) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,M) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGEV-B 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-RO, Form utfall 04A022 
· March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE {t1pl101wfJ 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO, OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-B 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (continued) 

17P, Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

1BP. PCB-1242 X (53469-21-9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-2B-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P, PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-:; 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form I) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 04A0 22 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE {if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0 . 00739 <9E-07 ( G) 

<0.0351 <4E-06 (G) 

<0.0351 <4E-06 (G) 

<0.0351 <4E-06 (G) 

<0.03 51 <4 E-06 (G) 

<0 . 0351 <4E-06 (G) 

<0 . 0351 <4E-06 (G) 

<0.0351 <4E-06 (G) 

<0. 1 67 <2E-05 (G ) 

PAGE V-9 

Industrial an-. .nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall J4A022 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/ L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

a, LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

b. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

14 of 15 
14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-008-R0, Form 2C Outfall 04A022 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 04A022 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

B 
Summer (June, July, August) and Winter (December, January, February) temperatures were determined using 

data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

C The pH values provided were determined using data collected between October 2014 and September 2018. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E 
The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved 

EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F 
Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

laboratory. 

G 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided 

is the MDL. 

H 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 

6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 

L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

M measured as diphenylamine). 
The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 

the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 

N marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
Industrial and San itary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-RO, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

I 
EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form I) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1. DEG. 2, MIN. 3 SEC. 1, DEG, 2, MIN, 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

05A055 30.00 50.00 49.00 106.00 19.00 52.00 Ephemeral Tributary to Canon De Valle, 

Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (list) (include ,mils) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

High Explosives Wastewater Treatment Slow Sand F"1l crac1on 
OSAOSS 270 GPD 1 V 

Facility (HEWTF) Carbon Adsorpt i on 
2 A 

• Treated Efn uent Ion Exchange 
2 J 

Evaporat i on 
1 F 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (effluenl guidelines suh-calegories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

D YES (complete the Jo/lowing tahle) D NO (go Jo Section Ill) 

3 FREQUENCY 

a, DAYS PER 
2, OPERATION(s) WEEK b. MONTHS a FLOW RATE (111 m),'d) 

1 OUTFALL CONTRIBUTING FLOW 
NUMBER (list) (/is1) 

0SA0SS High Explosives Wastewater Treatment 
Facility (HEWTF) Treatment Facility 

Ill . PRODIJr.TION 

(specify PER YEAR 
average) (spt!cify average) 

0 . 1 0.1 

1. LONG TERM 2. MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE DAILY 

0 . 0003 MGD 0.0021 
MGD 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complete Item llf-B) ll] NO (go to Section IV) 

B Are the limitations in the appl icable effluent guidel ine expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complele liem 111-C) ll] NO (go lo Sec/ion IV) 

4 FLOW 

B TOTAL VOLUME 
(.'ipt!c:t_/y with 1mils) 

1. LONGTERM 2. MAXIMUM C, DURATION 

AVERAGE DAILY (iu days) 

270 2,120 4 
Gallons Gallons 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(,pecijj,) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(list oulfa/1 numbers) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

D YES (complete ihe fo llowrng tahle) [Z] NO (go lo Item IV-B) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3, BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a NO. b SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a. REQUIRED b PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect yoi 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules ft 
construction_ 

□ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copyfrom llem I of Form 1) 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall - Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-8, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 

Dinitrotoluene (2C-3) 
siyrene (2C-3 and 2C-4) 
Uranium (2C-3) 

2. SOURCE 

High Explosives Waste 
Treatment Facility (HEWTF) 
- Chemicals identified on 
influent Waste Stream Profile 
forms. 

I. POTEN IA DISCH GES NOT CO ERED B N L SIS 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

□ YES (list all such pollulanls he/ow ) [l] NO (go lo flem V!-B) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 3 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII . BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (1de11tijy the test(.,) and de.,cribe I heir purposes below) [Z] NO (go to Section VT!/) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

ll] YES (/isl the name, addre.,·s, and lelephone number of, and pollulanls analyced by, 

euch such /aborutory or firm below) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory, Inc . 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road 
Charleston SC 29407 

40l North Coronado Ave 
Espanola, NM 87532 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road Suite 120 
Wilmington, NC 28405 

D NO (go lo Seclion D.1 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110. ) 

(843) 556-8171 

(505) 929-4545 

(910) 795-0421 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

Biological Oxygen Demand, 
General Chemistry 
Pesticides, Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls, Radiochemistry, 
Semi-volatile Organic 
Compounds 
Total Metals, Total 
Suspended Solids, Volatile 
Organic Compounds 

E.coli 

TCDD (dioxin) 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (lype or pr111t) B PHONE NO. (area code & 110.) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

D. DATE SIGNED 

PAGE 4 of 4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (ide11tifj, the /e.1·1(,) and descrihe t/Jeil' purposes he/ow) D NO (Ko to Section VT!/) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII . CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATI 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (list the 11ame, address, and telephone numher of. and polluta11ts analy=ed hy, 
each such lahora/ory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

D NO (go to Section 1).1 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no. ) 

, Manager Los Alamos Field Office ( 505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

~3, .. ;i 4j'' .- /7 
EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 4 of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

OSAO SS 

PART A-You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specify if blank) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c, LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION {2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 5.98 l . le-1 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (RO/J) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 99.0 1. 75 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (CXJjJ) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
1.50 2 . 65e-2 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOCJ 

d. Total Suspended 
<0.57 <le-2 (E) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia ('1s N) 2.27 4 . 02e-2 (0) 1 mg/L l bs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.0021 (A) 0.0021 (A) 0 . 000 3 (A) est . MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(winter) 14 . 5 (B) NA NA est. 'C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(summer) 23 . 7 (B) NA NA es t . ' C NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM . • ·. I . ~ .·if. , . ·i i. pH 6 . 5 (C) 8.7 (C) NA NA --. ; ,. 
.~~ NA STANDARD UNITS ... ;-·' .. 

'· ·.c- : __ · •; 

PART B - Mark ·x• in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark •x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which is limited either 
d rectly, or indirectly but expressly, 1n an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
qJantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2, MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 

AND a b. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) (if available} VALUE 
GAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1 ) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a, Bromide X 5.76 0 . 1 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 0.02 3.5e-04 (I) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Residual 

c. Color X <5 NA (E) 1 PCU NA NA NA NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X <l NA (E,K) 1 cfu / l OOm NA NA NA NA 

e. Fluoride X mg/L lbs NA (16984-48-8) 2.87 0.051 1 NA NA 

f. Nitrate-Nttrite X 29.5 0 . 52 2 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ·nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No.-~·- / 390010515 
ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1 . POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
GAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen, 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and X Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j , Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total 

(2) Beta , Total X 
(3) Radium, X Total 

(4) Radium 226, X Total 

k. Sulfate 
(as SO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. SuWide 
(asS) 

m. Sulfite 
(as SO;) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants 

o. Aluminum, 
Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron, Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total 
(7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total X (7439-89-6) 

I. Magnesium, 
Total 
(7439-95-4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7 439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 
Total 
(7439-96-5J 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Titanium, 
Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (,j ava,lable) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

3.88 0.69 

<1.59 <0.028 (E,N) 

5.65 0.1 

0 NA (E) 

85 .9 NA 

<0.1819 NA (E,N) 

<0.0759 NA (E,N) 

987 17.46 

<0.033 <6e-04 (E) 

0 0 

<0.017 <3e-04 (E, F) 

<19.3 <0.341 (H) 

1. 47 0.026 (D, I) 

1510 26.7 

<0.3 <5.3e-3 (G) 

66.7 1.18 (D) 

<10 <0.177 (E ) 

34.7 0.614 

<l <0.018 (E) 

<l <0.018 (E) 

<2 <0.035 (E) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(,j available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Forrr 'utfall 05A055 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a . CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

rng/L lbs 

rng/L lbs 

rng/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L Na 

rng/L lbs 

rng/L lbs 

rng/L lbs 

rng/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (oplt011uf) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA Na 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

--· .... ·--- .. ----- .. --- - - · . -- ---- - -

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Ttem 1 of Form /) 

1 
OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 05A055 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 rn the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x· in column 2-a for all such GC/MS 
fractions that apply to your Industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GC/MS 
fractions), mark •x· rn column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark "X" in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged rn concentrations of 1 o ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge rn concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (all 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK"X" 3.EFFLUENT 4, UNITS 5. INTAKE (uptlunaf) 

1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
AND a, b. C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 

CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1 M. Antimony, Total X 22.1 0.039 (I) 
(7440-36-0) 

1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

2M. Arsenic, Total X 22.9 0.405 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X 0.2 0.0035 (I} 1 ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-41-7) 

4M Cadmium, Total X <0.3 <0.005 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X 1. 56 0.0276 (D, I) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7440-47-3) 

6M. Copper, Total X 11.2 0.1982 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-50-8) 

7M, Lead, Total X 3.49 0.0617 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 439-92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X 0.085 0.0015 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X 5.26 0.0931 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X 9.25 0.1637 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X <0.3 <0.005 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0.6 <0.011 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7 440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 49.8 0. 8811 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1.67 <3e-05 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5} 

15M. Phenols, X <1.67 <3e-05 (E,N} 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra-

X 
DESCRIBE RESULTS Analytical Result is dl pg/t. (less than the MDL). Hawver, the MDL is greater than the EPA MQL OF 10 pg/L . (Hl 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6} 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ( ,al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. k ,90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X <1.67 <3e-05 (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonitrile X <1.67 <3e-SO (107-13-1) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43-2) <0.33 <6e-06 

4V. Bis (Chiaro-
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bromoform X <0.33 <6e-06 (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride <0.333 <6e-06 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X <0.333 <6e-06 (108-90-7) 

av. Chlorodi- X bromomethane <0.333 <6e-06 
(12~8-1) 

9V. Chloroethane X <0.333 <6e-06 (75-00-3) 

1 0V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether <1.67 <3e-05 
(110-75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) <0.333 <6e-06 

12V. Dichloro-
bromomethane X <0.333 <6e-06 
(75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1.1-Dichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene <0.333 <6e-06 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X <0.333 <6e-06 (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X <0.337 <6e-06 
Bromide (7 4-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X <0.333 <6e-06 
Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 
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3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(J) 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(E,O) 1 

(E) 1 

(J) 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,L) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-4 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 11tfall 05A055 
_: March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opliona!) 

a , LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(,j available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (conlinued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <3e-05 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <6e-06 
(79-34-5) 

24V. Tetrachloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.333 <6e-06 [108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.333 <6e-06 
[156--60-5) 

27V.1,1,1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 ethane (79-00--5) 

29V Trichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 ethylene (79-01-6) 

30V. Trichloro-
fluoromethane 
(75-69-4) 

31 V. Vinyl Chloride X <0.333 <6e-06 (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3 .00 <Se-05 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3.00 <Se-05 phenol (120--83-2) 

3A, 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.00 <Se-05 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6--Dinnro-O- X <3 .00 <Se-05 Cresol (534-52-1) 

5A. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.00 <9e-05 phenol [51 -28-5) 

6A. 2-Nitrophenol X <3.00 <Se-05 (88-75-5) 

7A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3.00 <Se-05 (100--02-7) 

SA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.00 <Se-05 Cresol (59-50--7) 

9A. Pentachloro- X <3.00 <Se-05 phenol [87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3.00 <Se-05 (108-95-2) 

11 A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.00 <::ie-05 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Fann 3510-2C (8-90) 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(,j available) VALUE (,j avadahle) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G,O) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(G) 

(J) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(E) 

(E) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

PAGE V-5 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug /L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2 10 of 15 
Industrial anl. ~nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamo{ :ial Laboratory 
EPA ID No.\ .. , __ 390010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 

1. POLLUTANT 
AND a b. 

CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 
(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X <0.300 <Se-06 (83-32-9) 

2B. Acenaphtylene X <0.300 <Se-06 (208-96-8) 

3B. Anthracene X <0 . 300 <Se-06 (120-12-7) 

4B. Benzidine X <3.90 <7e-OS (92-87-5) 

5B. Benzo (a) 
Anthracene X <0.300 <Se-06 
(56-55-3) 

SB. Benzo (a) X <0.300 <Se-06 Pyrene (50-32--8) 

7B. 3,4--Benzo-

X fluoranthene <0.300 <Se-06 
(205-99-2) 

8B. Benzo (ghi) X <0.300 <Se-06 Perylene (191--24--2) 

sa Benzo (k) 
Fluoranthene X <0.300 <Se-06 
(207-08-9) 

10B. Bis (]-Chloro-
elhoxy) Methane X <3.00 <Se-OS 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Chlom-
elhyl) Ether X <3.00 <Se-OS 
(111-44-4) 

12B. Bis (2-
Chloroisopropy/) X <1.67 <3e-OS 
Ether(102-80-1) 

13B. Bis (2-Ethyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate <0.300 <Se-06 
(117-81-7) 

14B. 4--Bromophenyl 
Phenyl Ether X <3 . 00 < Se- OS 
(101 -55-3) 

15B. Butyl Benzyl X <0.300 <Se-06 Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X <0 . 410 <7e-06 
(91-58-7) 

17B. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <3.00 <S e -OS 
(7005-72-3) 

18B. Chrysene X <0.300 <Se-06 (218-01-9) 

19B. Dibenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene X <0.30 0 <Se-06 
(53-70-3) 

20B. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X <0.333 <6e-06 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(ifavailable) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, For111 '.utfall 05A055 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) I 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (co111inued) 

228. 1,4-Dichlcro- X <0 .333 <6e-06 benzene (106-4~ 7) 

238. 3,3-Dichlcro- X <3.00 <Se-05 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X <0.300 <Se-06 Phthalate (84-6~2) 

258. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.300 <Se-06 
(131 -11-3) 

268. D~N-8utyl X <0 .300 <Se-06 Phthalate (84-74-2) 

278. 2,4-Dinrtro- X <3.00 <Se-05 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,~Dinrtro- X <3.00 <Se-05 toluene (60~20-2) 

298. Di-N-Octyt X <0.300 <Se-06 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

308. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3 .0 <Se-05 
benzene) (122-6~ 7) 

318. Fluaranthene X (206-44-0) <0 .300 <5e-06 

328. Fluorene X <0.300 <Se-06 (8~73-7) 

338. Hexachloro- X <3.00 benzene (118-74-1) <Se-05 

348. Hexachloro- X <3.00 butadiene (87-68-3) <Se-05 

358. Hexachloro-
cyclopentadiene X <3.00 <Se-05 
(77-47-4) 

368 Hexachlora- X <3.00 <Se-05 ethane (67-72-1) 

376. lndena 
(1 ,2,3-ccf) Pyrene X <0.300 <Se-06 
(193-39-5) 

388. lsophorane X <3.50 <6e-05 (78-59-1) 

398. Naphthalene X <0.300 <=ie-06 (91-20-3) 

408. Nitrobenzene X <3.00 <=ie-05 (98-95-3) 

418. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <3.00 <Se-05 
(62-75-9) 

428. N-Nitrasadi-
N-Prapylamine X <3.00 <Se-05 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 
Industrial anL- . ... nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) I (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 
-

(G) 1 

(G,O) 1 

(E ,O) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGEV-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplimwl) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN-
,1, I b. NO. OF 

TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/ L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. , ,.,~- J90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (cm,rinued) 

438. N-N itro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.0 <5E-05 
(86-30-6) 

448, Phenanthrene X <0.300 <5e-06 (85-01-8) 

458. Pyrene X <0.300 <5e-06 (12S-0O-0) 

468. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <3.00 <5e-05 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.0070 <le-07 (30S-00-2) 

2P. a-8HC X <D.0070 <le-07 (31S-84-6) 

3P. P,.8HC X <0.0070 <le-07 (31S-8S-7) 

4P. -y-8HC X <0.0070 <le-07 (58-8S-9) 

SP. 6-BHC X <0.0070 <le-07 (31S-86-8) 

SP. Chlordane X <0.0805 <le-60 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.0105 <2e-07 (50-2S-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.0105 <2e-07 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.0105 <2e-07 (72-54-8) 

10P. Dieldrin X <0.0105 <2e-07 (60-57-1) 

11 P. a-Enosulfan X <0.0070 <le-07 (11S-2S-7) 

12P. p..Endosulfan X <0.0105 <2e-07 (11S-2S-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate X (1031-07-8) 

<0.0105 <2e-07 

14P.Endrin X <0.0105 <2e-07 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde 
(7421-93-4) X <0.0070 <le-07 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.0070 <le-07 (76-44-8) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0. Form 'Jtfall 05A055 
_,,: March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5, INTAKE (opt,mwl) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(if available) VALUE (!/available) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,M) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E ) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGEV-8 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(ifavailable) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c, 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (continued') 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (53469-21-9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-; 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item 1 of Form 1) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 0SA0SS 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.0070 <le-07 (G) 

<0.0732 <le-06 (G) 

<0.0732 <le-06 (G) 

<0.0732 <le-06 (G) 

<0.0732 <le - 0 6 (G) 

<0.0732 <le-06 (G) 

<0.0732 <le-06 (G) 

<0.0732 <le-06 (G) 

<0. 1580 <3e-06 (G) 

PAGEV-9 

Industrial an.. ~nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

4 . UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-011-R0, Form 2C Outfall 05A055 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 0SA0SS 

The flow rates provided are estimated based upon tank capacity and a maximum flow rate to the outfall of 3 

A gpm. 

B The temperatures provided are based upon historical data provided in the 2004 NP DES Permit Application . 

The pH range provided are based upon historical data provided in the 2004 NPDES Permit Application and 

C field parameter data collected in August of 2019. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved 

EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

laboratory. 

G The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided 

is the MDL. 

H The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 

6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 

L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

M measured as diphenylamine). 
The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 

the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 

N marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

l 
EPA l,D. NUMBER (copy fi'om //em I of Form /) 

I 
Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only, Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING ANO SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 

NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(list) 1 DEG. 2, MIN, 3 SEC. 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3, SEC D. RECEIVING WATER (name) 

13S 35.00 51.00 8.00 106.00 16.00 33.00 Canada del Buey, Ephemeral Reach in 

Water Quality Segment 20.6. 1 28 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures, 

B. For each outfall , provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (11st) (include units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

Sanitary Wastewater (SWWS) System Grit Removal 
13S 228,808 GPD 1 M 

Treated Effluent Mixing 
1 0 

Screening 
1 T 

Sedimentation (settlingl 
1 u 

Dechlorination 
2 E 

Disinfection (chlorine) 
2 F 

Activated Sludge 
3 A 

Pre - Aeration 
3 E 

(sludge) 
Composting 

5 G 

(sludge) 
Drying Beds 

5 H 

Landfill 
(sludge) 5 Q 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (effluenl guide/mes sub-categories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 1 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

lZ] YES (complete the following tahle) D NO (Ro to Section Ill) 

1. OUTFALL 
NUMBER (list) 

2. OPERATION(s) 
CONTRIBUTING FLOW 

(ti,·/) 

3. FREQUENCY 

a, DAYS PER 
WEEK b. MONTHS 
(sp ecify PER YEAR 

averagl!) (:lpec.: ify awrugl!) 

a. FLOW RATE (i11 mgcf) 

LONG TERM 2, MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE DAILY 

4. FLOW 

B TOTAL VOLUME 
(specify with units) 

1. LONG TERM 2, MAXIMUM C, DURATION 
AVERAGE DAIL y (in days) 

13S Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) 
Treated Effluent 

7 12 0.0229 MGD 0 , 418 MGD 228,808 
GALLONS 

418,000 
GALLONS 

365 

Ill. PRODUCTION 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complete Item Ill-8) ll] NO (go lo Section TV) 

B. Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complete Item III-C) ll] NO (Ro to Section TV) 

C. If you answered "yes· to Item 111-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(specify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(list outfall numbers ) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

D YES (c-omplete the following tuble) lZ] NO (go lo Item IV-fl) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC. 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a, NO. b, SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a. REQUIRED b. PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect your 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules for 
construction. 

□ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy fi'om flem I ofF'orm /) 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall - Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A. V-B. and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe Is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, brieny describe the reasons you believe ii to be present and report any analytlcal data In your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 

Aniline (2C - 3) 
Carbon Disulfide (2C-3) 
Cresol (2C-3) 
Strontium (2C-3) 
Styrene (2C-3) 
Uranium (2C-3 I 
Vanadium (2C-3 I 

2. SOURCE 

Sanitary Wastewater System 
(SWWS) Effluent . A review of 
the waste stream profiles 
associated with the water 
treated at the SWWS identified 
the 7 Form 2C-3 pollutants 
listed in Section V.D.l , 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

DYES (/iii all such po/111/anls below) [l] NO (go lo Item VI-B) 

NA 

EPA Form 351D-2C (8-90) PAGE 3 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-RD, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

0 YES (idrntijy /he lesl(s) and describe their purposes he/ow) [Z] NO (go lo Sec/ion Vil!) 

NA 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

0 YES (list the name, addres.,·, and leleplwne number of, and pollutants analyzed by, 
each such laboratory or firm below) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Suite 120, 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

0 NO (go lo Section U1 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

(843)556-8171 

(910)795-0421 

(505) 929-4545 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

OC, SVOC, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemistry, 
General Chemistry, BOD, 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

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 mquiry 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, 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or pri111) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-421B 

C, SIGNATURE D. DATE SIGNED 

3-:Zt)- 1 
PAGE 4 of 4 

LA-UR-19-22215 4 of 15 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify /he test(s) and descrihe their pwposes he/ow) D NO (go lo Section VJJJ) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII . CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (/isl the nume, address, and telephone number of, and po/lulcmts anuly;ed by, 
each such laboratory or jirm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

D NO (go lo Section IX) 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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 lo assure that 
qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based an my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system or those persons 
directly responsible far 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 far submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment far knowing violations. 

A. NAME & OFFI IAL TITLE (typd or pm,t) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no.) 

odrum, Manager Los Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

5-- - I a 
EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 4 of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EF~LUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

13S 

PART A -You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant In this table. Complete one table for each outfall. See instructions for additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (.<fJf!cif:o• ,fblunk) (op1io1ml) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c, LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if availahle) (if owJ1/l1hJe) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1 ) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO, OF 
1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (21 MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 1. 59 5.546 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (BOlJ) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 67 . 5 235.5 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (COi ) ) 

c. Total Organic Carbon 
6.04 21.07 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (TOC) 

d. Total Suspended 
5.08 17.72 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0 . 215 0.75 (P) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.418 (A) 0 . 2529 (A) 0.229 (A) 365 MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(winier) 8 . 0 (B) NA NA 0 'C NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
(summer) 25.5 (B) NA NA 0 'C NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 7.5 (C) 7.7 (C) 7.5 (C) 7 . 7 (Cl 2 STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x• in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark -x· in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, In an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirements. 

2, MARK"X" 3.EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplionaf) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 

AND a. b a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if availahle) (if avai/ah/e) VALUE 
CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1 ) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Bromide X 0.126 0. 4 395 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Total X 1. 62 (C,P) 5.6512 1. 62 (C, Pl 3 .4 1 9 0.985(C,P) 1.881 2 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Residual 

c. Color X 10 NA 1 PCU NA NA NA NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X 2 (L) 1 #/l00mL NA NA NA NA 

e, Fluoride X ( 16984-48-8) 0.348 1. 214 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

f. Nitrate-Nitrite X 0 . 0498 0.1737 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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/ 
Los Alamos l 1al Laboratory 
EPA 1D No. N1·-,a890010515 
ITEM V-8 CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. 
CASNO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen, 

X Total Organ ic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and 
Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total X 
(2) Beta, Total X 
(3) Radium, 
Total 

(4) Radium 226, 
Total 

k. Sulfate 
(a.rSO,) X (14808-79-8) 

I. Sulfide 
(a.rS) 

m. Sulfite 
(as SO;) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants X 
o, Aluminum, 
Total X (7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron, Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total X (7440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total X (7 439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7439-95--4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7 439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 

X Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. Tin, Total 
(7440-31-5) 

x. Titanium, 

X Total 
(7 440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b, 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (ij available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

0 . 991 3.457 (P) 

<l. 49 <5.198 (E) 

3 .12 10.884 (P) 

<1.16 (0) 

13 .2 NA 

<0.487 NA 

<0.31 NA 

19.3 67.326 

<0.033 <0.1151 

0 0 (P) 

0.0389 0 .1357 (D) 

21. 7 0.0757 (D) 

21. 8 0.0760 (I) 

51. 9 0.1810 (I) 

<0.3 <0.0010 (G,O) 

49.7 0.1734 (D) 

6570 22.92 

1.85 0.0065 (I) 

31.8 0 . 1109 

<l <0.0035 (E) 

<2 <0.0070 (E,O) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

-
c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 

(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Fo ~ Outfall 13S 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

__ _,, March 2019 

5. INTAKE (uptumol) 

a, LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from liem 1 of Form I) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 1 3S I 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

PART C - If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x• in column 2-a for all such GCIMS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GCIMS 
fractions) , mark ·x· in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe 1s present. Mark ·x• in column 2-c for each pollutant you believe 1s absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged in concentrations of 10 ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge 1n concentrations of 100 ppb or greater, Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 

/ 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (a// 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requirements. 

2. MARK "X" 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opu,111111) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 

AND a. b. C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (ljuvutlahlt ) VALUE (,fuvwluble) AVERAGE VALUE 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 
METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M. Antimony, Total X <l <4e-03 (G) 1 ug / L lbs NA NA NA (7440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, Total X 3 0.0105 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.2 <7e-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <0.3 <le-03 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X <3 <0.011 (G,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-47-3) 

SM. Copper, Total X 1. 2 4e-03 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total X < 0 .5 <2e-03 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-92-1) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0 . 067 <2e-04 (H,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X <0.6 <2e-03 (H,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-02-0) 

1 OM. Selenium, X < 2 <7e-03 (G,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X <0.3 <le-03 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0.6 <2e-03 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7 440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 48.5 0.1692 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1 . 67 <6e-03 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

1 SM. Phenols, X 2.21 0 .0077 (D, P) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra-

X 
DESCRIBE RESULTS Analytical Result = <11.3 pg/L (lower than ~he MDL) however. ~he MDL use d i s greater than EPA MQL of 10 pg/L , 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

EPA Form 351 D-2C (B-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. N),,od90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION-VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1 V. Accrolein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylonitrile X (107-13-1) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis (Chloro-
melhyl) Ether 
(542-88-1 ) 

5V. Bromoform X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlorobenzene X (108-90-7) 

8V. Chlorodi-

X bromomethane 
(124-48-1 ) 

9V. Chloroethane X (75-00-3) 

1 0V. 2-Chloro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-8) 

11V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichiaro-

X bromomethane 
(75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiaro-
difluoromethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichloro- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1, 1-Dichloro- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichloro- X propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Fonm 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 

(1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<1.67 <6e-03 

<1.67 <6e-03 

0.68 2e-03 

4. 4 6 2e-02 

<0.333 <le-03 

<0.333 <le - 03 

25.2 9e-02 

<0 . 333 <le-03 

<1 . 67 <0.006 

20.2 7e-02 

32.6 le-01 

<0.333 <le-03 

<0 . 333 <le-03 

<0.333 <le-03 

<0.333 <le-03 

<0 . 333 <l e-03 

<0 . 333 <le-03 

<0.337 <le-03 

<0.333 <le-03 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, For · Outfall 13S 
__ __,,-'March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (oplio,1111) 
b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a, LONGTERM 

(if available) VALUE (if available) AVERAGE VALUE 
(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(D,P) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(I) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(I) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(P) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(J) 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G,M) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G, P) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(El 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGE V-4 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if ava,lablel REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <6e-03 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0 . 333 <le-03 
I c1s-34-Sl 
24V. Tetrachloro- X <0 . 333 <le-03 
ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0 .3 33 <le-03 
(108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.333 <le-03 
(156-60-5) 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.333 <le-03 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <le-03 ethane (7S-00-5) 

29V T richloro- X <0 . 333 ethylene (79-01-6) <le-03 

30V. Trichloro-
fluoromethane 

1175-69-4) 

31V. Vinyl Chloride X <0 .3 33 <le-03 (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3.00 <le-02 (95-57-6) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3 . 00 <le-02 phenol (120-63-2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.00 <le-02 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinitro-O- X <3 . 00 <le-02 Cresci (534-52-1) 

SA. 2,4-Dinijro- X <5.00 <2e-02 phenol (51-26-5) 

SA. 2-Nitrophenol X <3 .0 0 <le-02 (68-75-5) 

7A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3 . 00 <le-02 (100-02-7) 

BA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.00 <le-02 Cresci (59-50-7) 

9A. Pentachloro- X <3 . 00 <le-02 
phenol (67-66-5) 

10A, Phenol X <3 . 00 <le-02 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.00 <le - 02 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90l 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if avo1/11bfo) VALUE (!fo11a,lub/e) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION {2) MASS ANALYSES 

(Gl 1 

(Gl 1 

(G} 1 

(G,P} 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G} 1 

(J} 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G) 1 

(G} 1 

(G) 1 

(G} 1 

(El 1 

(E) 1 

(E} 1 

(G) 1 

(G} 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-5 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (upllOllO/) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION {2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2~ 10 of 15 
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Los Alamos ( nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No. f'v-,.,0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. 
BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X (83-32-9) 

2B. Acenaphtylene X (208-96-8) 

38. Anthracene X (120-12-7) 

4B. Benzidine X (92-87-5) 

SB. Benzo (a) 
Anthracene X (56-55-3) 

SB, Benzo (a) X Pyrene (50-32-8) 

7B. 3,4-8enzo-

X fluoranthene 
(205-99-2) 

8B. Benzo (ghi) X Perylene (191-24-2) 

9B. Benzo (k) 

X Fluoranthene 
(207-08-9) 

1 OB. Bis (]-Chiaro-

X ethoxy) Methane 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Chlo, o-
ethyl) Ether X (111-44-4) 

12B. Bis (2-

X Chloroi.,npropy/) 
Ether (102-80-1) 

13B. Bis (2-Eihyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate 
(117-81-7) 

148. 4-Bromophenyl 
Phenyl Ether X (101-55-3) 

15B. Butyl Benzyl X Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X (91-58-7) 

17B. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X (7005-72-3) 

18B. Chrysene X (218-01-9) 

19B. Dibenzo (a.h) 
Anthracene X (53-70-3) 

20B. 1,2-Dichloro- X benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 

(1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.3 <le-03 

<3.9 <le-02 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.3 <le-03 

<3.0 <le-02 

<3.0 <le-02 

<1.67 <0.006 

6.54 2e-02 

<3.0 <le-02 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.41 lE-03 

<3.0 <le-02 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.3 <le-03 

<0.333 <le-03 

<0.333 <le-03 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

-
3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c, LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(I) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Fe -:: Outfall 13S 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

__ / March 2019 

5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO, OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a . b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a . MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (co111inued) 

228. 1,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <le-03 benzene (106-46-7) 

238. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3.0 <le-02 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X <0. 3 <le-03 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

258. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.3 <le-03 
(131 -11-3) 

268. D~N-8utyl X <0.3 <le-03 Phthalate (64-74-2) 

278. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.0 <le-02 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-Dinitro- X <3.0 <le-02 toluene (606-20-2) 

298. Di-N-OctyJ X <0.3 <le-03 Phthalate (117-84-0) 

30B. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3. 0 <le-02 benzene) (122-66-7) 

318. Fluoranthene X <0 . 3 <le-03 (206-44-0) 

328. Fluorene X <0.3 <le-03 (86-73-7) 

338. Hexachloro- X <3 .0 <le-02 benzene (118-74-1) 

34B. Hexachloro- X butadiene (87-68-3) <3. 0 <le-02 

35B. Hexachloro-
cyclopentadiene X <3 . 0 <le-02 
(77-47-4) 

36B Hexachloro- X <3.0 <le-02 ethane (67-72-1) 

378. lndeno 
(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene X <0.3 <le-03 (193-39-5) 

38B. lsophorone X <3 . 5 <le-02 (78-59-1) 

39B. Naphthalene X <0.3 <le-03 (91-20-3) 

408. Nitrobenzene X <3.0 <le-02 (98-95-3) 

418. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <3.0 < l e - 02 (62-75-9) 

428 . N-Nrtrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3.0 <le-02 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

3, EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG, 
(if uwilub/~) VALUE (ifovwluhle) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(E) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

(E) 

(G) 

(G) 

(G) 

PAGEV-7 

d NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

l 

1 

1 

1 

l 

1 

l 

l 

l 

1 

1 

l 

1 

l 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optw11ul) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION {2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-2' 12 of 15 
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Los Alamos ( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. Nt..sd90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (co11tinued) 

438. N-Nitro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.0 <le-02 
(86-30-6) 

448. Phenanthrene X (85-01-8) <0.3 <le-03 

45B. Pyrene X <0.3 <le-03 (129-00-0) 

46B. 1,2,4-Tr~ 
chlorobenzene X <3.0 <le-02 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.007 <2e-05 (309-00-2) 

2P. (l-BHC X <0.007 <2e-05 (319-84-6) 

3P. l}-BHC X <0.007 <2e-05 (319-85-7) 

4P. y-BHC X <0.007 <2e-os (58-89-9) 

SP. 8-BHC X 0.0558 2e-04 (319-86-8) 

6P. Chlordane X <0.081 <3e-04 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.011 <4e-05 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.011 <4e-05 (72-SS-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.011 <4e-05 (72-54-8) 

10P. Dieldrin X <0.011 <4e-05 (60-57-1) 

11 P. (l-Enosulfan X <0.007 <2e-os (115-29-7) 

12P. l}-Endosulfan X <0.011 <4e-05 (11S-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate 
(1031-07-8) X <0 . 011 <4e-05 

14P.Endrin X <0 . 011 <4e-05 (72-20-8) 

15P. Endrin 
Aldehyde X (7421-93-4) 

<0 . 007 <2e-05 

16P. Heptachlor X <0.007 <2e-05 (76-44-8) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Fa· ~ Outfall 13S 
___ j March 2019 

3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5, INTAKE (op1m11a() 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 
(,f aw,i/able) VALUE (if a l'ailablc) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANA LYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION 12)MASS ANALYSES 

(N) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(E) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

(G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

PAGEV-8 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (continued) 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (5346S-21-9) 

19P, PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P, PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8001-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2.'. 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from flem I of Form I) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 13S 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE {jJ available) VALUE (i/ available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2J MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.007 <2e-05 (G) 

<0.0333 <le-04 (G,K,P) 

<0.0333 <le-04 (G,K,P) 

<0.0333 <le-04 (G,K,P) 

<0.0333 <le-04 (G,K,P) 

<0.0333 <le -04 (G,K,P) 

<0.0333 <le-04 (G,K,P) 

<0.0333 <le-04 (G,K,P) 

<0.16 <6e-04 (G) 

PAGE V-9 

Industrial an'c. .,,itary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-

NPDES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
Mar:;h 2019 

5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

b. NO. OF (1) 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANI\LYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPOES-F2C-18-002-R0, Form 2C Outfall 13S 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 13S 

A Calculated using data collected between October 2017 and September 2018. 

B The temperatures provided are based upon historical data provided in the 2004 NPDES Permit Application. 

C The pH range and total residual chlorine are based upon field data collected in September 2018. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E 
The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved EPA 

Re_gion 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F 
Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

laboratory. 

G 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided is 

the MDL. 

H 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 6 

aooroved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

Results were obtained using the EPA Aroclor Method 608.3. PCBs are believed to be present in low 

K concentrations based upon Waste Stream Profiles for wastewater treated at SWWS and sampling data 

collected by operations. 

L The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 

M Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 

The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

N nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

measured as diphenylamine). 

The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 

0 the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 

marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

p Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall . 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

I 

EPA l,D. NUMBER (copy from !Lem I of Form/) 

I 

Form Approved. 

NM0890010515 
0MB No. 2040-0086. 

Please print or type in the unshaded areas only. Approval expires 3-31-98. 

FORM U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
I 2C &EPA APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 

EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICUL TURE OPERATIONS 
NPDES Consolidated Permits Program 

I. OUTFALL LOCATION 

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and t e a e of the receiving wale • 

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE 
(/i,r) 1. DEG. 2, MIN, 3, SEC. 1, DEG, 2. MIN. 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (11arne) 

051 35.00 51.00 54.00 106.00 17.00 54.00 Effluent Canyon, Tributary in Mortandad 

Canyon, Water Quality Segment 

20.6.4.128 NMAC 

II. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES 

A. Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units 
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average flows between intakes, operations, 
treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e_g., for certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any 
sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water, 
and storm water runoff; (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater. Continue on additional sheets if 
necessary. 

1. OUT- 2. OPERATION(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT 

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM 
NO. (list) a. OPERATION (11st) (111clude u11its) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1 

051 
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment 

20,000 GPD (Batch) 
Evaporation 

1 F 

Facility (RLWTF) Treated Effluent Mixing 
1 0 

- Treated Process Water Reverse Osmosis (Hyperfiltrat1.onJ 
(18,400 GPD, 92%) 1 s 

- Treated Cooling Water 
(200 GPD, 1%) 

Sedimentation (.Settlingl 
1 u 

- Treated Storm Water 
(1,400 GPD, 7%) 

Chemical Precipitation 
2 C 

Ion Exchange 
2 J 

Neutralization 
2 K 

Landfill 
5 Q 

Pressure Filtration 
5 R 

Vacuum Filtration 
5 u 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY (efflue111 guideli11es sub-categories) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 1 of 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

LA-UR-19-22215 1 of 15 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

C. Except for storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items II-A or B intermittent or seasonal? 

IZJ YES (complete the following tahle) D NO (go to Sec/ton Ill) 

1, OUTFALL 
NUMBER (/isl) 

2, OPERATION(s) 
CONTRIBUTING FLOW 

(/isl) 

3. FREQUENCY 

a. DAYS PER 
WEEK 
(specify 

avt!rage) 

b. MONTHS 
PER YEAR 

(spedfy average) 

a . FLOW RATE (in mgdl 

1. LONG TERM 2. MAXIMUM 
AVERAGE DAILY 

4. FLOW 

B. TOTAL VOLUME 
(specify wilh 1111its) 

1. LONG TERM 2, MAXIMUM C DURATION 
AVERAGE DAIL y (ill days) 

051 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment 
Facility (RLWTF) Treate d Effluent 

4 12 0. 02 MGD 0.04 MGD 20,000 
GALLONS 

39,840 
GALLONS 

208 

Ill . PRODUCTION 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgated by EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

D YES (complele !!em lff-B) ll] NO (go to Section IV) 

B. Are the limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

D YES (complete Item lff-C:) ll] NO (go to Section IV) 

C. If you answered "yes" to Item 11I-B, list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production, expressed in the terms and units used in the 
applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outfalls. 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION 

a. QUANTITY PER DAY b. UNITS OF MEASURE 

NA NA 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS 

NA 

c. OPERATION, PRODUCT, MATERIAL, ETC. 
(specify) 

NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
(/1.,1 outja/1 numbers ) 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operations of wastewater 
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, but is not limited to, 
permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions. 

D YES (complete the following lahle) Ii] NO (go to Item !V-B) 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION, 
AGREEMENT, ETC, 

NA NA 

2. AFFECTED OUTFALLS 
3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

a. NO b. SOURCE OF DISCHARGE 

NA NA 

4. FINAL COMPLIANCE DATE 

a REQUIRED b, PROJECTED 

NA NA 

B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution control programs (or other environmental projects which may affect yo 
discharges) you now have underway or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or planned schedules f, 
construction. 

~ MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE 2 of 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

V I T KE A D FFLUE T CHA CTERIST S 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from flem I of Form I) 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall -Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be discharged 
from any outfall . For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your possession. 

1. POLLUTANT 

Carbon Disulfide 
Cresol 
Strontium 
Uranium 
Vanadium 
Xylene 
Zirconium 

2. SOURCE 

Identified on a Waste Stream 
Profile associated with the 
influent treated at the RLW 
Treatment Facility 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 

1. POLLUTANT 2. SOURCE 

Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or byproduct? 

D YES (/isl all such pol/11ta111.1· below ) [ll NO (go to flem Vl-B) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) PAGE 3 of4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

VII. BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

[l] YES (ide11tijy the test(s) and describe their purposes below) D NO (go to Section VIII) 

Whole Effluent Lethality 48-hr acute, Critical dilution 100% with a dilution series of 32%, 42%, 56%, 75%, and 
100%. 

Daphnia pulex, 3-hr composite 

RESULTS for Sample Collected September 24, 2018 : NOEC 100%, PASS 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATIO 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

Ill YES (list the 11ame, address, and telephone number of. and pollutants a11uly:ed by, 
each such laboratory or firm below) 

A. NAME 

GEL Laboratories LLC 

Cape Fear Analytical LLC 

New Mexico Water Testing 
Laboratory Inc. 

Pacific EcoRisk 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

B. ADDRESS 

2040 Savage Road, Charleston SC 29407 

3306 Kitty Hawk Road, Suite 120, 
Wilmington NC 28405 

401 North Coronado Ave, Espanola, NM 
87532 

2250 Cordelia Rd. , Fairfield CA 94534 

D NO (go to Section IX) 

C, TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110,) 

(843)556-8171 

(910)795-0421 

(505) 929-4545 

(707)207-7760 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

voe, svoc, Pesticides, 
Metals, Radiochemistry, 
General Chemistry, BOD, 
TSS 

Dioxins and Furans 

E-Coli 

Whole Effluent Toxicity 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or prmt) B, PHONE NO, (area code & no. ) 

Michael W. Hazen, Associate Laboratory Director ESHQSS (505) 667-4218 

D. DATE SIGNED 

PAGE4of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

VI . BIOLO ICAL TO I ITV TESTI G D TA 

Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a receiving water in 
relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

D YES (identify the test(s) and describe their purposes below) D NO (go to Section VIII) 

EXTRA PAGE FOR SIGNATURE ONLY 

VIII. CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

D YES (list the name, address, and telephone number of, and pollutants analyzed by, 
each such laboratory or firm below) 

A. NAME B. ADDRESS 

IX. CERTIFICATIO 

D NO (go to Section/).') 

C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & 110.) 

D. POLLUTANTS ANALYZED 
(list) 

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. 

A. NAME & OFFICIAL TITLE (type or print) B. PHONE NO. (area code & no.) 

Los Alamos Field Office (505) 667-5105 

D. DATE SIGNED 

3-J;/r C 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE4of4 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 of Form 2-C) 

5 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

OUTFALL NO. 

051 

PART A-You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table tor each outfall. See instructions tor additional details. 

3. UNITS 4. INTAKE 
2. EFFLUENT (specijj, if blank) (optional) 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONGTERM 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if availahle) (if availah/e) AVERAGE VALUE 

(1 ) (1) 
d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

1. POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS (1) CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

a. Biochemical Oxygen 10 .2 3 . 39 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (BOO) 

b. Chemical Oxygen 19 6.32 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
Demand (CO/J) 

c. Total Organic Carbon <0.66 <0.219 (E) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
(TOC) 

d. Total Suspended 
<0.57 <0.19 (E) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (as N) 0.393 0.131 (0) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 
f. Flow 0.0398 (A) 0.02 (A) 0.02 (A) est. MGD NA NA NA 

g. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(winter) 24.0 (B) NA NA est. ·c NA NA 

h. Temperature VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE 

(summer) 20.0 (B) NA NA est. ·c NA NA 

MINIMUM MAXIMUM MINIMUM MAXIMUM 
i. pH 6 ._ 1 (C ) 8 . 9 (C) NA NA est . STANDARD UNITS 

PART B - Mark ·x• in column 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark •x• in column 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant which is limited either 
directly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark column 2a, you must provide 
quantita tive data or an explanatlon of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requiremenls. 

2. MARK "X' 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE a. LONG TERM AVERAGE 
AND a, b. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if availahle} (if available) VALUE 

CAS NO. BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
{if available) PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2 )MASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

a. Bromide X 0. 071 7 2.4e-02 (D) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA (24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, Tolal X 0.4 1. 3e- 01 (I,O) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA Residual 

c. Color X 5 NA (F) PCU NA NA NA NA 

d. Fecal Coliform X <1 NA (E,K) 1 #/l00mL NA NA NA NA 

e. Fluoride X ( 16984-48-8) 0.201 6.7e-02 (0) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 

t. Nitrate-Nitrite X 5.3 1. 76 (0) 1 mg/L lbs NA NA NA 
(as N) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE V-1 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamos( 1al Laboratory 
EPA ID No.\.. J90010515 
ITEM V-8 CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, 
CAS NO. BELIEVED 

(if available) PRESENT 

g. Nitrogen, 

X Total Organic (as 
N) 

h. Oil and X Grease 

i. Phosphorus 

X (as P) , Total 
(7723-14-0) 

j. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, Total X 
(2) Beta , Total X 
(3) Radium, X Total 

(4) Radium 226, X Total 

k. Sulfate 
(as SO,) X ( 14808-79-8) 

L Sulfide 
(asS) 

m. Sulfrte 
(asS03) X (14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants X 
o. Aluminum, 
Total 
(7429-90-5) 

p. Barium, Total X (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron, Total X (7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, Total X (7 440-48-4) 

s. Iron, Total X (7439-89-6) 

t. Magnesium, 

X Total 
(7 439-95-4) 

u. Molybdenum, 

X Total 
(7439-98-7) 

v. Manganese, 

X Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w , T in, Total X (7440-31-5) 

x. Trtanium, 
Total 
(7440-32-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

b, 
BELIEVED 
AB SENT 

X 

X 

X 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

0.787 2.6e-0 1 

<1.54 <0.512 (E,N) 

0.0692 2.3e-02 

61. 4 NA 

9. 72 NA 

2.05 NA 

1. 25 NA 

51. 0 17.0 (0) 

<0.033 <le-02 (E) 

0.9 0.299 (0) 

<0.017 <6e-03 (F,E,N) 

<19.3 <6e-03 (H) 

2.54 8.Se-04 (I) 

56.6 l.88e-2 (I) 

0.343 l.le- 04 (D, I) 

49.3 l.6e-02 (D,O) 

1660 5.Se-01 

4.43 l . Se -0 3 (I) 

38.1 l.3e-02 

16.1 5.4e-03 

<2. 0 <7e-04 (E) 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

c. LONG TERM AVRG. VALUE 
(if available) 

(1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PAGE V-2 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0. F• : Outfall 051 
- March 2019 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-
TRATION b. MASS 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

pCi/L NA 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

mg/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

ug/L lbs 

5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

(1) b. NO. OF 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA Na 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-3 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

I EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I ojForm /) I OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 051 I 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

PART C . If you are a pnmary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark ·x• In column 2-a for all such GCIMS 
fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess wastewater outfalls, and nonrequired GC/MS 
fractions) , mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark ·x• ln column 2-c for each pollutant you believe is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must 
provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be 
discharged in concentrations of 1 o ppb or greater. 1r you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these 
pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in concentrations of 1 oo ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or 
briefly describe the reasons the pollutant Is expected to be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (all 7 pages) for each outfall. See instructions for 
additional details and requirements, 

2. MARK"X" 3, EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 
1. POLLUTANT b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. a. LONGTERM 

AND a b C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if avatfable) VALUE (i/ available) AVERAGE VALUE 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED BELIEVED (1) (1) (1 ) d. NO. OF a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 

(if available ) REQUIRED PRESENT ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2JMASS ANALYSES TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

1M. Antimony, Total X <1.0 <3e-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-36-0) 

2M. Arsenic, Total X <2.0 <7e-04 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-38-2) 

3M. Beryllium, Total X <0.2 <7e-05 (G,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-41-7) 

4M. Cadmium, Total X <0. 3 <le-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-43-9) 

SM. Chromium, X <3 <le-03 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7440-47-3) 

6M. Copper, Total X 7.35 2e-03 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-50-8) 

7M. Lead , Total X <0.5 <2e-04 (G,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 439-92-1 ) 

BM. Mercury, Total X <0 .0 67 <2e-05 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7439-97-6) 

9M. Nickel, Total X 12.2 4e-03 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
(7 440-02-0) 

10M. Selenium, X <2 <7e-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total (7782-49-2) 

11M. Silver, Total X <0.3 <le-04 (G,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7440-22-4) 

12M. Thallium, X <0 . 6 <2e-04 (H) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (7 440-28-0) 

13M. Zinc, Total X 3. 83 le-03 (D, I,O) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA (7 440-66-6) 

14M. Cyanide, X <1 . 67 <6e-04 (G) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA Total (57-12-5) 

1 SM. Phenols, X 2.54 9e-04 (D) 1 ug/L lbs NA NA NA 
Total 

DIOXIN 

2,3,7,8-Tetra-

X 
DESCRIBE RESULTS Analyt:ical result i s <11 .4 pg/I, (less than t h e MOL). However ~he MDL used is g reater chan the EPA MOL of l0pg / L . 

chlorodibenzo-P-
Dioxin (17&1-01-6) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) PAGE V-3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 
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Los Alamo$!' nal Laboratory 
EPA ID No.\ ... _,_ J90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C, 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

1V. Accralein X (107-02-8) 

2V. Acrylanitrile X (107-13-1) 

3V. Benzene X (71-43-2) 

4V. Bis (Chiaro-
methyl) Ether 
(542-88-1) 

5V. Bramafarm X (75-25-2) 

6V. Carbon 

X Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V. Chlarobenzene X (108-90-7) 

av. Chlarodi-

X bromamethane 
(124-48-1) 

9V. Chlaraethane X (75-00-3) 

1 av. 2-Chlaro-

X ethylvinyl Ether 
(110-75-8) 

11 V. Chloroform X (67-66-3) 

12V. Dichiaro-
bromamethane X (75-27-4) 

13V. Dichiara-
difluaramethane 
(75-71-8) 

14V. 1, 1-Dichlaro- X ethane (75-34-3) 

15V. 1,2-Dichlara- X ethane (107-06-2) 

16V. 1 , 1-Dichlara- X ethylene (75-35-4) 

17V. 1,2-Dichlaro- X propane (78-87-5) 

18V. 1,3-Dichlara-

X propylene 
(542-75-6) 

19V. Ethylbenzene X (100-41-4) 

20V. Methyl X Bromide (74-83-9) 

21V. Methyl X Chloride (74-87-3) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 

a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
(1) 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

<1.67 <6e-04 

<1.67 <6e-04 

<0.333 <le-04 

1. 02 3e-04 

<0.333 <le-04 

<0.333 <le-04 

1.02 3e-04 

<0.333 <le-04 

<1.67 <6e-04 

1. 5 Se-04 

0.41 le-04 

<0.333 <le-04 

<0.333 <le-0 4 

<0.333 <le-04 

<0.333 <le-04 

<0. 333 <le -04 

<0.333 <le- 04 

<0.337 <le-04 

<0.333 <le-04 

Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(if available) VALUE (i}'available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,O) 1 

(G,O) 1 

(G,N,O) 1 

(J) 

(I) 1 

(G,O) 1 

(G,O) 1 

(I) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(0) 1 

(D) 1 

(J) 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,O) 1 

(G,L,O) 1 

(G,O) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

PAGE V-4 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, F (,:: Outfall 051 
- March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (opu o11al) 

a, LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-5 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

2. MARK"X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION -VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene X <1.67 <6e-04 Chloride (75-09-2) 

23V. 1, 1,2,2-

X Tetrachloroethane <0.333 <le-04 
(79-34-6) 

24V, Tetrachloro- X <0.333 <le-04 ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene X <0.333 <le-04 (108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-

X Dichloroethylene <0.333 <le-04 
(156-60-5) 

27V. 1, 1, 1-Trichloro- X <0.33 3 <le-04 ethane (71-55-6) 

28V. 1, 1,2-Trichloro- X <0.333 <le-04 ethane (79-00-5) 

29V Trichloro- X ethylene (79-01-6) <0 . 33 3 <le-04 

30V. Trichloro-
tluoromethane 
(75-69-4) 

31V. Vinyl Chloride X < 0.333 <le-04 (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION -ACID COMPOUNDS 

1 A. 2-Chlorophenol X <3.00 <le-03 (95-57-8) 

2A. 2,4-Dichloro- X <3.00 <le-03 phenol (120-83-2) 

3A. 2,4-Dimethyl- X <3.00 <le-03 phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinitro-O- X <3 . 00 <le-03 Cresci (534-52-1) 

SA. 2,4-Dinitro- X <5.00 <2e-03 phenol (51-28-5) 

SA. 2-Nitrophenol X <3.00 <le-03 (BB-75-5) 

7 A. 4-Nitrophenol X <3.00 <le-03 (100-02-7) 

BA. P-Chloro-M- X <3.00 <le-03 Cresci (59-50-7) 

SA. Pentachloro- X <3.0 0 <le-03 phenol (87-86-5) 

10A. Phenol X <3.00 <le-03 (108-95-2) 

11A. 2,4,6-Trichloro- X <3.00 <le-03 phenol (88-05-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-~ 
Industrial am .. -dnitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(jf available) VALUE (j/ available) 

(1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

(G) 

(Gl 

(Gl 

(G,Ol 

(Gl 

(G) 

(E) 

(G,Ol 

(J) 

(Gl 

(G) 

(G) 

(Gl 

(Gl 

(G) 

(El 

(El 

(E) 

(G,Ol 

(G) 

(G) 

PAGE V-5 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optio11al) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

1 0 of 15 



Los Alamos 
EPA ID No. ~ 

·al Laboratory 
30010515 

CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a, b. 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available ) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c, a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

1 B. Acenaphthene X <0 . 30 <le-04 (83-32-9) 

28. Acenaphtylene X <0.30 <le-04 (208-96-8) 

38. Anthracene X <0.30 <le-04 (120-12-7) 

48. 8enzidine X <3.90 <le-03 (92-87-5) 

58. 8enzo (a) 

X Anthracene <0.30 <le-04 
(56-55-3) 

68. Benzo (a) X <0.30 <le-04 Pyrene (50-32-8) 

78. 3,4-Benzo-

X fluoranthene <0.30 <le-04 
(205-99-2) 

BB. Benzo (ghi) X <0.30 <le-04 Perylene (191-24-2) 

98. Benzo (k) 

X Fluoranthene <0 . 30 <le-04 
(207-08-9) 

1 OB. Bis (1-Ch/oro-

X ethoxy) Methane <3.00 <le-03 
(111-91-1) 

11 B. Bis (2-Chlnro-
ethyl) Ether X <3.00 <le-03 
(111-44-4) 

128. Bis (2-

X Chlor01sopropyf) <1.67 <6e-04 
Ether (102-80-1) 

138. Bis (2-Ethyl-

X hexyl) Phthalate <0.30 <le-04 
(117-81-7) 

148. 4-Bromophenyl 

X Phenyl Ether <3.00 <le-03 
(101-55-3) 

158. Butyl Benzyl X <0.30 <le-04 Phthalate (85-68-7) 

168. 2-Chloro-
naphthalene X <0.410 <le-4 
(91-58-7) 

178. 4-Chloro-
phenyl Phenyl Ether X <3.00 <le-03 
(7005-72-3) 

1 BB. Chrysene X <0.30 <le-04 (218-01-9) 

198. Dibenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene X <0.30 <le-04 
(53-70-3) 

208. 1,2-Dichloro- X <0.333 <le-04 benzene (95-50-1) 

21 B. 1,3-Di-chloro- X <0.333 <le-04 benzene (541-73-1) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG 
(if a vailable) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2)MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(El 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,0) 1 

(G,O) 1 

PAGE V-6 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Fr ·,; Outfall 051 
/ March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op11011al) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2)MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-7 

11 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

2. MARK "X" 
1, POLLUTANT 

AND a b, 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

c. a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

228. 1 ,4-Dichloro- X <0.333 <le-04 benzene (106-46-7) 

238. 3,3-Dichloro- X <3.00 <le-03 benzidine (91-94-1) 

248. Diethyl X <0.300 <le-04 Phthalate (84-66-2) 

258. Dimethyl 

X Phthalate <0.300 <le-04 
(131 -11-3) 

268. Di-N-8utyl X <0.300 <le-04 Phthalate (84-74-2) 

278. 2,4-Dinitro- X <3.00 <le-03 toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-Dinitro- X <3.00 <le-03 toluene (606-20-2) 

298. Di-N-Octyl X <0.300 <le-04 Phthafate (117-84-0) 

308. 1,2-Diphenyl-

X hydrazine (as Azo- <3.0 <le-03 benzene) (122-66-7) 

318. Fluaranthene X <0.300 <le-04 (206-44-0) 

328, Fluorene X <0.300 <le-04 (86-73-7) 

338. Hexachlara- X <3.00 <le-03 benzene (118-74-1) 

348. Hexachloro- X <3.00 <le-03 butadiene (87-68-3) 

358. Hexachlaro-

X cyciapentadiene <3.00 <le-03 
(77-47-4) 

368 Hexachlaro- X <3.00 <le-03 ethane (67-72-1) 

378. lndeno 
(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene X <0.300 <le-04 
(193-39-5) 

388. lsophorone X <3.50 <le-03 (78-59-1) 

398. Naphthalene X <0.300 <le-04 (91-20-3) 

408. Nitrabenzene X <3.00 <le-03 (98-95-3) 

41 8. N-Nitro-
sodimethylamine X <3.00 <le-03 
(62-75-9) 

42B. N-Nitrosodi-
N-Propylamine X <3.00 <le-03 (621-64-7) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2 
Industrial ano ~~nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b, MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(ij available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,O) 1 

(G,O) 1 

(G) 1 

(G,N) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E) 1 

(E) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(E,O) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-7 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (fJJlllfJ11af) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON REVERSE 

12 of 15 



Los Alamos( ,al Laboratory 
EPA ID No. ,'---_,90010515 
CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a. b, 
CAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE 
BELIEVED (1) 
ABSENT CONCENTRATION (2)MASS 

GCIMS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

438, N-Nitro-
sodiphenylamine X <3.0 <le-03 
(86-30-6) 

44B. Phenanthrene X <0.300 <le-04 (85-01-8) 

45B. Pyrene X <0.300 <le -04 (129-00-0) 

468. 1,2,4-Tri-
chlorobenzene X <3.00 <le-03 (120-82-1) 

GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

1P. Aldrin X <0.00739 <2e-06 (309-00-2) 

2P. a-BHC X <0.00739 <2e-06 (319-84-6) 

3P, ~-BHC X <0.00739 <2e-06 (319-85-7) 

4P, y-BHC X <0.00739 <2e-06 (58-89-9) 

SP. &-BHC X <0.00739 <2e-06 (319-86-8) 

6P Chlordane X <0.0850 <3e-05 (57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT X <0.01110 <4e-06 (50-29-3) 

BP. 4,4'-DDE X <0.01110 <4e-06 (72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD X <0.01110 <4e-06 (72-54-8) 

1 OP. Dieldrin X <0.01110 <4e-06 (60-57-1) 

11 P. a-Enosulfan X <0.00739 <2e-06 (115-29-7) 

12P. l}-Endosulfan X <0.01110 <4e-06 (115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate X (1031-07-8) 

<0.01110 <4e-06 

14P. Endrin X <0.01110 <4e-06 (72-20-8) 

15P, Endrin 
Aldehyde 
(7421-93-4) X <0.00739 <2e-06 

16P, Heptachlor X <0.00739 <2 e-06 (76-44-8) 

EPA Fenn 3510-2C (B-90) 

LA-UR-19-22215 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
(ifavai/able) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) d. NO. OF 

CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

(G,M) 1 

(E) 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(E} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G) 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G} 1 

(G) 1 

PAGE V-8 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, F· ~ Outfall 051 
_ _- March 2019 

4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optional) 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

a. CONCEN- (1) b. NO. OF 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-9 
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Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-8 

2. MARK "X" 
1. POLLUTANT 

AND a b, 
GAS NUMBER TESTING BELIEVED 

(if available) REQUIRED PRESENT 

C. 

BELIEVED 
ABSENT 

GCIMS FRACTION - PESTICIDES (continued) 

17P. Heptachlor 

X Epoxide 
(1024-57-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 X (53469-21 -9) 

19P. PCB-1254 X (11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 X (11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 X (11141-16-5) 

22P. PCB-1248 X (12672-29-6) 

23P. PCB-1260 X (11096-82-5) 

24P. PCB-1016 X (12674-11-2) 

25P. Toxaphene X (8D01-35-2) 

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90) 

LA-UR-19-2 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form I) OUTFALL NUMBER 

NM0890010515 051 

3. EFFLUENT 

b. MAXIMUM 30 DAY VALUE c. LONG TERM AVRG. 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE (if available) VALUE (if available) 

(1) (1) (1) 
CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS 

<0.00739 <2e-06 (G) 

<0.0351 <le-05 (G) 

<0.0351 <le-05 (G) 

<0.0351 <le-05 (G) 

<0.0351 <le-05 (G ) 

<0.0351 <le-OS (G) 

<0.0351 <le-OS (G) 

<0 .0351 <le-05 (G) 

<0.1670 <6e-OS (G) 

PAGE V-9 

Industrial ano ~.,nitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4. UNITS 

a. CONCEN-

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

5. INTAKE (np11m10() 

a. LONGTERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 

b. NO. OF (1) 
TRATION b. MASS CONCENTRATION (2) MASS ANALYSES 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug /L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

ug/L lbs NA NA NA 

14 of 15 



Los Alamos National Laboratory 
EPA ID No. NM0890010515 

NPDES-F2C-18-010-R0, Form 2C Outfall 051 
March 2019 

2019 NPDES Permit Reapplication - Footnotes for the Form 2C 

OUTFALL - 051 

Estimated based upon the size of an effluent tank, the volume of influent received, and the total volume of 

A effluent generated. The facility can discharge a maximum of 1 effluent tank every 4 hours (2 tanks in an 8 

hour shift). 

B The temperature range provided was estimated by RLW operations based upon knowledge of process. 

C The pH range provided was estimated by RLW operations based upon knowledge of process. 

D Value provided was estimated by the analytical laboratory. 

E 
The analytical result provided is less than the Method Detection Limit (MDL) and there is not an approved 

EPA Region 6 Method Quantification Limit (MQL). The value provided is the MDL. 

F 
Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded and the value provided has been estimated by the 

laboratory. 

G 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL and the EPA Region 6 approved MQL. The value provided 

is the MDL. 

H 
The analytical result provided is less than the MDL, however, the MDL used was greater than the EPA Region 

6 approved MQL. The value provided is the MDL. 

I The analytical result provided is greater than the MDL but is below the EPA Region 6 MQL. 

J The EPA has remanded this parameter. See 40 CFR Part 122, Appendix D. 

K The E. Coli result is provided as an indicator for Fecal Coliform. 

L Result is for cis- and trans-1,3 dichloropropylene. 
The result provided is for diphenylamine due to similar mass spectra and decomposition of N-

nitrosodiphenylamine in the gas chromatograph injection port to nitric oxide and diphenylamine (thus it is 

M measured as diphenylamine). 

The analytical data collected for the 2019 permit application indicates that the pollutant was not detected in 

the discharge to the outfall. The pollutant is marked as "believed present" because it was either detected or 

N marked as "believed present" in the previous permit application submitted in 2012. 

0 Identified as a potential pollutant from one of the sources discharging to the outfall. 

LA-UR-19-22215 15 of 15 
Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 
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VOLUME I 
Section  Title 

Introduction Los Alamos National Laboratory Industrial and Sanitary Outfalls 2019 NPDES Permit  Re-Application 

Form 1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Form 1- "General Information" 

Form 2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Form 2 

001 Outfall 001 - Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

13S Outfall 13S – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

03A027 Outfall 03A027 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

03A048 Outfall 03A048 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

03A113 Outfall 03A113 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

03A160 Outfall 03A160 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

03A181 Outfall 03A181 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

03A199 Outfall 03A199 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

04A022 Outfall 04A022 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

051 Outfall 051 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

05A055 Outfall 05A055 – Form 2C, Fact Sheet and Attachments 

 
VOLUME II 

Appendix Title 

A List of Environmental Permits at the Los Alamos National Laboratory 

B Hazardous Waste Management Facility Maps  

C Map 1 - Los Alamos National Laboratory Technical Area Map 

D Map 2 -  Sanitary Sewer and Storm Drain Systems and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Outfall Locations 

E Map 3 – Location Map of Water Supply Wells, Monitoring Wells, Springs, and Other Surface Water Bodies 

F Signature Authority Letter 

G Historical and Existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)  Outfall Status Summary 

H Notice of Changed Conditions and/or Planned Changes (March 2012 – February 2019) 

I LA-UR-18-20700, EP2018-0036, Surface Water Data at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Water Year 
2014 

J 2017 Drinking Water Quality Data Report 

K Executive Summary of the Los Alamos National Laboratory’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES)  Permit Re-Application Implementation Plan 

L Sampling and Analysis Plan for Los Alamos National Laboratory’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES)  Permit Re-Application 

M State of New Mexico Classified Stream Segments, 20.6.4 NMAC 
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ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS 
 
CWA Clean Water Act 
DOE U.S. Department of Energy 
EA Environmental Assessment 
ENV-DO Environmental Protection Division 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
EPC-CP Environmental Protection and Compliance – Compliance Programs  
ESHQSS Environment, Safety, Health & Quality, and Safeguards & Security 
˚F Fahrenheit 
ft feet/foot 
HEWTF High Explosives Wastewater Treatment Facility 
IPSP Industrial Point Source Permit 
IWD Integrated Work Document 
LANL Los Alamos National Laboratory 
LDCC Laboratory Data Communications Center 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NMAC New Mexico Administrative Code 
NMED New Mexico Environment Department 
NNSA National Nuclear Security Administration 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
QA quality assurance 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RLWTF Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility 
SAP Sampling and Analysis Plan 
SMO Sample Management Office 
SWEIS Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement 
SWWS Sanitary Waste Water System 
TA Technical Area 
WAC Waste Acceptance Criteria 
WCATS Waste Compliance and Tracking System 
WSP Waste Stream Profile 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Los Alamos National Laboratory (Laboratory) must apply for renewal of the existing Industrial and Sanitary 
Point-Source National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. NM0028355 issued by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the requirements specified in the Clean Water Act Section 
402 and Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Section 122.  The existing permit expires on September 30, 
2019.  The NPDES permit and regulations require the Laboratory to submit a re-application 180 days prior to the 
expiration of the existing permit, April 4, 2019.  The attached document, forms, Appendices, and Attachments 
constitute the Laboratory’s permit reapplication for the following eleven (11) outfalls: 
 
• 001 - Power Plant  
• 13S - Sanitary Waste Water System Facility  
• 03A027 - Treated Cooling Water 
• 03A048 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A113 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A160 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A181 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A199 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 04A022 - Once Through Cooling Water and Roof Drains  
• 051 - Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility Effluent 
• 05A055  - High Explosives Wastewater Treatment Facility Effluent 
   
The Laboratory is categorized as an industrial or commercial facility that is renewing an existing NPDES permit 
with no new outfalls.  This categorization requires that the permit reapplication include an EPA Form 1 and EPA 
Form 2C.  This 2019 Permit Re-Application includes a Form 1 that provides general information such as the 
nature of business, name, mailing address, location, and other existing permits that apply to Laboratory 
operations.  It also includes a Form 2C and fact sheet for each outfall.  The Form 2C, fact sheet, and the fact 
sheet attachments provide detailed information regarding the location of the outfall, sources of influent water, 
production levels, and the analytical data for potential contaminants in the effluent discharged from the outfall.     
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LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY INDUSTRIAL AND SANITARY OUTFALLS 
2019 NPDES PERMIT RE-APPLICATION 

 
The current Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL or Laboratory), National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Industrial and Sanitary Discharge Permit No. NM0028355 will expire September 30, 2019.  
The NPDES permit and regulations require the Permittees to submit a re-application to the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) 180 days prior to the expiration of the existing permit, April 4, 2019.  This document 
serves as the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application package for the renewal of NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 
submitted to the EPA by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) – National Nuclear Security Administration 
(NNSA) and the Triad National Security, LLC.  The DOE/NNSA and Triad are hereinafter referred to as the “co-
permittees or permittees.”   
 
This 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application package has been prepared and is submitted in accordance with the 
provisions of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1251 – 1387) and the NPDES Permit Program requirements 
provided in 40 CFR 122.21.  It is the intent of the package to provide the EPA and permit writer, New Mexico 
Environment Department, and others with adequate background information concerning each outfall, the 
surrounding environmental conditions, and associated future activities at the Laboratory to promote review of 
the technical data and preparation of the permit.  The Permittees would like to invite EPA and New Mexico 
Environment Department (NMED) representatives to visit the Laboratory during the review process to gain 
firsthand knowledge and understanding of the information provided, identify potential issues, and answer any 
questions regarding proposed changes to the permitted outfalls and NPDES facilities presented in this re-
application package. 
 
Due to the complex nature of the NPDES Permit Re-Application and potential need for supplemental information, 
the applicant requests that all previous applications, modifications, maps, data, and pertinent correspondence 
submitted in reference to NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 transmitted to the EPA up to the time the new permit 
is issued, be considered part of this re-application.  The applicant will continue to provide copies of all such 
information to the EPA Permit Writer as new information becomes available. 

1.0 NPDES PERMIT RE-APPLICATION 
The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application requires that detailed information be provided for each point source 
outfall.  The information required includes the location of each outfall; a detailed description of all sources and 
processes that contribute to each outfall discharge; the volume and frequency of the discharges; and analytical 
data for the discharges.  The Laboratory is categorized as an industrial or commercial facility that is renewing an 
existing NPDES permit with no new outfalls.  This categorization requires that the permit reapplication include 
an EPA Form 1 and EPA Form 2C. This application is organized into two volumes.  Volume I includes an 
introduction and a set of alphabetically organized (A through L) appendices that provide the maps required by 
the Form 1 and other supplemental information to support the application.  Volume II provides the Form 1 and 
an application package that consists of the Form 2C and fact sheet for each individual outfall.  

1.1 General Form 1 
The Form 1 is used to present general information such as the nature of business, name, mailing address, 
location, and other existing permits that apply to Laboratory operations.  This permit application includes a 
section that is labeled Form 1 in Volume I.  This section provides the completed Form 1 with its associated 
footnotes and applicable certifications.  The following Appendices (located in Volume II) provide details regarding 
the Laboratory’s existing environmental permits and the maps requested in Form 1 Section X and XI, 
respectively: 
 

• Appendix A - A list of other environmental permits that are applicable to Laboratory Operations  
• Appendix B - Topographic maps of each hazardous waste treatment, storage, and/or disposal unit.  
• Appendix C - Topographic map of the LANL technical areas (TA) and Boundaries 
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• Appendix D - A Topographic map of all springs, rivers, and other surface water bodies 
• Appendix E - A Topographic Map of the area extending to at least one mile beyond the property 

boundaries that shows the outline of the facility and the location of each outfall.  Detailed location maps 
for each intake and discharge structures are provided with each outfall Form 2C and Fact Sheet. 

1.2 Form 2C 
The Form 2C is used to provide detailed information regarding the location of the outfall, sources of influent 
water, production levels, and the analytical data for potential contaminants in the effluent discharged from the 
outfall.  The Form 2C for each outfall is provided in Volume I as a section that corresponds to the respective 
outfall ID number (e.g., 001, 03A048, 051).  In addition to the Form 2C, each outfall section includes a fact sheet 
that is intended to demonstrate compliance with the Form 2C requirements.  The fact sheets provide additional 
detail and the supporting documentation that is requested by form for each outfall.  Supporting documentation 
includes location maps, process schematics, water balances, photographs, a Discharge Monitoring Report 
Summary, and chemical safety data sheets, as applicable to each outfall.  This permit application provides a 
Form 2C and fact sheet for the following eleven (11) outfalls: 
 
• 001 - Power Plant  
• 13S - Sanitary Waste Water System (SWWS) Facility  
• 03A027 - Treated Cooling Water 
• 03A048 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A113 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A160 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A181 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 03A199 - Treated Cooling Water  
• 04A022 - Once Through Cooling Water and Roof Drains  
• 051 - Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) Effluent 
• 05A055  - High Explosives Wastewater Treatment Facility (HEWTF) Effluent 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 Laboratory Organization 
The Laboratory is currently operated by Triad National Security, LLC on behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE) and thus is a co-permittee of the NPDES Permit. As co-permittee, Traid is responsible for Laboratory site 
compliance with the regulatory requirements of the NPDES permit and all other environmental permits granted 
to the Laboratory.  The Environment, Safety, Health & Quality, and Safeguards & Security (ESHQSS) 
Directorate, Environmental Protection and Compliance (EPC-DO) provides environmental protection leadership, 
service, and support to meet the Laboratory's environmental protection obligations and public assurance needs. 
The Triad senior management has delegated the authority and responsibility to the Associate Laboratory Director 
of ESHQSS and/or Division Leader of the EPC-DO to act as the certifying official for environmental compliance 
permit applications.  The Associate Laboratory Director of ESHQSS will be a signatory on the 2019 NPDES 
Permit Re-Application as designated by the letter provided in Appendix F. 

2.2 Laboratory Research Activities 
The Laboratory is a complex organization comprised of multiple disciplines and programs that include stockpile 
stewardship and extensive basic research in physics, chemistry, metallurgy, mathematics, computers, earth 
sciences, and electronics.  Its current mission is to solve national security challenges through scientific 
excellence.  The current goals of the Laboratory are to deliver national nuclear security and broader global 
security mission solutions and to foster excellence in science and engineering disciplines essential for national 
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security missions by attracting, inspiring, and developing world-class talent to ensure a vital future workplace 
and by enabling mission delivery through next-generation facilities, infrastructure, and operational excellence.  

2.3 NPDES Permit NM0028355 
The Laboratory has had an approved NPDES Permit since 1978.  Table 1 summarizes the permit activities 
associated over the last 41 years.  Appendix G provides a list of all historical and existing outfalls. 
 

Table 1 
Historical Summary of NPDES Permit NM0028355  

Application NPDES Permit Outfalls Eliminated and/or Removed 
Date No. 

Outfalls  
Effective 

Date 
No. 

Outfalls  

Prior to 
1990 141 NA NA • 24 outfalls eliminated prior to the effective date of 

the first permit. 

1990 117 9/1/2003 34 

• 83 outfalls were eliminated due to the completion 
of the Waste Stream Characterization and 
Corrections Project and the Outfall Reduction 
Project. 

1998 35 2/1/2001 21 

• 14 outfalls were not permitted because the 
supply wells associated with them were 
transferred from U.S. Department of Energy to 
Los Alamos County before the permit was 
issued. 

• Request made to EPA to delete 4 outfalls 
(03A024, 03A047, 03A049, and 05A097) in 
August of 2004 because they were no longer in 
use. 

2004 17 8/1/2007 15 

• 03A158 was not permitted because the TA-21-
209 cooling tower was decommissioned and the 
outfall eliminated before the permit was issued.  

• 03A028 was not permitted because the TA-15-
185 and TA-15-202 Phermex facilities were 
decommissioned before the permit was issued. 

• 03A021 and 03A185 were tied to the Sanitary 
Waste Water System (SWWS) Plant in 2010 as 
part of the Outfall Reduction Project.  Outfalls 
02A129 (TA-21 Steam Plant) and 03A130 (TA-11 
cooling tower) no longer discharge to the 
environment.   

2012 11 10/1/2014 11 • Permitted 11 outfalls.    

2015 11 5/1/2015 11 

• Permit Modification to change the maximum and 
monthly average temperature limits. 

• Revised the designation of outfall 03A022 to a 
04A022. 

 
The existing NPDES Industrial and Sanitary Discharge Permit No. NM0028355 became effective on October 1, 
2014 with final modifications implemented May 2015 (LA-UR-15-23948).  This permit includes 11 outfalls located 
at seven (7) Technical Areas (TAs) spread out over an approximately 36 square mile area within the Laboratory 
boundaries (Table 2).   
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Table 2 

 Existing Permitted NPDES Outfalls 

Outfall Category Number of 
Outfalls Designation 

Power Plant (001) 1 001 
Sanitary Wastewater System Facility (13S) 1 13S 
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (051) 1 051 

Treated Cooling Water (03A) 6 

03A027 
03A048 
03A113 
03A160 
03A181 
03A199 

Non-Contact Cooling Water, Storm Water, and Roof Drain Water (04A) 1 04A022 
High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility (05A) 1 05A055 

 
The permit requires weekly, monthly, quarterly, yearly, and term sampling to demonstrate compliance with 
different outfall specific effluent quality limits.  The existing permit requires the Permittees to give notice to the 
EPA of any planned physical alterations or additions that could significantly change the nature or increase the 
quantity and/or quality of pollutants discharged from any of its permitted outfalls.  The existing permit includes 
14 Notices of Changed Condition/Planned Change.  Appendix H provides a copy of each Notice of Changed 
Condition/Planned Change that was submitted to the EPA from March 2012 through February 2019. 

2.4 NEPA Considerations 
A National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) categorical exclusion for the Waste Stream Corrections Project was 
issued by DOE in January 1996 and an Environmental Assessment (EA) for Effluent Reduction was completed 
by the LANL in September 1996.  This categorical exclusion and EA support the reduction/elimination of the 
discharges from all of the LANL outfalls except the following: 
 

• Outfall 001, TA-3 Power Plant 
• Outfall 05A055, TA-16 HEWTF  
• Outfall 13S, TA-46 SWWS 
• Outfall 051, TA-50 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility 
• Outfall 03A199, Laboratory Data Communications Center (LDCC) Cooling Tower 

 
The TA-16 HEWTF (Outfall 05A055) was analyzed under a separate evaluation which provided a NEPA 
determination that the project was determined to be covered under an existing DOE-approved categorical 
exclusion for Safety and Environmental Improvements at LANL.  The outfall reduction project for RLWTF (Outfall 
051) was included as an option in the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued 
Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE 2008a).  In September 2008, the National Nuclear Security 
Administration (NNSA) issued the first Record of Decision for the 2008 SWEIS (DOE 2008b).  The NNSA chose 
to implement the No Action Alternative with the addition of some element of the Expanded Operations Alternative.  
Final design of a new RLWTF was a part of the Expanded Operations Alternative that were approved to move 
forward.  Mitigation commitments associated with this project are included in the Mitigation Action Plan for the 
2008 SWEIS. 
 
In 2008, a Permit Requirements Identification request was submitted for the proposed actions reducing or 
eliminating discharges from the LDCC Cooling Tower (Outfall 03A199); TA-46 SWWS (13S); and the TA-3 Power 
Plant (Outfall 001).  In August 2010, an EA for the Expansion of the Sanitary Effluent Recycling Facility and 
Environmental Restoration of Reach S-2 of Sandia Canyon at LANL and associated Finding of No Significant 
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Impacts was issued by the NNSA.  The NNSA determined that by using adaptive management practices in the 
implementation of specific resource mitigation commitments, the potential for adverse environmental effects from 
the proposed actions would be minimal. 

2.5 Other Environmental Permits 
The Laboratory operations are regulated under various state and federal environmental regulations (e.g., Clean 
Air Act, CWA, etc.) through operating permits. These documents are designed by the regulatory agencies to 
allow Laboratory operations to be conducted while assuring that the public, air, land, soils, water, and biota are 
protected.  Appendix A provides a detailed list of the environmental permits at LANL includes issuing dates, 
revision dates, expiration date, and the administering agency.   

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.1 Location 
The Laboratory and the associated residential and commercial areas of Los Alamos and White Rock are located 
in Los Alamos County, in north-central New Mexico, approximately 60 miles north-northeast of Albuquerque and 
25 miles northwest of Santa Fe as shown on Figure 1.  The Laboratory currently encompasses about 36 square 
miles and is situated on the Pajarito Plateau, a series of finger-like mesas and canyons at the eastern edge of 
the Jemez Mountains, bordered on the east by White Rock Canyon and the Rio Grande. Mesa tops range in 
elevation from approximately 7,800 feet (ft) on the flanks of the Jemez Mountains to about 6,200 ft at the edge 
of White Rock Canyon.  Most Laboratory and community developments are confined to the mesa tops.  
 
The land surrounding the Laboratory is largely undeveloped and large tracts of land north, west, and south of 
the Laboratory site are held by the Santa Fe National Forest, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Bandelier 
National Monument, the U.S. General Services Administration, and Los Alamos County. The Pueblo de San 
Ildefonso borders the Laboratory to the east.  Santa Clara Pueblo is north of the Laboratory but does not share 
a border.  The Laboratory is divided into 49 TAs, which are defined areas that may contain building sites, 
experimental areas, support facilities, roads, and utility rights-of-way (Appendix C).   

3.2 Climate  
The Los Alamos area has a semiarid mountain climate where more water is lost through evaporation and 
transpiration than is received as annual precipitation. Annual temperatures and amounts of precipitation vary 
across the site because of the 1,000-ft elevation change and the complex topography. Four distinct seasons 
occur in Los Alamos County. Winters are generally mild, with occasional winter storms. Spring is the windiest 
season. Summer is the rainy season, with frequent afternoon thunderstorms. Fall is typically dry, cool, and calm.  
Daily temperatures are highly variable. On average, winter temperatures range from 30˚F to 50˚F during the 
daytime and from 15 degrees Fahrenheit (˚F) to 25˚F during the nighttime. The Sangre de Cristo Mountains to 
the east of the Rio Grande act as a barrier to wintertime arctic air masses, making the occurrence of local subzero 
temperatures rare. On average, summer temperatures range from 70˚F to 88˚F during the daytime and from 
50˚F to 59˚F during the night.  From 1981 to 2010, the average annual precipitation (which includes both rain 
and the water equivalent of frozen precipitation) was 19 inches and the average annual snowfall amount was 59 
inches.  The rainy season begins in early July and ends in early September. Afternoon thunderstorms form as 
moist air from the Pacific Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico lifts over the Jemez Mountains.  Thunderstorms yield 
short, heavy downpours and an abundance of lightning. Local lightning density, among the highest in the United 
States, is estimated at 15 strikes per square mile per year.  
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Figure 1 - Location of Los Alamos National Laboratory 
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3.3 Geology 
The Laboratory is located in Northern New Mexico on the Pajarito Plateau (Figure 2). The Pajarito Plateau 
extends from the Rio Grande in the east to the Sierra de los Valles range of Jemez Mountains in the west. Rocks 
that compose Bandelier Tuff cap the Pajarito Plateau.  The tuff was formed from ash and other volcanic materials 
that erupted from the Jemez Mountains volcanic center approximately 1.2 to 1.6 million years ago. The tuff is 
more than 1,000 ft thick in the western part of the plateau and thins to about 260 ft next to the Rio Grande. 
 

 
 

Figure 2 - Generalized Cross-Section of the Los Alamos National Laboratory Area 
 

On the western part of the Pajarito Plateau, the Bandelier Tuff overlaps the Tschicoma Formation, which consists 
of older volcanic deposits. The Puye Formation, a largely unconsolidated sedimentary conglomerate, underlies 
the tuff beneath the central and eastern portion of the plateau. The Cerros del Rio basalt flows, which originated 
mostly from a volcanic center east of the Rio Grande, extend into the Puye Formation beneath the Laboratory. 
These formations all overlie the sediments of the Santa Fe Group, which cross the Rio Grande valley and are 
more than 3300 ft thick. 

3.4 Hydrology 

3.4.1 Surface Water  
The Laboratory property contains all or parts of seven primary watersheds that drain directly into the Rio Grande.  
Listed from north to south, the major canyons for these watersheds are Los Alamos, Sandia, Mortandad, Pajarito, 
Water, Ancho, and Chaquehui as shown on Figure 3. Each of these watersheds includes tributary canyons of 
various sizes. Los Alamos, Pajarito, and Water Canyons have their headwaters west of the Laboratory in the 
eastern Jemez Mountains, mostly within the Santa Fe National Forest.  The remainder the primary watersheds 
have their headwaters on the Pajarito Plateau. Only the Ancho Canyon watershed is entirely located on 
Laboratory land.   
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Figure 3 - Primary Watersheds at Los Alamos National Laboratory 
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Surface water in the Los Alamos region occurs primarily as ephemeral flow, which is associated with individual 
storms and lasting only a few hours to days, or intermittent flow, which is associated with events like snow melt 
and lasts only a few days to weeks.  Springs on the edge of the Jemez Mountains that flow year-round do supply 
continuous water into western sections of some canyons on Laboratory property, but the amount of water is not 
enough to maintain surface flows to the eastern Laboratory boundary.   
 
Except during major runoff events, the cumulative flow of wastewater discharges do not reach the Rio Grande.  
The intermittent runoff leaving Laboratory property is measured at gage stations located in each watershed.  
These flow measurements are periodically published in the Watershed Periodic Monitoring Reports or in reports 
for a given water year.  Appendix I provides the most recent Surface Water Data report for Water Year 2014.  
Appendix E provides a scaled full size map showing the location of the springs/base flow associated with each 
watershed and the locations of the outfalls associated with this re-application document.  

3.4.2 Groundwater  
The Laboratory is located on top of a thick zone of mainly unsaturated rock and sediments, with the primary 
aquifer found 600 - 1,200 ft below the ground surface.  Groundwater occurs beneath the Pajarito Plateau in three 
modes: (1) perched alluvial groundwater in canyon bottoms; (2) zones of intermediate-depth perched 
groundwater whose location is controlled by availability of recharge and by subsurface changes in permeability; 
and (3) the regional aquifer beneath the Pajarito Plateau as shown on Figure 4. 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4 – Illustration of Geological and Hydrological Relationships on the Pajarito Plateau 
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Perched alluvial groundwater is a limited area of saturated rocks and sediments directly below canyon bottoms. 
Surface water percolates through the alluvium until downward flow is disrupted by less permeable layers of rock, 
resulting in shallow perched bodies of groundwater. Most of the canyons on the Pajarito Plateau have infrequent 
surface water flow and, therefore, little or no alluvial groundwater. A few canyons have saturated alluvium in their 
western ends supported by runoff from the Jemez Mountains. In some locations, surface water is supplemented 
or maintained by discharges from Laboratory outfalls. As alluvial groundwater moves down a canyon, it either 
evaporates, is used by plants, or percolates into underlying rock. 
 
Perched-intermediate groundwater occurs within the lower part of the Bandelier Tuff and the underlying Puye 
Formation and Cerros del Rio basalt underneath some canyons (Figure 4). These intermediate-depth 
groundwater bodies are formed in part by water moving downward from alluvial groundwater until the water 
reaches a layer of relatively impermeable rock. Depths of the perched-intermediate groundwater zones vary. For 
example, the depth to perched-intermediate groundwater is approximately 120 ft beneath Pueblo Canyon, 450 
ft beneath Sandia Canyon, and 500 to 750 ft beneath Mortandad Canyon. 
 
The uppermost level of water in the regional aquifer (known as the water table) occurs at a depth of approximately 
1,200 ft below ground surface along the western edge of the plateau and 600 ft below ground surface along the 
eastern edge.  Studies indicate that water from the Sierra de los Valles is the main source of recharge for the 
regional aquifer (LANL 2005). Groundwater in the regional aquifer generally flows east or southeast. The speed 
of groundwater flow varies but is typically around 30 ft per year. The regional aquifer is separated from alluvial 
and perched-intermediate groundwater by layers of unsaturated tuff, basalt, and sediment with generally low 
moisture content (<10 percent). The limited extent of the alluvial and intermediate groundwater bodies, along 
with unsaturated rock that underlies them, restricts their contribution to recharging the regional aquifer, although 
locally they are important parts of the complete pathway to the regional aquifer.  
 
The Laboratory uses groundwater for its potable water supply to laboratory facilities, sanitary facilities, and 
operations support facilities (cooling towers, power plant etc.).  This groundwater contains various levels of 
natural elements that are dissolved as the water passes through the sub-surface geology.  Appendix J provides 
the sampling results for well water as collected by the Los Alamos County Safe Drinking Water Act Sampling 
Program for 2017. 

3.5 Soil Conditions 
Most of the Laboratory facilities are located on mesa tops, where the soils are generally well-drained and thin.  
The parent materials are approximately 95% Bandelier Tuff, volcanic rocks of the Tschicoma and Puye 
Formations, and the Cerros de Rio Basalts of the Chino Mesa, and the remnants of the El Cajete pumice.  The 
remaining 5% was formed from colluviums, alluvium, andesitic rocks of the Paliza Canyon Formation, Cerro 
Rubio Quartz Latites, and tuffs associated with the sediments of the Cerro Toledo Rhyolite.  The textures of the 
these soils range from very fine sandy loams and clay loams to gravelly, sandy loams and stony, silty clay loams.   

4.0 OUTFALL DESCRIPTIONS AND CLASSIFICATIONS 
This 2019 NPDES Permit Application Package includes documentation for 11 industrial and sanitary outfalls as 
shown in Table 3 and the map provided as Appendix D.  These outfalls discharge into 4 of the watersheds in the 
LANL region, with the amount of discharge varying from year to year.  Detailed treatment descriptions and future 
proposed changes to NPDES permitted facilities and outfalls are found in the EPA Form 2C Applications and 
Fact Sheets for each outfall.  
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Table 3 
 List of Outfalls Included in the Permit Application Package 

Outfall 
ID No. 

Location 
 

Receiving Stream a Watershed 

001 TA-3 Perennial Reach of Sandia Canyon, Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.126 
NMAC Sandia 

13S TA-46 Canada del Buey, Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC Canada del Buey b 
 
03A027 

 
TA-3 

Perennial Reach of Sandia Canyon. Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.126 
NMAC 

 
Sandia 

03A048 TA-53 Ephemeral Tributary to Los Alamos Canyon, Water Quality Segment 
Number 20.6.4.128 NMAC Los Alamos 

03A113 TA-53 Ephemeral Reach of Sandia Canyon, Water Quality Segment 
20.6.4.126 NMAC Sandia 

03A160 TA-35 Ten Site Canyon, Tributary to Mortandad Canyon, Water Quality 
Segment Number 20.6.4.128 NMAC Mortandad 

03A181 TA-55 Effluent Canyon, Ephemeral Reach of Mortandad Canyon, Water 
Quality Segment Number 20.6.4.128 NMAC Mortandad 

03A199 TA-3 Ephemeral Tributary to Upper Sandia Canyon Water Quality Segment 
20.6.4.126 NMAC Sandia 

04A022 TA-3 Ephemeral Reach of Mortandad Canyon, Water Quality Segment 
Number 20.6.4.128 NMAC Mortandad 

051 TA-50 Effluent Canyon, Ephemeral Reach of Mortandad Canyon, Water 
Quality Segment Number 20.6.4.128 NMAC Mortandad 

05A055 TA-16 Ephemeral Tributary to Canon De Valle, Water Quality Segment 
Number 20.6.4.128 NMAC Water/CdV 

a. See Appendix M for a map showing the New Mexico Water Quality Stream Segments. 
b. Treated effluent from Outfall 13S is pumped to the TA-3 Re-Use tank and discharged to Outfall 001.  To date, the TA-46 

SWWS Plant has never discharged into Canada del Buey.  Canada del Buey is a tributary to Mortandad Canyon. 
 
NMAC = New Mexico Administrative Code 

5.0 WASTE ACCEPTANCE, CHARACTERIZATION, AND CERTIFICATION 
The Laboratory’s waste management requirements are consistent with the applicable DOE orders, and state 
and federal regulations.  All waste generators at the Laboratory are required to properly identify and document 
the characterization of any solid, hazardous, radioactive, or mixed waste pursuant to P409, Waste Management 
and the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) provided in P409-1, LANL Waste Acceptance Criteria and PA-AP-
01039, Waste Acceptance Criteria for Transuranic Radioactive Liquid Waste.  The WAC for the wastewater 
treatment facilities that may discharge to an NPDES permitted outfall are based on the NPDES effluent limits, 
New Mexico Water Quality Standards, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Universal Treatment 
Standards, and/or other federal and state requirements.  The treatment processes and capacities of these 
facilities are also considered during the development of the WAC. 
 
The Laboratory utilizes the waste stream profile (WSP) to provide a complete and concise description of each 
waste stream including the details of the generating process.  The WSP process provides generators with 
guidance to help make the determination of the physical, chemical, and radiological characteristics of the waste 
with sufficient accuracy to permit proper segregation, treatment, and disposal appropriate facility WAC.  A WSP 
is required for all waste streams to be discharged or transported to the SWWS, RLWTF, and/or the HEWTF.  
The WSPs are typically prepared by the generator with the assistance of a Waste Management Coordinator who 
then enters the information into the Waste Compliance and Tracking System (WCATS).  The WCATS system 
automatically routes the WSP for approval by the appropriate organizations/personnel and allows for the 
generator to attach characterization data, acceptable knowledge data and other information necessary to 
properly document the waste stream.   
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6.0 2019 NPDES RE-APPLICATION PROJECT 
The data and information used to prepare this 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application document was prepared by 
a project team that consisted of representatives from DOE, Environmental Protection and Compliance Division’s 
Compliance Program (ECP-CP) Group, Outfall owners, and Facility Operations Directors/Managers.  The project 
team responsibilities and activities were outlined in a project Implementation Plan (Appendix K).  The following 
sections provide a brief discussion of the work activities and the procedures and processes that were utilized by 
personnel to ensure that the information provided in this re-application document is complete and accurate. 

6.1 Outfall Survey 
The outfall survey was to accumulate records, logs, operating procedures, sampling data, compliance inspection 
reports, topography maps, chemical inventories, WSPs, Safety Data Sheets, Notice of Change/Plans to Change, 
and previous Laboratory discharge non-compliance records and reports to support completion of the Form 2C 
for each outfall.  The outfall survey included site visits to each of the 11 outfalls and their associated treatment 
facilities to take photographs, provide confirmation of the sources and processes, verify the outfall location, and 
collect documentation.    

6.2 Outfall Effluent Sampling and Analysis 
The Permittees prepared a project specific Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) (Appendix L) to ensure that 
representative samples were collected, preserved, and managed in accordance with the EPA application Form 
2C.  All samples were collected in accordance with the project specific SAP; EPC-CP-QP-005, Sampling at 
NPDES Permitted Point-Source Outfalls; and EPC-CP-IWD-005, IWD Part 1, NDPES Outfall Sampling. The 
samples were shipped by the Sample Management Office (SMO) to a LANL approved analytical laboratory 
required to use EPA approved methods and follow DOE contract requirements.   
 
All analytical data, upon receipt from the laboratory, was formally validated.  After the data was validated it was 
forwarded to ECP-CP from the SMO and hand entered onto the Form 2C.  The accuracy of the hand entered 
data was independently verified and the review documented, forwarded to the appropriate record series, and a 
hard copy sent to ECP-CP. 

6.3 Document Control/Records Management 
Effective document control, record keeping, and data management was conducted in accordance with ADESH-
AP-007, Document Control; ADESH-AP-006, Records Management; and EPC-CP-QAPP-NPDES, Quality 
Assurance Project Plan for the NPDES Industrial Point Source Permit (IPSP) Self-Monitoring Program..   

6.4 Quality Assurance 
The quality assurance (QA) for the project was performed in accordance with SD330, Los Alamos National 
Laboratory Quality Assurance Program, ADESH-QAP-001, Quality Assurance Plan, and EPC-CP-QAPP-
NPDES IPSP, Quality Assurance Project Plan for the NPDES Industrial Point Source Permit (IPSP) Self-
Monitoring Program.  Quality assurance reviews for data accuracy were conducted throughout the project to 
ensure that data collected from the outfall surveys, site visits, and sampling activities were reasonable and 
adequately documented. These QA reviews were initially be conducted by project personnel as the data was 
collected and/or received.  Questionable or undocumented data initiated additional investigations with outfall 
owners/operators.   To ensure accuracy, all collected or compiled data was compared and evaluated against 
existing data obtained from other internal and external entities. 
 
Formal reviews were also conducted by subject matter experts, the outfall owners; and EPC-CP personnel.  
These included formal comment review and response to ensure that all changes were documented.    
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EXHIBIT B 

  



 
 Region 6  
 1201 Elm Street, Suite 500   
 Dallas, Texas 75270-2102             
     NPDES Permit No.    NM0028355    

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

 
In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 
(33 U.S.C. 1251 et. seq; the "Act"), 
 
 
Triad National Security, LLC   AND  U.S. Department of Energy 
Los Alamos National Laboratory    Los Alamos Area Office, A316 
PO Box 1663, K491      3747 West Jemez Road 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544    Los Alamos, NM 87544 
   
are authorized to discharge from a facility located at Los Alamos, 
 
to receiving waters named: Perennial portion of Sandia Canyon in Waterbody Segment No. 
20.6.4.126, and Mortandad Canyon, Canada del Buey, Los Alamos Canyon, ephemeral portion of 
Sandia Canyon, Ten Site Canyon, and Canon de Valle, in Waterbody Segment No. 20.6.4.128 of 
the Rio Grande Basin, 
 
in accordance with this cover page and the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements, and other 
conditions set forth in Parts I [Requirements for NPDES Permits], II [Other Conditions], 
III [Standard Conditions for NPDES Permits], and IV [Sewage Sludge Requirements] hereof. 
 
This permit, prepared by Isaac Chen, Environmental Engineer, Permitting Section (6WDPE), 
supersedes and replaces NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 issued August 12, 2014, then modified 
March 27, 2015, with an expiration date of September 30, 2019.  
 
This permit shall become effective on 
 
This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight,  
 
Issued on 
 
 
 
__________________ 
Charles W. Maguire 
Director   
Water Division (6WQ) 

 



 
THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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PART I - REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 
 
A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
 

OUTFALL 001 
 

Discharge Type: Continuous 
Latitude 35°52'26"N, Longitude 106°19'09"W (TA-3-22) 

 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge Power Plant waste water from cooling towers, boiler blowdown drains, demineralizer backwash, R/O reject, 
and including treated sanitary wastewater effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) Facility, recycled sanitary effluent from the 
Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility (SERF), and treated cooling tower blowdown from the Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) to Sandia 
Canyon, and the discharge creates a perennial portion of Sandia Canyon, Segment Number 20.6.4.126 of the Rio Grande Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  Continuous      Record 
TSS    30  100  Report  Report  1/Month 24-hr Composite  
BOD (*1)   30  45  73  109  1/Month 24-hr Composite  
E. Coli (#/100 ml) (*2) 126   410  ***  ***  2/Month Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine ***  0.011 (*3) ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Total Recoverable Aluminum Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Copper 0.0087 0.0087  *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Zinc 0.126 (*4) 0.126 (*4) *** *** 1/Year Grab 
6T3 Temperature (°C) 20°C (*5) *** *** *** 1/Hour Grab (or Continuous Record) 
Total PCB (µg/l) (*6) 0.00064 0.00064 Report Report 1/Year 24-hr Composite 
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 pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.6 to 8.8 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
 
  

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS DISCHARGE 
MONITORING 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY (*7) 
(7-day Chronic Static Renewal) 

 
VALUE 

MEASUREMENT 
FREQUENCY 

 
SAMPLE TYPE 

Ceriodaphnia dubia (Limit) 100% 1/6-Months  24-Hr Composite 
Pimephales promelas Report 1/5-Years  24-Hr Composite 

 
 
FOOTNOTES 
*1 BOD monitoring is required when discharges of treated sanitary waste occur at Outfall 001. 
*2 Geometric mean.  Effluent limitations and monitoring requirements only apply when effluent from Outfall 13S is rerouted and 

discharged at Outfall 001. 
*3  Effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.   
*4 Effluent limitations take effective on the date of three years from the effective date of the permit. 
*5 6T3 Temperature of 20°C (68°F) shall not be exceeded for six or more consecutive hours in a 24-hour period on more than three 

consecutive days. Daily maximum temperature shall be determined by 6T3 temperature record when 6T3 temperature. 
*6 EPA published congener Method 1668 Revision and detection limits shall be used. [The permittee is allowed to develop an 

effluent specific MDL in accordance with Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 136 (instructions in Part II.A of this permit).] Human 
health-based limitations. 

*7 Critical dilution 100%, and the dilution series are 32%, 42%, 56%, 75%, 100%.  See Part II, Section G. Whole Effluent Toxicity (7-Day 
Chronic Testing). WET limit applies to Ceriodaphnia dubia. WET monitoring only applies to Pimephales promelas.  

 
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following 
final treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge from Outfall 001.  
 
 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
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If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALL 13S 
 

Discharge Type: Continuous 
Latitude 35°51'08"N, Longitude 106°16'29"W (TA-46-347) 

 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge treated sanitary waste water to Sandia Canyon in Segment Numbers 20.6.4.126 via outfalls utilizing treated 
effluent as specified in Outfall 001 and Category 03A, or to Canada del Buey in Segment Numbers 20.6.128 of the Rio Grande Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  Continuous      Record 
BOD     30  45  73  109  1/Month 24-hr Composite 
TSS     30  45  73  109  1/Month 24-hr Composite  
E. Coli (#/100 ml) (*1) 548  2507  ***  ***  2/Month Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine ***  0.011 (*2) ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Total PCB (µg/l) (*3 and*4) 0.00064 0.000642 Report Report 1/Year 24-hr Composite 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
EFFLUENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 

DISCHARGE MONITORING MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY 
TESTING (*5) 
 VALUE 

MEASUREMENT 
FREQUENCY 

 
SAMPLE TYPE 

(48-hr Static Renewal) 
Daphnia pulex 

Report 1/ 2-Years  24-Hr Composite 
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FOOTNOTES 
*1 Logarithmic mean. If the wastewater is discharge at other outfall, it shall comply with effluent limitations and monitoring requirements 

for E. coli as established for Outfall 13S. 
*2 The effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.  
*3 If the wastewater is discharge at other outfall, it shall comply with effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for PCBs 

as established for Outfall 13S. EPA published congener Method 1668 Revision and detection limits shall be used for 
reporting purposes. The permittee is allowed to develop an effluent specific MDL in accordance with Appendix B of 40 CFR 
Part 136 (instructions in Part II.A of this permit). 

*4 Human health-based limitation. 
*5 1st sample in the 1st year of the permit and 2nd sample in the 3rd year of the permit.  The WET test should occur between November 1 and 

March 31.  If discharges are not expected to occur during this sampling period, the test should be taken as soon as possible. Critical 
dilution 100%, and the dilution series are 32%, 42%, 56%, 75%, 100%.  

 See Part II, Section H. Whole Effluent Toxicity (48-Hr Acute Testing). 
 
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements shall be taken at the following location(s): at the flow measuring device in 
Canada del Buey only when a discharge occurs at the outfall. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALL 051 - Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility  

 
Discharge Type: Intermittent 

Latitude 35°51'54"N, Longitude 106°17'52"W (TA-50-1) 
 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge treated radioactive liquid waste to Mortandad Canyon in segment number 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande 
Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day  Estimate (*4) 
COD    125  125  ***  ***  1/Month Grab 
TSS    30  45  73  109  1/Month Grab  
Total Toxic Organics (*1) 1.0  1.0  ***  ***  1/Month Grab 
Ra 226+228 (pCi/l)  30  30  ***  ***  1/Week Grab  
Total Copper    0.005  0.005  ***  ***  3/Week Grab 
Total Hardness  Greater than or equal to 50 mg/l    3/Week Grab 
Total Residual Chlorine ***  0.011 (*2) ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Perchlorate Report Report *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Adjusted Gross Alpha Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
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EFFLUENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 

DISCHARGE MONITORING MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

Whole Effluent Lethality  
(51711)  (48-Hr Acute NOEC) (*3) VALUE 

MEASUREMENT 
FREQUENCY 

 
SAMPLE TYPE 

Daphnia pulex 100% 1/3 Months  3-Hr Composite 
 
 
FOOTNOTES 
 
*1 The limits and monitoring for Total Toxic Organics do not include 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD), Pesticides, or 

Polychlorinated biphenyls. 
*2 The effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.  
*3 Monitoring and reporting requirements begin on the effective date of this permit. 100% limitation becomes effective on March 1, 

2016. Critical dilution 100%, and the dilution series are 32%, 42%, 56%, 75%, 100%. Also see Part II, Section I. Whole 
Effluent Toxicity (48-Hour Acute Limits).  

*4 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow 
value may be estimated using best engineering judgment. 

 
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following the final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge from TA-50-1 treatment plant. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALL 05A055 - High Explosives Waste Water Treatment Plant  
 

Discharge Type: Intermittent 
Latitude 35°50'49"N, Longitude 106°19'51"W (TA-16-1508) 

 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge treated waste water from the high explosives waste water treatment facility to a tributary to Canon de Valle 
in segment number 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day  Estimate (*4) 
COD    125  125  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab 
TSS    30  45  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Toxic Organics (*1) 1.0  1.0  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab 
Oil and Grease   15  15  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Trinitrotoluene   0.02  Report  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab 
Total RDX   0.20  0.66  ***  ***  2/Month (*2) Grab 
Perchlorate Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Recoverable Aluminum 0.027 (*3) 0.027 (*3) *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Total Copper  0.0009 (*3) 0.0009 (*3) *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Total Lead  0.004 (*3) 0.004 (*3) *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Total Recoverable Selenium  0.005 (*3) 0.005 (*3) *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Total Zinc  0.013 (*3) 0.013 (*3) *** *** 1/Week Grab 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
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EFFLUENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 

DISCHARGE MONITORING MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY 
TESTING (*5) 
(48-Hour Acute Static Renewal) 

VALUE 
 

MEASUREMENT 
FREQUENCY 

 
SAMPLE TYPE 

Daphnia pulex Report 1/5 Years  3-Hr Composite 
 
 
FOOTNOTES 
 
*1 The limits and monitoring for Total Toxic Organics do not include 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD), Pesticides, or 

Polychlorinated biphenyls. 
*2 One sample should be taken before the 15th of the month and another taken after the 15th of the month. 
*3 The effective date of the effluent limitations is three (3) years from the effective date of the final permit. Report only prior to the effective 

date.  
*4 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow 

value may be estimated using best engineering judgment. 
*5 The WET test should occur during the period of November 1 to March 31 after the effective date of the permit. If no discharge is 

expected during this period, testing should be taken as soon as possible. Critical dilution 100%, and the dilution series are 32%, 42%, 
56%, 75%, 100%. See Part II, Section H. Whole Effluent Toxicity (48-Hour Acute Testing).   

  
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALL 03A022 
 

Discharge Type: Intermittent 
Outfall 03A022: Latitude 35°52'14"N, Longitude 106°19'01"W (TA3-2274) 

  
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge storm water, roof drain water, and once-through cooling water for emergency use only to Mortandad 
Canyon, in segment number 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin. (Cooling tower blowdown is not authorized for discharge at this outfall.) 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day       Estimate (*2) 
TSS    30  100  ***  ***  1/Quarter  Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine ***  0.011  ***  ***  1/Week (*1) Grab 
Dissolved Copper Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week  Grab 
 
Footnote  
 
*1    When discharge of once-through cooling water for emergency purposes only. 
*2    "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow value 

may be estimated using best engineering judgment. 
 
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
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NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALL 03A181 
 

Discharge Type: Intermittent 
Outfall 03A181: Latitude 35°51'50.8"N, Longitude 106°18'05"W (TA55-6) 

 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge storm water, cooling tower blowdown and other wastewater to Mortandad Canyon, in segment number 
20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin.  
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day       Estimate (*3) 
TSS    30  100  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Phosphorus  20  40  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine (*1) ***  0.011  ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Chromium VI (*2) 0.016 0.016 *** *** 1/Term Grab 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
FOOTNOTES 
 
*1 Effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes. TRC applies when discharges 

of cooling tower blowdown occur only. 
*2 Effluent limitations take effective on the date of three years from the effective date of the permit. 
*3 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow value may be 

estimated using best engineering judgment. 
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SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALL 03A113 
 

Discharge Type: Intermittent 
Outfall 03A113: Latitude 35°52'03"N, Longitude 106°15'43"W (TA-53-293 & 952) 

 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge cooling tower blowdown and other wastewater to Sandia Canyon, in segment number 20.6.4.128 of the Rio 
Grande Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day       Estimate (*2) 
TSS    30  100  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine (*1) ***  0.011  ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Total Phosphorus  20  40  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Recoverable Aluminum Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Mercury Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Adjusted Gross Alpha Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
FOOTNOTES 
 
*1 Effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.  
*2 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow value may be 

estimated using best engineering judgment. 
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SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALLS 03A027  
 

Discharge Type: Intermittent 
Outfall 03A027: Latitude 35°52'26"N, Longitude 106°19'08"W (TA3-2327) 

 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge cooling tower blowdown comingling with other wastewaters to Sandia Canyon, in segment number 
20.6.4.126 of the Rio Grande Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: (Monitoring and reporting are not required if effluents are 
are discharged via Outfall 001.) 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day       Estimate (*4) 
TSS    30  100  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine (*1) ***  0.011  ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Total Phosphorus  20  40  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
E. Coli (#/100 ml) (*2) 548 2507 *** *** 2/Month Grab 
Total PCB (µg/l) (*2) 0.00064 0.000642 Report Report 1/Year Grab 
Total Copper (*3) 0.0087  0.0087 *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Zinc (*3) 0.126  0.126  *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Recoverable Aluminum Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Temperature (°C) Report (*5) Report (*5) *** *** 1/Quarter Grab (or Continuous Record) 
Dissolved pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.6 to 8.8 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
 
 
FOOTNOTES 
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*1 Effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.  
*2  Effluent limitations and monitoring requirements only apply at Outfall when effluent from Outfall 13S is rerouted and discharged at the 

Outfall. E. coli limitations are geometric mean. Total PCB effluent limitations established at Outfall 13S applies when effluent from 
Outfall 13S is rerouted and discharged at Outfall 03A027. 

*3 Effluent limitations take effective on the date of three years from the effective date of the permit. 
*4 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow 

value may be estimated using best engineering judgment. 
*5 May use 6T3 recorder if desired. 
 
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALLS 03A048 
 

Discharge Type: Intermittent 
03A048: Latitude 35°52'11"N, Longitude 106°15'45"W (TA-53-964 & 979) 

  
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge cooling tower blowdown and other wastewater to Los Alamos Canyon, in segment number 20.6.4.128 of 
the Rio Grande Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day       Estimate (*2) 
TSS    30  100  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Phosphorus  20  40  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine (*1) ***  0.011  ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
FOOTNOTES 
 
*1 Effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.  
*2 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow value may be 

estimated using best engineering judgment. 
 
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
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NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the  Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
 
 
 
 
 



PERMIT NO. NM0028355 PAGE 20 OF PART I 
 

OUTFALL 03A160 
 

Discharge Type: Intermittent 
Outfall 03A160: Latitude 35°51'47"N, Longitude 106°17'49"W (TA35-124) 

 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge cooling tower blowdown and other wastewater to Ten Site Canyon, in segment number 20.6.4.128 of the 
Rio Grande Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: (Monitoring and reporting are not required if effluents are 
conveyed to SWWS for treatment and discharge.) 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day       Estimate (*3) 
TSS    30  100  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Phosphorus  20  40  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine (*1) ***  0.011  ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Total Mercury (µg/l) (*2) 0.77 0.77 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Total Selenium (*2) 0.005 0.005 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Total Cyanide (*2) 0.0052 0.0052 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
Chromium VI (*2) 0.016 0.016 *** *** 1/Term Grab 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.0 to 9.0 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
FOOTNOTES 
 
*1 Effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.  
*2 Effluent limitations take effective on the date of three years from the effective date of the permit. 
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*3 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow 

value may be estimated using best engineering judgment. 
 
SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following 
final treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box located in the 
Discharge Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= 
No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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OUTFALL 03A199 
 

Outfall 03A199: Latitude 35°52'33"N, Longitude 106°19'19"W (TA3-1837) 
 
During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of the permit (unless otherwise noted), the 
permittee is authorized to discharge cooling tower blowdown and other wastewater to Sandia Canyon, in segment number 20.6.4.126  of the Rio 
Grande Basin. 
 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 
 
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS   MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 
    CONCENTRATION   LOADING       FREQUENCY SAMPLE TYPE 

 (mg/L, unless stated)   (Lbs/day, unless stated)     
    MONTHLY      DAILY    MONTHLY        DAILY  
     AVERAGE  MAXIMUM   AVERAGE MAXIMUM 
 
Flow (MGD)   ***  ***   Report  Report  1/Day       Estimate (*3) 
TSS    30  100  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Residual Chlorine (*1) ***  0.011  ***  ***  1/Week Grab 
Total Phosphorus  20  40  ***  ***  1/Quarter Grab  
Total Copper (*2) 0.0087  0.0087 *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Zinc (*2) 0.126  0.126  *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Total Recoverable Aluminum Report Report *** *** 1/Year Grab 
Temperature (°C) Report (*4) Report (*4) *** *** 1/Quarter Grab (or Continuous Record) 
pH (Standard Unit) Range from 6.6 to 8.8 *** *** 1/Week Grab 
 
FOOTNOTES 
 
*1 Effluent limitation for TRC is the instantaneous maximum and cannot be averaged for reporting purposes.  
*2 Effluent limitations take effective on the date of three years from the effective date of the permit. 
*3 "Estimate" flow measurements shall not be subject to the accuracy provisions established at Part III.C.6.  The daily flow 

value may be estimated using best engineering judgment. 
*4 May use 6T3 recorder if desired. 
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SAMPLING LOCATION(S) 
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above shall be taken at the following location(s): following final 
treatment and prior to or at the point of discharge. 
 
NO DISCHARGE REPORTING 
If there is no discharge event at this outfall during the sampling month, place an "X" in the NO DISCHARGE box in the Discharge 
Monitoring Report. Electronic DMR reporting will use the appropriate “No Discharge” or “NODI” codes such as NODI code C= No discharge. 
 
FLOATING SOLIDS, OIL AND GREASE 
There shall be no discharge of oils, scum, grease and other floating materials that would cause the formation of a visible sheen or 
visible deposits on the bottom or shoreline, or would damage or impair the normal growth, function or reproduction of human, 
animal, plant or aquatic life. 
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B. COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES 
 
All effluent limitations with a compliance schedule established in Part I., section A. above, must comply with the following reporting 
requirements and compliance schedules: 
 
 1. Provide semi-annual progress reports by August 31 for the period of January – June, and by February 28 for the period of July 

– December; 
 
 2. Identify sources or causes of exceedance of permit limitations by six months from the effective date of the permit; 
 
 3. Identify corrective measures or study plan by one year from the effective date of the permit; 
 
 4. Comply with the final effluent limitations by the date specified in Part I. section A. of the permit. 
 
 
C. REPORTING OF MONITORING RESULTS (MAJOR DISCHARGERS) 
 
Monitoring information shall be submitted as specified in Part III.D.4 of this permit and shall be submitted monthly. 
 

1. Reporting periods shall end on the last day of the month. 
 

2. The permittee is required to submit regular monthly reports as described above no later than the 28th day of the month following 
each reporting period. 

 
The permittee shall report all overflows with the Discharge Monitoring Report submittal. These reports shall be summarized and reported in 
tabular format. The summaries shall include: the date, time, duration, location, estimated volume, and cause of the overflow; observed 
environmental impacts from the overflow; actions taken to address the overflow; and ultimate discharge location if not contained (e.g., storm 
sewer system, ditch, tributary).  Any noncompliance which may endanger health or the environment shall be made to the EPA at the following 
e-mail address: R6_NPDES_Reporting@epa.gov, as soon as possible, but within 24-hours from the time the permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstance. This language supersedes that contained in Part III.D.7 of the Permit.  Additionally, oral notification shall also be to the New 
Mexico Environment Department at (505) 827-0187 as soon as possible, but within 24 hours from the time the permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstance.  A written report of overflows which endanger health or the environment shall be provided to EPA and the New Mexico 
Environment Department, within 5 days of the time the permittee becomes aware of the circumstance. 
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D. APPLICATION 
 
A complete copy of application with original officer signature for permit renewal shall be sent to EPA and either a paper copy or an electronic 
copy shall be sent to New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) at the mailing address listed in Part III of this permit.  
 



 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 

  



 

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028355. 

 

The industrial discharges from Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is managed by 

           

 Triad National Security, LLC    

 PO Box 1663, K491  

 Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

 

The facility locates in Los Alamos County, New Mexico. Under the Standard Industrial Classification 

(SIC) Codes 9922, 9711, 9661, and 9611, LANL is a large multi-disciplinary facility which conducts 

national defense research and development, scientific research, space research and technology 

development, and energy development. 

 

The discharges are to receiving waters consisting of various tributaries in Waterbody Segment Code No. 

20.6.4.126 and 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin. 

 

EPA proposes some significant changes from the permit previously issued with an expiration date of 

September 30, 2019. Water quality-based effluent limitations change are due to new effluent flow or 

quality information.   

 

A. All Outfalls: Deleting monitoring requirements and/or effluent limitations for pollutants 

which new effluent characteristics demonstrated no Reasonable Potential further described 

in Part V.C.4. 

B. Outfall 001: Adding WET limit for Ceriodaphnia dubia; and adding/retaining effluent 

limitations for copper, zinc and PCBs. 

C. Outfall 051: Adding effluent limitations for copper and monitoring only for adjustable 

gross alpha. 

D. Outfall 05A055: Adding/revising effluent limitations for aluminum, copper, lead, selenium 

and zinc. 

E. Outfall 03A027: Adding/retaining effluent limitations for copper, zinc and PCBs; and 

deleting WET testing. Adding monitoring only for total recoverable aluminum and 

temperature. 

F. Outfall 03A160: Adding/retaining effluent limitations for chromium (VI), mercury, 

selenium and cyanide. 

G. Updating WET languages. 

H.  Outfall number 04A022 is changed to 03A022, the name change does not affect effluent 

limitations. Adding monitoring only for dissolved copper. 

I. Adding monitoring only for total recoverable aluminum, total mercury and adjusted gross 

alpha at Outfall 03A113.  

J. Adding monitoring only for total recoverable aluminum and temperature at Outfall 

03A199. 

 

A fact sheet is available.  

 

 

 

 



Public Hearing & Public Meeting 

The Presiding Officer designated by the Regional Administrator of EPA, Region 6, will conduct a public 

hearing on the draft NPDES permit, with a public information meeting and question and answer session 

prior to the public hearing, at the locations below: 

 

 Los Alamos National Laboratory  Permit No. NM0028355 

Place: Pojoaque Valley Sixth Grade Academy 

  1574 State Road 502 West, Santa Fe, NM 87506 

 Time: Public Meeting 5:00 pm; Public Hearing 7:00 pm  

 Date: January 15, 2020 

 

 Los Alamos National Laboratory  Permit No. NM0030759 

Place: Pojoaque Valley Sixth Grade Academy 

  1574 State Road 502 West, Santa Fe, NM 87506 

 Time: Public Meeting 5:00 pm; Public Hearing 7:00 pm  

 Date: TBD 

 

Registration for the hearing will be thirty (30) minutes before the start of the hearing. Any person 

requiring special arrangements should notify EPA through the contact person listed below within ten 

(10) days of this notice.  The public hearing will be held in accordance with the requirements of 40 

CFR 124.12. At the public hearing, any person may submit oral or written statements and data 

concerning the proposed permit.  Any person who cannot attend the public hearing may still submit 

written comments through the end of the comment period.  

 

For more information, please contact Ms. Evelyn Rosborough, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 

at (214) 665-7515 or Rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov. 

 

State Certification 

This Notice also serves as Public Notice of the intent of the New Mexico Environment Department, 

Surface Water Quality Bureau to consider issuing Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Certification. 

The purpose of such certification is to reasonably ensure that the permitted activities will be conducted 

in a manner that will comply with applicable New Mexico water quality standards, including the 

anti-degradation policy, and the statewide water quality management plan. The NPDES permit will not 

be issued until the certification requirements of Section 401 have been met.  

 

If you want to comment, please submit written comments within the 60-day period from 11/30/2019 thru 

1/28/2020 to:  

Update: Comment period extended 30-days until 3/31/2020. 

 

Sarah Holcomb, Program Manager-PSRS 

New Mexico Environment Department 

Surface Water Quality Bureau (N2050) 

1190 Saint Francis Drive 

P.O. Box 5469 

Santa Fe, NM 87502-5469 

Phone: 505-827-2798 

Fax: 505-827-0160 

sarah.holcomb@state.nm.us   

mailto:sarah.holcomb@state.nm.us
mailto:sarah.holcomb@state.nm.us
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   THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

                        REGION 6

                   Public Meeting Re

                Proposed Changes To The

           LANL Industrial Wastewater Permit
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               TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
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                       7:00 p.m.
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              (505) 843-9241
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1                     OPENING COMMENTS

2           MR. RUCKI:  Good evening, everyone.  It's

3 approximately 7:07, on January 15th, and the public

4 hearing is now in session and officially on record.

5           My name is Tom Rucki.  I'm the Regional

6 Judicial Officer for EPA Region 6 and Senior Counsel.

7           I'm the Designated Hearing Officer for this

8 hearing.  My responsibility includes fully developing a

9 public hearing record by taking public comments from

10 each of the parties.

11           EPA will consider the public hearing record

12 during its decision-making process.  Please note that I

13 do not participate in the decision-making process, and

14 I have no influence on the permits.

15           And, in addition to me, there are EPA

16 representatives here that you also heard speak earlier.

17           And the purpose of the public hearing is as

18 follows:

19           MR. CHEN:  Good evening.  My name is

20 Isaac Chen, and I am a Permit Writer in the EPA

21 Region 6 Water Division.  I will be giving a brief

22 overview of the proposed permitting action that is the

23 subject of tonight's hearing.

24           The Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)

25 facility is located primarily in Los Alamos County,
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1 New Mexico.  LANL is a large, multidisciplinary

2 facility which conducts national defense research and

3 development, scientific research, space research and

4 technology development and energy development.

5           The discharges from the facility are to

6 various tributaries to the Rio Grande in New Mexico

7 Water Quality Standards Waterbody Segment Codes

8 No. 20.6.4.126 and 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin.

9           On November 28th, 2019, the EPA Region 6

10 published notice of a proposal to issue the NPDES

11 Permit No. NM0028355 on EPA's website at

12 https://www.epa.gov/publicnotices and provided a draft

13 permit and fact sheet for public review and comment.

14           The fact sheet, dated October 31, 2019,

15 provides the rationale and basis for the permit,

16 discharge limits and other permit conditions.

17           Concurrently, in accordance with CWA

18 401(a)(1) and (a)(2), the Region requested

19 certification from the State of New Mexico.  Also,

20 pursuant to EPA's Tribal Consultation Policy, EPA

21 offered San Ildefonso, Cochiti Pueblo, Pueblo of

22 Santa Clara and Pueblo of Jemez the opportunity to

23 engage in government-to-government consultation because

24 they are part of the Los Alamos Pueblos Project.

25           Please note that the EPA does not take any
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1 position, nor is claiming any jurisdiction on water

2 rights issues when EPA proposes this NPDES permit under

3 the Clean Water Act.

4           EPA published notice of the draft permit and

5 the intent to hold a public meeting and public hearing

6 on EPA's Public Notices website on December 4, 2019.

7           On December 16, 2019, a mass mailing was made

8 to interested parties on the NPDES mailing lists.

9           And on December 16, 2019, the Public Notice

10 website was updated to inform all other interested

11 parties that a Public Informational Meeting and Public

12 Hearing would be held at 5:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.,

13 respectively.

14           On January 15, 2020, at the Pojoaque Valley

15 Sixth Grade Academy, at 1574 State Road 502 West,

16 Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506.  In response to requests

17 from the public, the comment period for the draft

18 permit has been extended to February 27, 2020.

19           Thank you.

20           MR. RUCKI:  So, there are some basic outlines

21 and basic procedures we have for the public hearing.

22           As some of you may know, this is not an

23 evidentiary hearing.  This is not a trial.  There is no

24 cross-examination.

25           As the Hearing Officer, I can ask people



500 FOURTH STREET NW - SUITE 105, ALBUQUERQUE, NM 87102
PAUL BACA PROFESSIONAL COURT REPORTERS

Page 7

1 questions, but only for clarification of the record.

2 Otherwise, people making comments will not be

3 questioned, and they will not be questioning EPA

4 representatives.

5           EPA will respond to questions and issues

6 raised in the record tonight.  Not now, but in a

7 document.  There is a responsive document, which will

8 be a formal document addressing all your concerns that

9 you bring up today.

10           I will call on anyone who is registered with

11 Evelyn over here to make comments.  If you have not

12 filled out a card yet and you would like to speak,

13 please give her one.

14           As Hearing Officer for the public hearing, I

15 can impose time limits.  In this situation, it sounds

16 like we don't have any speakers, and we have until 8:30

17 to be heard.  So, usually, you limit people to about

18 five to ten minutes, but if you have a little bit more

19 to say, feel free, unless we realize there is more

20 people that want to speak.

21           After the public hearing closes, EPA will

22 continue to accept written comments, as we discussed.

23 Written comments should be submitted by the method

24 described in the EPA notice.

25           If there are questions regarding how to
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1 submit those comments, please let someone from the EPA

2 know, and we'll make sure to get you that information.

3           The written comments are considered the same

4 way as oral comments.  If you don't get to say what you

5 said today, don't worry about it.  You'll still get

6 that opportunity.

7           With that, I'll take the first comment.  I

8 believe it was from James.

9           Yes, James.  You can come up here just so the

10 court reporter can hear you.  But you do have a loud

11 voice.

12           MR. BEARZI:  I can boom.

13           My name is James Bearzi.  I'm the Senior

14 Environmental Scientist with Glorieta Geoscience, an

15 environmental and water resources consulting firm in

16 Santa Fe.

17           We are the technical consultants for the

18 Buckman Direct Diversion Board, the governing body for

19 the Buckman Direct Diversion.

20           The Diversion is a single diversion point on

21 the Rio Grande that the City of Santa Fe,

22 Santa Fe County, and their limited partner,

23 Los Campanas, share to divert San Juan-Chama and native

24 Rio Grande water rights.  The diverted water is treated

25 and introduced into the regional water system.
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1           The government entities, the City and the

2 County, are represented on the board.

3           The Buckman Direct Diversion is on the

4 Rio Grande, approximately three miles downstream of

5 Otowi Bridge, near the location of the confluence of

6 Los Alamos Canyon and the Rio Grande.  The board is,

7 therefore, understandably concerned about runoff

8 Los Alamos Canyon and its tributaries.

9           NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 covers 11 outfalls

10 or locations of discharge of industrial pollutants to

11 waters of the U.S., in this case, the Rio Grande.

12           One of those outfalls, known as T-53 03A048,

13 discharges treated cooling water that originates at

14 TA-53 to a tributary of Los Alamos Canyon and is,

15 therefore, of particular interest to the board.

16           Our comments concern two areas.  One is how

17 EPA determined the effluent limits and the constituents

18 that would be subject to them in the permit, and then

19 the second area is those limits themselves.

20           We have found certain discrepancies between

21 the fact sheet and the permit that need to be clarified

22 before a final permit is issued.

23           We also have noted that the approach for

24 determining reasonable potential appears to change

25 throughout the fact sheet from the beginning to the end



500 FOURTH STREET NW - SUITE 105, ALBUQUERQUE, NM 87102
PAUL BACA PROFESSIONAL COURT REPORTERS

Page 10

1 depending on the findings as one goes through the fact

2 sheet.

3           We would appreciate EPA clarifying how they

4 calculated reasonable potential, particularly as it

5 relates to consistency between the approach used

6 between outfalls and among constituents for each

7 outfall.

8           The current permit for this outfall has

9 effluent limitations for total recoverable aluminum,

10 total arsenic, dissolved copper, total mercury and

11 dissolved mercury.  EPA proposes to delete those

12 limitations and monitoring requirements from the final

13 permit based on its analysis.

14           The current permit also has monitoring

15 requirements for gross alpha and chromium (VI).  EPA

16 proposes to remove those monitoring requirements also,

17 subject to their analysis.

18           Because of the confusion that I've already

19 alluded to, the Board is concerned that these proposed

20 changes to the permit may not sufficiently protect the

21 Buckman Direct Diversion, and we urge EPA to retain the

22 more stringent monitoring and effluent limitations in

23 the existing permit.

24           These do not constitute the Board's only

25 comment for this permit, and we reserve our rights and
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1 opportunities to provide written comment during the

2 public comment period.  Thank you.

3           MR. RUCKI:  Thank you, James.

4           Joni Arends?

5           You are welcome to come up here.  If you can

6 boom like James, you can stay over there.

7           MS. ARENDS:  My name is Joni Arends, and I'm

8 with Concerned Citizens For Nuclear Safety.  And I

9 wanted to say that we're not going to make any formal

10 public comments tonight, but that we appreciate the

11 extension of the comment period because of the number

12 of other activities that are going on in New Mexico, as

13 well as the voluminous amount of material to review to

14 make informed public comment.  So, thank you.

15           MR. RUCKI:  Thank you.

16           Well, for I guess the next 30 or 40 minutes,

17 we'll go off record, unless someone comes in that would

18 like to speak or if someone changes their mind and

19 would like to speak.

20           So, it is 7:19, and we are off record.

21           (Off the record from 7:19 until 8:02 p.m.)

22           MR. RUCKI:  We're back on the record.  There

23 are no further comments or issues to be addressed.  The

24 public hearing is concluded on January 15th, 2020, at

25 8:02 P.M.
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EXHIBIT E 

  



REOPENING OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028355 

 

On November 28, 2019, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  noticed for public 

comment the reissuance of NPDES Permit NO. NM002835 for the Los Alamos National 

Laboratory (LANL) facility in Los Alamos, New Mexico to Triad National Security, LLC 

(Triad) and the Department of Energy as co-permittees under Section 402 of the Clean 

Water Act (CWA or “the Act), 33 U.S.C. § 1251. The proposed permit authorizes LANL to 

discharge from various sanitary and/or industrial outfalls, including a discharge of treated 

radioactive liquid waste from the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) 

through Outfall 051 into Mortandad Canyon. After several extensions, the public comment 

period on reissuance of the permit formally ended on November 2, 2020. 

 

During the comment period, EPA received data and information that appears to raise substantial 

new issues related to permit reissuance, including information and data regarding authorization 

of discharges from Outfall 051 and other outfalls that do not regularly discharge, pollutants in 

discharges related to the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF), the RCRA 

exemption for discharges regulated under NPDES permits and the permit renewal application.   

 

On November 12, 2020, Triad, which is the operator of LANL facility, and was only privy to the 

content of public comments after the comment period closed, requested that EPA reopen the 

comment period to allow submittal of additional information on the Record to address 

information provided in comments believed by Triad to be incomplete, misleading, or technical 

inaccurate that would help EPA  in responding to those comments and make a final permit 

decision. 

 

40 CFR 124.14 (b)(3) allows EPA to reopen the comment period “if any data information or 

arguments submitted during the public comment period … appear to raise substantial new 

questions concerning a permit….” in order “to give interested persons an opportunity to 

comment on the information or arguments submitted.” 

40 CFR 124.14 (c) states that “comments filed during the reopened comment period shall be 

limited to the substantial new questions that caused its reopening.  The public notice under 

§124.10 shall define the scope of the reopening.” 

In accordance with the regulations cited above, EPA is granting Triad’s request to reopen the 

public comment period related to EPA’s reissuance of NPDES Permit NO.  NM0028355 for an 

additional 30 days in order to allow interested persons, including Triad, to comment on and 

respond to substantial new information and data submitted during the original comment period.  

 

 

 



Accordingly, the scope of the re-opened comment period is limited to the following:    

 

1. Legal and factual issues pertaining to EPA’s jurisdiction to issue an NPDES permit for     

Outfall 051. 

 

2. Legal and factual issues pertaining to the applicability of the wastewater treatment unit 

exemption for the RLWTF [radioactive liquids waste treatment facility]. 

 

3. Factual issues concerning historical discharges from all outfalls covered by the permit 

application. 

 

4. Derivation of the flow estimates for Outfall 051 or other outfalls that were provided in 

the renewal application. 

 

5. Misc. factual issues (i.e., past permit application information vs. current; current 

discharges; permitting of outfalls that may discharge or discharge infrequently).  

 

EPA is soliciting comments and supporting data as to the above issues ONLY. The additional 

30-day public comment period begins on January 30, 2021 and ends on February 28, 2021.  

 

Note:  CWA §401 Certification of the permit was provided by the New Mexico Environment 

Department on November 30, 2020, to meet a deadline of Sunday November 29, 2020, 

consistent with 40 CFR 124.20(c).  EPA is unable to further extend the deadline for Certification, 

which as provided by 40 CFR 121.6(a) cannot exceed one year from the initial request for 

Certification.  NMED is not reopening the State’s comment period on CWA §401 Certification 

of the permit. 

 

Because of COVID-19 response, access to the Region 6 EPA building is limited. Therefore, we 

request that all comments be submitted via email to: 

Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 

1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 

Dallas, Texas 75270-2102 

(214) 665-7515 or rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov 

 

 

 

mailto:rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov?subject=Request%20for%20information%20on%20draft%20NDPES%20permit
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SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS AND INFORMATION 

In support of 

PROPOSED RENEWAL OF NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028355 

December 17, 2020 

The National Nuclear Security Administration of the U.S. Department of 

Energy and Triad National Security, LLC  (collectively, LANL) submit the 

following supplemental comments, information, and response to comments filed 

by Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) and others (collectively, the 

“citizen organizations”) on the proposed renewal of National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. NM0028355, dated October 15, 2020 

(“Comments”). The permit would authorize discharges to waters of the United 

States from a number of outfalls located at the Los Alamos National Laboratory 

(LANL), including Outfall 051 located at LANL’s Radioactive Liquid Waste 

Treatment Facility (RLWTF). 

In their Comments, the citizen organizations present erroneous 

interpretations of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations, and 

relevant case law. They also make a number of erroneous factual statements and 

assertions. LANL submits this response to those Comments to address the citizen 

organizations’ misinterpretations of law and factual errors. 
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I. Citizen Organizations Have Misconstrued the Applicable Law.

The citizen organizations’ Comments offer mistaken interpretations of the 

Clean Water Act (CWA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 

and the relationship between the two statutes, as they have in the past before the 

EPA Environmental Appeals Board and several federal courts. First, they 

erroneously assert that EPA lacks authority under the CWA to issue a discharge 

permit for outfalls that have not been utilized recently and/or continuously in the 

past and have not been described as meeting immediate future needs. Second, they 

mistakenly contend that the wastewater treatment unit (WWTU) exemption under 

RCRA applies only when the unit has been issued a discharge permit under the 

CWA. They string together these two misconceptions in order to construct an 

erroneous conclusion that EPA must deny LANL’s application for a CWA permit, 

which will lead to a duty for the State of New Mexico to commence the permitting 

process for the RLWTF under RCRA. The discussion below addresses each point 

in turn. 

A. EPA Has Clear Authority Under the CWA to Issue the Permit.

The CWA provides that EPA “may…issue a permit for the discharge of any 

pollutant…upon condition that such discharge will meet” various statutory 
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limitations. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a). This language only makes sense if it is forward 

looking – i.e., the issuance of a permit for future discharges that “will” comply 

with the statutory requirements. It would be pointless for Congress to authorize 

EPA to grant permission for discharges that have already occurred, and it would be 

impossible for the Agency to ensure that such past discharges “will meet” effluent 

limitations. Clearly, Congress envisioned that EPA would first grant permission, 

conditioned as directed in the statute, and that thereafter such discharges would be 

legally sanctioned. 

The citizen organizations nonetheless appear to contend that there must be 

an imminent future discharge in order that EPA would have such authority. They 

maintain that “the CWA contains no authority to issue a permit for a discharge that 

‘could occur,’ nor for a ‘potential’ or a ‘capability’ to discharge.” Comments at 24. 

They assert that the LANL intention to discharge “in event of unavailability of 

evaporation equipment” falls into these categories for which EPA is powerless to 

issue a permit. Nothing in the statute or EPA’s longstanding practice supports this 

contention.  

The citizen organizations’ contention boils down to an argument that the 

applicant must show it has an unconditional intention to discharge in the near 

future, regardless of circumstances, or at least has demonstrated that a discharge is  
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likely, before EPA would have authority to grant the application. Id. We 

demonstrate below in Section II.A.1 that LANL satisfies even this extreme and 

erroneous test. But the statute does not mention such a limit on EPA’s authority, 

and for good reason. Permit applicants who envision even the possibility of a 

discharge in unusual or rare circumstances are in fact meeting their responsibility 

to avoid unpermitted, and unlawful, discharges by ensuring they have permit 

authorization to cover such possibilities. It would be bizarre, to say the least, if 

Congress had imposed on EPA an obligation to assess the likelihood that 

circumstances would arise necessitating a discharge, and to issue a permit only 

when satisfied that the probabilities were sufficiently large. In the context of such a 

requirement, EPA could hardly justify enforcing the statute’s prohibition on 

unpermitted discharges if it had previously deemed such discharges to be too 

remote to justify issuing a permit. The statutory scheme makes no provision for 

such a scenario. 

The citizen organizations apparently reach their remarkable position by 

misapplying the holdings in two decisions from the Second and Fifth Circuits. 

Comments, 25-28. Those decisions have nothing to do with whether EPA has 

authority to issue a requested permit under the CWA. 

EPC-DO: 21-057 Attachment 1 
Page 4 of 31

LA-UR-21-21278 



In the first decision, industry petitioners challenged a provision in EPA’s 

programmatic regulation governing Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations 

(CAFOs) that had required CAFO owners and operators to apply for a CWA 

discharge permit if there was a “potential to discharge” from their operations. 

Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc. v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 399 F.3d 486 

(2d Cir. 2005). EPA had termed this requirement a “duty to apply,” and said the 

duty was based on a presumption that every CAFO has the potential to discharge. 

See Comments at 25, n. 42. Thus, the “duty to apply” was an EPA command 

requiring that all CAFOs must submit themselves to regulation that would control 

and constrain their means of operating their businesses. The “duty to apply” was 

itself an enforceable requirement, punishable by civil and criminal penalties  

independent of whether there had been any discharge of pollutants from the 

CAFOs. The Second Circuit concluded that the CWA conferred no authority on 

EPA to compel the filing of a permit application in the absence of an actual 

discharge. Because a mere potential to discharge lacks all of the elements 

triggering the statute’s prohibition against unpermitted discharges (actual addition 

of pollutants to navigable waters from a point source), the court said there was “no 

statutory obligation of point sources to seek or obtain a [CWA] permit in the first 

instance.” Waterkeeper Alliance, 399 F.3d at 505. Thus, there could be “no duty to 

apply” based on a mere potential to discharge, but the court never addressed 
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whether EPA could issue a permit in response to a voluntary permit application. 

The court did not address that question because no petitioner had raised it. 

Despite this context and with no regard for the limits of the case or 

controversy before the court, the citizen organizations focus on a single sentence in 

the Second Circuit’s decision, calling it a “categorical ruling”: the court said “the 

Clean Water Act gives EPA jurisdiction to regulate and control only actual 

discharges—not potential discharges, and certainly not point sources themselves.” 

Id. See Comments at 25-26. The citizen organizations work to utilize the court’s 

language – “jurisdiction to regulate and control” – in support of their theory that 

EPA’s permit issuance authority depends on the high likelihood of a discharge. 

The citizen organizations’ reliance on this passage misuses the court’s language 

and should be disregarded. 

First, because no party had brought a challenge to EPA’s authority to issue 

permits (as opposed to its authority to compel submission of permit applications), 

the court had no occasion to address it, and interpreting the court’s language to 

cover EPA’s permit-issuance authority, as the citizen organizations endeavor to do, 

renders the court’s passage mere dictum.  Monod v. Futura, Inc., 415 F.2d 1170, 

1173 (10th Cir. 1969) (“Because this issue was not properly before that court the 

conclusion is mere dicta and must be read as such.”) Tokoph v. United States, 774 
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F.3d 1300, 1303 (10th Cir. 2014) (“[D]icta are statements and comments in an 

opinion concerning some rule of law or legal proposition not necessarily involved 

nor essential to determination of the case in hand.”) (quoting United States v. 

Villarreal-Ortiz, 553 F.3d 1326, 1328 n.3 (10th Cir. 2009)). Reading a court’s 

language so as to reduce it to dicta can hardly be seen as a plausible interpretation. 

Second, the context of the case leads to a different interpretation of the 

court’s language -- one that supports the common-sense notion that EPA has 

jurisdiction to require the “regulat[ion] and control” of private activity only when 

that activity would otherwise be unlawful (e.g., the prohibited discharge of a 

pollutant without a permit). The court was dealing with an EPA effort to compel 

CAFOs’ submission to a regulatory regime. EPA sought to unilaterally impose 

requirements on CAFOs, in the absence of pollutant discharges or any otherwise 

unlawful actions, by requiring them to seek a permit which, according to the 

regulations, inevitably would restrict the CAFOs’ operations. This is what the 

Second Circuit said could not be done, and the quoted passage stands for no more 

than that. 

In the second decision, industry petitioners had challenged EPA’s attempt to 

draft around the limitation that had been imposed by the Second Circuit. National 

Pork Producers Council v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 635 F.3d 738 
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(5th Cir. 2011). Instead of regulating a CAFO with the “potential to discharge,” 

EPA revised the CAFO regulation to enforce its “duty to apply” where a CAFO 

“proposes to discharge,” and EPA defined that phrase as being a CAFO “designed, 

constructed, operated, and maintained in a manner such that the CAFO will 

discharge….” Id., 635 F.3d 738, 750. The Fifth Circuit rejected this attempt. As 

with the Second Circuit’s decision in Waterkeeper, the Fifth Circuit in National 

Pork addressed only the EPA’s authority to compel permit applications in the 

absence of actual discharges, not the Agency’s quite different authority to issue a 

CWA permit in response to a voluntary application. 

Other prominent features of the statute also underscore that EPA has 

jurisdiction to issue permits where discharges might or might not occur depending 

on external circumstances and irrespective of the applicant’s aspirations or plans.  

EPA can exercise its jurisdiction whenever a person applies for a permit in order to 

remain in compliance with the law if circumstances make a discharge necessary. 

Nowhere is this authority better illustrated than in the storm water permitting 

provisions of the Act. 

Storm water permitting represents a central feature of the Section 402 

NPDES program. The statutory authority to permit future, episodic discharges of 

storm water has existed in the CWA since passage of the landmark 1972 Federal 
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Water Pollution Control Act Amendments, which later became known as the 

CWA. Pub. L. No. 92-500, 86 Stat. 816 (1972). The 1972 legislation established 

the Section 301 prohibition on unpermitted pollutant discharges and the Section 

402 NPDES permit program. Id. at 844, 880. The same, original statutory 

commands and definitions that provide EPA's authority to permit discharges from 

LANL's Outfall 051 also provide the basis for permitting episodic storm water 

discharges. 

In 1987, Congress enacted amendments to the CWA that required EPA to 

undertake rulemaking and implement comprehensive permitting for these pollutant 

sources. Water Quality Act of 1987, Pub. L. No. 100-4, 101 Stat. 7 (1987). While 

the 1987 amendments breathed new life into EPA’s storm water permitting program, 

they did not augment the original statutory authority to deal with these future, 

episodic discharges. The amendments added subsection 402(p), which directs EPA 

to issue permits that will authorize future storm water discharges from municipal and 

industrial point sources in the event that precipitation, together with other 

circumstances at a facility, necessitate a discharge. Pub. L. No. 100-4, 101 Stat. 7, 69-

70 (1987) (codified as amended at 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(B)—(D)).  

The CWA stormwater permitting program is vast. The National Academy of 

Sciences estimated in 2009 that EPA and delegated States had provided NPDES 
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storm water discharge authorizations to about 7,000 municipalities and 100,000 

industrial facilities. Committee on Reducing Stormwater Discharge Contributions 

to Water Pollution, National Academy of Sciences, Urban Stormwater 

Management in the United States 36 (2009). In addition, NPDES storm water 

permit coverage is authorized for about 200,000 construction projects each year. 

Id. Storm water discharge permit holders are required to implement a variety of 

best management practices to retard, retain and control the runoff of storm water 

containing pollutants ranging from eroded soil at construction sites to petroleum 

and chemicals at industrial sites. Id. 

Because the large number of industrial facilities requiring NPDES storm water 

authorizations could easily overwhelm State and federal permitting agencies, EPA has 

issued and periodically updates a Multi-Sector General Permit ("MSGP") and 

associated guidance documents to provide permit coverage for industrial 

dischargers. Final 2015 MSGP Documents, U.S. EPA, 

https://www.epa.govinpdes/final-2015-msgp-documents. The MSGP provides that 

dischargers must employ control measures to "divert, infiltrate, reuse, contain, or 

otherwise reduce stormwater runoff to minimize pollutants" in their discharges.  

U.S. EPA, Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated 

with Industrial Activity 18, § 2.1.2.6 (2015). These measures must be specified in 
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the facility's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan ("SWPPP"). Id. at 33, § 5.2.4. 

And they must be described in detail in the discharger's permit application. See 40 

C.F.R. § 122.26(c). 

Detention basins are a typical and widely used example of control measures 

that capture sediment and other pollutants washed by precipitation runoff from the 

facility property. Detention basins are designed to impound storm water for a time 

sufficient for the pollutants to settle out and leave the storm water clean enough to 

be discharged by pumping the cleaner water near the basin's surface into receiving 

waters (thus, also creating capacity to contain runoff from the next storm). 3 

Michael L. Clar, Billy J. Barfield & Thomas P. O'Connor, Stormwater Best 

Management Practice Design Guide: Basin Best Management Practices § 222 

(2004). Detention basins are designed to control precipitation events of a certain 

size—e.g., the 25-year storm or the 50-year storm. Id. at § 2-2. In other words, if a 

future precipitation event does not exceed the “design storm,” the control measure 

will be sufficient to promote settling of pollutants, and will result in a discharge 

that meets water quality objectives.  

Thus, the CWA authorizes EPA to issue permits authorizing future 

discharges—both expected discharges based upon approved design criteria 

(emptying the basin following a smaller storm), and unexpected discharges that 
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were neither planned for nor intended (overflow from a storm larger than the 

basin’s design basis). Unexpected discharges can occur due to a number of factors 

beyond the discharger's control, but EPA is not required to deny a permit 

application because it believes the circumstances that would result in a discharge 

may be remote. 

For storm water permitting, the relevant circumstances include extreme 

swings between periods of normal-to-heavy precipitation and periods of drought. It 

is not uncommon for extended periods of time to pass without any discharge 

pursuant to the discharge authorization granted by a storm water permit. See 

generally Drought Monitoring, National Weather Service, 

https://www.weather.gov/ilm/drought. Extreme and prolonged drought conditions 

can leave geographic areas with no precipitation for years, especially in the arid 

Western and Southwestern regions of the United States. Id. If prolonged periods 

devoid of discharges were to provide a basis for denying applications for renewal 

of NPDES permits, EPA's Section 402(p) permitting program would be in 

shambles. Unanticipated storms do occur, and when they do, there will be 

discharges. 

For some years, LANL has occupied a similar situation here. It has designed 

the evaporation equipment to handle the currently expected volume of wastewater. 
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The operating principle has been that, if the evaporation equipment operates 

reliably and continuously, and if the wastewater volume does not increase due to a 

change in the Laboratory's mission, then Outfall 051 should not be needed. But if 

the evaporation equipment becomes unavailable due to malfunction or 

maintenance needs, and/or there is an increase in treatment demands, the LANL 

would need an authorization to discharge treated wastewater. LANL has made this 

perfectly clear in its submissions, as the citizen organizations acknowledge. Like 

the storm water discharger in an arid region, the operating plan has been that 

LANL might not discharge via Outfall 051 for extended periods, but LANL has 

consistently sought a permit that specifically authorizes the use of Outfall 051 in 

anticipation of circumstances that will make a discharge necessary -- a permit that 

will make that discharge lawful. 

In sum, the CWA does not withhold authorization for EPA to permit future 

discharges in circumstances that, while they may be rare, have been anticipated 

and stated in the permit application. The citizen organizations’ contrary 

interpretation of the statute should be rejected. 

Furthermore, as explained below in Section II.A.1, LANL now envisions a 

more integral role for Outfall 051 than it has in the past. Whereas the outfall will 

remain as a back-up alternative when evaporation equipment is unavailable, as 
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before, the outfall will henceforth be utilized even when evaporation equipment is 

on line but influent volume is of a magnitude that operational efficiency makes it 

advisable to rely on both the evaporation equipment and Outfall 051 

simultaneously for short or longer-term periods of time. 

B. The RLWTF is Exempt From RCRA Permitting Regardless of 
Whether EPA issues the Permit for Outfall 051. 

The citizen organizations also misunderstand the applicable legal 

requirements in arguing that EPA should not renew the CWA permit because 

EPA’s issuance of the permit gives effect to the WWTU exemption from RCRA 

permitting. Comments at 4, 23-24. They point to 40 CFR § 264.1(g)(6), which 

exempts the tanks and associated ancillary equipment at the RLWTF from the 

substantive RCRA standards. But they never mention 40 CFR § 270.1(c)(2)(v), 

which provides that owners and operators of wastewater treatment units “are not 

required to obtain a RCRA permit.” Both section 264 and section 270 contribute to 

the WWTU exemption, one for substantive RCRA requirements, and one for 

RCRA permitting. Both provisions point to section 260.10 for the definition of a 

“wastewater treatment unit.” The key element of that definition is that such a unit 

must be “subject to regulation under either section 402 or 307(b)” of the Clean 

Water Act. 40 CFR § 260.10. 
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EPA has a long standing and consistent interpretation of what is meant by 

this definition in its regulation. Nearly 30 years ago, EPA’s Office of Solid Waste 

and Emergency Response (OSWER) issued an official directive addressing the 

issue. Exemption from Permitting Requirements for Waste Water Treatment Units, 

OSWER 9522.1992(01), 1992 WL 754630 (January 16, 1992) (ATTACHMENT 

A). OSWER emphasized that: 

It is important to note that it is not necessary that the Clean 
Water Act permits actually be issued for the units to be eligible 
for the RCRA exemption; it is sufficient that the facility be 
subject to the requirements of the Clean Water Act. 

Id. at 1. Explaining further, OSWER made clear that “subject to regulation under 

Section 402” of the CWA covers facilities “which are permitted, were ever 

permitted, or should have been permitted under NPDES.” Id. 

OSWER went further, moreover, in explaining the exemption’s applicability 

to so-called “zero discharge” facilities: 

With regard to the question of a "zero discharge" facility, EPA 
would like to clarify the difference between a facility that 
produces no treated wastewater as a direct result of Clean Water 
Act requirements and units that are not required to obtain an 
NPDES permit because they do not discharge treated effluent. In 
the first case, the facility would have had a surface water 
discharge at one time, but has since eliminated the discharge 
as a result of, or by exceeding, NPDES or pretreatment 
requirements. Such facility would qualify for the waste water 
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treatment unit exemption under RCRA. In the second case, 
the facility never had a surface water discharge, and therefore 
was never subject to NPDES permitting or Clean Water Act 
requirements. The RCRA exemption is not available in these 
cases. 

Id. at 2.  

The Agency’s directive settles the question of whether the RLWTF is 

exempt from RCRA permitting under 40 CFR §§ 270.1 and 260.10. Because 

LANL has held an NPDES permit for Outfall 051 in the past, and clearly was 

required to do so, the directive concludes that the exemption applies. And if, as 

the citizen organizations erroneously maintain, the RLWTF has “eliminated” its 

discharge by employing treatment technology (evaporation equipment) that 

meets or exceeds NPDES requirements, then the directive deems it a “zero 

discharge” facility, and it likewise is entitled to the exemption. 

As the citizen organizations point out, in the past LANL also had 

erroneously assumed that continuous renewal of the NPDES permit for Outfall 

051 was necessary in order for the WWTU exemption to apply. Comments at 5-

7. LANL was mistaken then, just as the citizen organizations are mistaken now. 

II. The Citizen Organizations’ Comments Are Replete With Material 
Errors.  

Finally, the discussion below addresses a number of factual errors and 

misconceptions in the citizen organizations’ Comments that bear on LANL’s use 
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of other outfalls, LANL’s flow estimates for Outfall 051, and statements lifted 

from prior LANL submissions to EPA. 

A. Facts Concerning Discharges From LANL Outfalls. 

The citizen organizations’ Comments contain numerous factual errors in 

describing discharges from various LANL outfalls. Those errors are corrected in 

the discussion below. 

1. Outfall 051. The Comments state that, since 2010, LANL has made 

only a single discharge, on June 18, 2019, from Outfall 051. See, e.g., Comments 

at 4, 18. That is incorrect. LANL has discharged from Outfall 051 on June 18, 

2019, March 10, 2020, and August 18, 2020. These discharges are documented in 

Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) submitted to EPA. The citizen 

organizations’ error may be due to their misplaced reliance on quarterly reports 

submitted to the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Ground Water 

Quality Bureau, which does not have jurisdiction over discharges to surface waters, 

rather than the DMRs LANL has submitted to EPA, which does.  

The discharges in March and August of 2020 are especially noteworthy. As 

the citizen organizations acknowledge, LANL has made it clear that Outfall 051 is 

needed, and will be used, when necessary because the evaporation equipment is 

unavailable or when increased treatment needs arise that would not be handled in 
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the most efficient manner by utilizing the evaporation equipment alone. Comments 

at 12. Since the solar evaporation tanks are not in service, the key equipment is the 

mechanical evaporator. On March 10, 2020, LANL discharged via Outfall 051 

because influent volumes made that advisable even though the mechanical 

evaporator was in service. On August 18, 2020, LANL utilized Outfall 051 

because the mechanical evaporator was down for maintenance, including 

maintenance on the burners. Thus, Outfall 051 is being used precisely as LANL 

has said it would be – as a back-up or supplemental alternative when circumstances 

require. Had Outfall 051 not been permitted to discharge on those dates, LANL 

would have encountered a choice of either violating the CWA or curtailing 

operations at one of DOE’s most important laboratories.  

The citizen organizations are plainly wrong in their repeated assertion that 

such events are “highly unlikely,” see Comments at 20. Discharges from Outfall 

051 are not merely events that “could occur.” See Comments at 15. These 

discharges have occurred in the recent past, and they will occur as required by 

operations in the future, within the limits allowed by the permit. 

In this regard, we note that LANL has recently adjusted its wastewater 

treatment operational plan so as to utilize Outfall 051 as an integral component of 

its operations, rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are 
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expected to be more routine and frequent in the future. As explained in the 

Affidavit of Stuart A. McKernan, Facility Operations Director at LANL 

(ATTACHMENT B), with the evaporation tanks not in service, there will be 

occasions on which influent to the RLWTF will be significant enough that LANL 

will choose to use both the mechanical evaporator and Outfall 051 simultaneously. 

Outfall 051 thus provides both operational flexibility and back-up capability. 

2. Outfall 13S. The Comments assert that “Outfall 13S did not discharge 

between October 2014 and September 2018 and analytical results were taken from 

operational flows.”  This statement misrepresents the information provided in the 

2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application.   Outfall 13S is associated with the LANL 

sanitary wastewater system (SWWS) treatment facility.  This facility and Outfall 

13S are located at a lower elevation than all of the other outfalls at LANL, and the 

2019 Permit NPDES Permit Re-Application clearly states that treated effluent from 

the SWWS can be discharged to Outfall 13S or pumped to the Power Plant Reuse 

Tank (located at a higher elevation).  Treated SWWS effluent that is pumped to the 

Power Plant Reuse Tank is either discharged to Outfall 001 or treated for reuse at 

the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility (SERF).  Outfall 13S is routinely 

maintained, has an automatic flow meter, automatic sampler, and is fully capable 

of receiving SWWS treated effluent based upon demand, volume, and availability 
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of equipment to pump, store, discharge, and/or treat using facilities and equipment 

located at an elevation that is much higher than SWWS.  The outfall provides 

operational flexibility for maintenance, repair, and replacement of equipment (i.e., 

pumps, SERF, Reuse Tank, Outfall 001) and serves as a critical backup should 

LANL be unable to pump to a higher elevation due to equipment failure or an 

increase in treated effluent volume. The analytical data provided on the 2019 

NPDES Permit Re-Application Form 2C were from recently collected 

representative samples of the SWWS effluent before it was pumped to the Power 

Plant Reuse Tank or SWWS de-chlorination for discharge to Outfall 13S.  The 

samples were collected on September 19-20, 2018 and February 22, 2019 (13S 

Fact Sheet Section 5.1). 

3. Outfall 03A027. The Comments assert that “Outfall 03A027 did not 

discharge from September 2016 to at least May 2019, so older monitoring data was 

submitted.” Comments at 20, (quoting from 03A027 LANL Fact Sheet).  This 

statement misrepresents the information provided in the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-

Application.  Outfall 03A027 is located approximately 30 feet downstream from 

Outfall 001 and continues to be capable of receiving SCC Cooling Tower 

blowdown discharges.  In September 2016, the valving on the blowdown line was 

modified to allow discharge to Outfall 03A027, Outfall 001, the Reuse Tank at the 
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Power Plant for recycle at SERF, or the SWWS treatment plant (03A160 Fact 

Sheet Section 2.2 and Attachment B) based upon demand, volume, and 

outfall/equipment availability.  The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application Form 2C 

included analytical data from DMR submittals and representative samples 

collected on August 29, 2018 and February 4, 2019 from a sample port on the SCC 

Cooling Tower blowdown line (03A160 Fact Sheet Section 5.1). 

4. Outfall 03A113. The Comments assert that LANL does not discharge 

or propose to discharge from Outfall 03A113. Comments at 20-21. This conclusion 

apparently was derived from a statement in the Fact Sheet explaining that the 

cooling towers served by this outfall are not currently in use. Id. at 21. The 

Comments misrepresent the information provided in the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-

Application.  Outfall 03A113 receives stormwater and cooling tower blowdown 

from TA-53-293 and TA-53-952 (Fact Sheet Attachment B).  The TA-53-952 

cooling tower discharges routinely to the outfall as shown in Fact Sheet 

Attachment D and the various Discharge Monitoring Reports Submitted for the 

current permit term of October 2014 - Present.  The outfall discharged 529,234 

gallons in 2017, 436,400 gallons in 2018, 198,530 gallons in 2019, and 154,390 

gallons as of October 30, 2020.  Cooling Tower TA-53-293 is in operational 
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standby and is currently not discharging to the outfall, but the permit application 

proposes this as a future discharge source to the outfall. 

5. Outfall 03A160. The Comments erroneously assert that LANL does 

not propose to discharge from this outfall. Id. at 20-21. The statement from the 

Fact Sheet quoted by the citizen organizations plainly states that LANL intends to 

discharge from this outfall if an operational upset prevents the discharge of cooling 

water to the SWWS. The cooling tower blowdown discharged to Outfall 03A160 

was routed to SWWS in May of 2018 to support the recycling of water through the 

SERF facility and to allow the NHMFL to construct a water treatment system and 

perform rehabilitation of the cooling system (i.e., replace heat exchangers, tank 

cleaning, tank integrity testing).  The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

proposed discharges to that outfall based upon historical data and the use of the 

outfall as an operational backup.  The proposed water treatment system mentioned 

in the permit and the cooling system rehabilitation were completed in the summer 

of 2020.  A representative sample of the cooling tower blowdown was recently 

collected, and those supplemental data were provided as an attachment to the Triad 

Comments on the Draft Industrial and Sanitary Wastewater NPDES Permit No. 

NM0028355 published for public comment on November 30, 2019.   
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6. Outfall 05A055. The Comments assert that Outfall 05A055 did not 

discharge between October 2014 and September 2018; that it has not discharged 

since November 2007, and that the analytical results were taken from operational 

flows.  These statements misrepresent the information provided in the 2019 

NPDES Permit Re-Application.   Outfall 05A055 is associated with the High 

Explosives Waste Water Treatment Facility (HEWTF) and is located in a remote 

part of LANL.  The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application clearly states “The 

treatment process is designed to circulate the wastewater through the process 

multiple times prior to storage in the post treatment tanks and discharge to either 

electric evaporators or to Outfall 05A055” (05A055 Fact Sheet Section 2.2.). 

Outfall 05A055 is fully capable of receiving treated HEWTF effluent based upon 

demand, volume, and availability of evaporation equipment.  The outfall provides 

operational flexibility for maintenance, repair and replacement of equipment (i.e., 

evaporator), and serves as a critical backup should LANL be unable to evaporate 

effluent.  There will be occasions when the volume of effluent or equipment 

availability (i.e., evaporator) will require discharge to Outfall 05A055.  This is 

demonstrated in the discharge monitoring reports submitted to the EPA for 

previous discharges to the outfall.  The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application Form 

2C included analytical data from representative samples of the effluent that were 
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collected on September 26, 2018 and January 24, 2019 (05A055 Fact Sheet 

Section 5.1). 

B. Renewal Application Flow Estimates. 

The citizen organizations’ Comments assert that LANL’s estimates of 

average and maximum flow rates at Outfall 051 “are inaccurate and are 

misstatements, since discharges from Outfall 051 ended in 2010 (with a single 

exception, termed an operational readiness discharge).” Comments at 18. As 

demonstrated by the discussion above, the premise of this assertion – that 

discharges from Outfall 051 ended in 2010 – is incorrect. The flow-rate estimates 

are correct; the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application provided volumes and 

frequencies on Form 2C Section II.C that were estimated based upon the total 

capacity of the two treated effluent tanks (20,000 gallons) at the RLWTF and a 

proposed operational scenario where one or both of those tanks discharged four 

days a week and 12 months a year. The proposed discharge volume, therefore, was 

an estimated average volume of 20,000 gallons/day or an estimated maximum 

volume of 40,000 gallons/day.   

C. Misplaced Reliance on Documents Associated With Prior Permits. 

The citizen organizations’ Comments make extensive references to snippets of 

language from LANL submissions and associated documents dating back decades, 
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and they emphasize the fact that LANL requested that some of its prior 

submissions be considered part of the 2019 re-application due to the complex 

nature of the NPDES Permit Re-Application and potential need for supplemental 

information. Comments at 19.  In seeking to ensure that all available data are 

accessible to EPA, LANL obviously did not intend for the Agency to rely on 

outdated or inaccurate information where more recent data are available. 

Information submitted in connection with the 2019 Re-Application supersedes the 

data provided in previous applications to the extent there is conflict and/or overlap. 
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OSWER 9522.1992(01), 1992 WL 754630

Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
OSWER Directive

?? 16, 1992

*1  Mr. Thomas W. Cervino, P.E.
Colonial Pipeline Company
Lenox Towers
3390 Peachtree Road, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30326

Dear Mr. Cervino:
This letter is in response to your August 9, 1991 correspondence requesting a clarification of the conditions under which waste
water treatment units qualify for an exemption from RCRA permitting requirements. In your letter you explained that Colonial
Pipeline Company has several locations that generate waste waters that are hazardous under the toxicity characteristic, and you
asked whether a RCRA permit would be required for a new treatment unit that you are considering.

The primary reason for the waste water treatment exemption is to avoid imposing duplicative requirements pursuant to both
a NPDES permit and a RCRA permit for the same unit. As you are aware, in order for a unit to qualify for this exemption
contained in 40 CFR §264.1(g)(6), it must:
(1) Be part of a waste water treatment facility that is subject to regulation under either Section 402 or 307(b) of the Clean
Water Act;

(2) Receive, treat, or store influent wastewater; or generate, accumulate, treat, or store a wastewater treatment sludge; and,

(3) Meet the definition of tank or tank system in 40 CFR §260.10.

The main question that you raised concerns the first criteria; i.e., which units are considered subject to the Clean Water Act. As
you are aware, the Agency provided some discussion of this requirement in 53 FR 34080 (September 2, 1988) which states that:
“the wastewater treatment unit exemption is intended to cover only tank systems that are part of a wastewater treatment facility
that (1) produces a treated wastewater effluent which is discharged into surface waters or into a POTW sewer system and
therefore is subject to the NPDES or pretreatment requirements of the Clean Water Act, or (2) produces no treated wastewater
effluent as a direct result of such requirements”.

It is important to note that it is not necessary that the Clean Water Act permits actually be issued for the units to be eligible for
the RCRA exemption; it is sufficient that the facility be subject to the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

Based on a review of the information provided, EPA has determined that any of the treatment systems (including the proposed
treatment unit) at the Colonial Pipeline facilities which are currently permitted, were ever permitted, or should have been
permitted under NPDES, all meet the first test of the Section 264.1(g)(6) exemption. The key issue is whether the treatment
system ever had a discharge to surface water, and thus was ever permitted (or should have been permitted) under NPDES. If
there was never a discharge to surface waters, then the exemption criteria is not satisfied. You also mentioned that some of your
facilities employ waste water treatment systems which are regulated in accordance with other applicable state laws, rules, and
regulations. Without more specific information regarding these state requirements and permits, EPA cannot address whether
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OSWER Directive, OSWER 9522.1992(01) (1992)

 © 2020 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 2

these facilities would qualify for the exemption. However, as discussed above, the exemption in the federal regulations would
only be available if the state requirements stem from the identified sections of the Clean Water Act.

*2  With regard to the question of a “zero discharge” facility, EPA would like to clarify the difference between a facility
that produces no treated wastewater as a direct result of Clean Water Act requirements and units that are not required to
obtain an NPDES permit because they do not discharge treated effluent. In the first case, the facility would have had a surface
water discharge at one time, but has since eliminated the discharge as a result of, or by exceeding, NPDES or pretreatment
requirements. Such facility would qualify for the waste water treatment unit exemption under RCRA. In the second case,
the facility never had a surface water discharge, and therefore was never subject to NPDES permitting or clean Water Act
requirements (53 FR 34080). The RCRA exemption is not available in these cases. (We should point out that the language you
referred to on Page 2 of the May 22, 1984 memo on zero discharge has been further refined and clarified by recent program
policies and interpretations.)

There is another management option that my staff has discussed with you on the phone. That approach would be to treat your
waste water in tank units pursuant to the generator accumulation exemption of 40 CFR §262.34. This provision allows generators
of hazardous wastes to treat or store such wastes in tanks or containers for short periods of time (i.e., 90 days) without obtaining
a RCRA permit, provided that all the conditions of §262.34 are met, including compliance with specified tank or container
standards in 40 CFR Part 265. In many cases air strippers may be considered tank units under RCRA and might be eligible for
this exemption. Of course, as long as the treated waste water meets a hazardous waste listing description or exhibits a hazardous
waste characteristic it must continue to be managed as a hazardous waste.

If you have facility-specific questions, please contact individuals in the appropriate EPA Regional Offices. For Region III
(Philadelphia), contact Ms. Susan Sciarratia at (215) 597-7259 and for Region IV (Atlanta), contact Ms. Beth Antley at (404)
347-3433. Should you have further questions about this letter, please contact Glenn Strahs of my staff at (202) 260-4782.
Sincerely,

Sylvia K. Lowrance
Director
Office of Solid Waste

cc:

Kathy Nam, OGC

EPA RCRA Branch Chiefs, Regions I-X

Barbara Simcoe, ASTSWMO

OSWER 9522.1992(01), 1992 WL 754630

End of Document © 2020 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE REGION SIX REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR 
 

In the matter of:  
 

    CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR  
    NUCLEAR SAFETY,  
    HONOR OUR PUEBLO EXISTENCE, AND  
    NEW MEXICO ACEQUIA ASSOCIATION:  
    COMMENTS ON PROPOSED  
    RENEWAL OF NPDES PERMIT  
    NM 0028355 FOR LOS ALAMOS  
    NATIONAL LABORATORY,  
    RADIOACTIVE LIQUID WASTE  
    TREATMENT FACILITY  

 
SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS OF  

CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR NUCLEAR SAFETY,  
HONOR OUR PUEBLO EXISTENCE, AND 
NEW MEXICO ACEQUIA ASSOCIATION  

ON PROPOSED RENEWAL  
OF NPDES PERMIT # NM0028355  

 
 

These supplemental comments on the proposed renewal of National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) Permit No. NM0028355 are filed on 

behalf of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (“CCNS”), Honor Our Pueblo 

Existence (“H.O.P.E.”), and the New Mexico Acequia Association (“NMAA”) 

(collectively, “Citizens”).   

1. The Department of Energy (“DOE”) has filed supplemental arguments 

(Feb. 25, 2021) (“Supp.”) in pursuit of renewal of an NPDES permit for Outfall 
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051 at the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (“RLWTF”).  These 

materials state DOE’s current intentions as to the operation of that facility. 

2. As is detailed in Citizens’ Comments (Oct. 15, 2020), DOE adopted a 

“zero liquid discharge” program at the RLWTF in 1998 and carried out that 

program by installing mechanical evaporator equipment in about 2010 and 

constructing solar evaporation “tanks” in 2012.  The tanks are still undergoing 

permitting.  Despite the successful program to eliminate discharges, DOE seeks a 

renewed Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq. (“CWA”), permit under the 

NPDES, 33 U.S.C. § 1342.   

3. The NPDES statute authorizes EPA to issue a permit for a 

“discharge,” and DOE is correct that the statutory and regulatory references to 

discharges are “forward-looking.”  (Supp. 3).  As to its intentions, DOE has stated 

that it seeks a permit for the RLWTF’s Outfall 051 for the purpose of discharging 

if the evaporation equipment is out of service or the quantity of wastewater is such 

that additional disposal methods, beyond the evaporation units, are required.  DOE 

states: 

The operating principle has been that, if the evaporation equipment 
operates reliably and continuously, and if the wastewater volume does 
not increase due to a change in the Laboratory’s mission, then Outfall 
051 should not be needed.  
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(Supp. 13.  See also Supp. 3, 8; Citizen Comments, ¶ 37-41).  In its supplemental 

comments, DOE adds only that it plans to operate Outfall 051 in an “integral” 

manner (Supp.  13, “integral role,” 18, “integral component”) with the evaporation 

equipment.  DOE does not explain this statement, but it clearly does not amount to 

a plan or proposal actually to discharge via the outfall in the future.  DOE offers no 

commitment to use the outfall at any particular time or for discharge of any 

particular amount of wastewater or pollutants. 

4. In a Notice of Planned Change (Feb. 25, 2021), filed with the 

supplemental comments, DOE substitutes new data concerning the volume of 

possible discharges from Outfall 051 for the “estimates” previously provided.  The 

previous “estimates” expressed only the quantity of discharges that is theoretically 

possible—not planned or proposed.  The latest figures, derived from a discharge 

made in 2020, do not represent a quantity that DOE plans or proposes to discharge 

in the future.  DOE’s position remains that it wishes to discharge via Outfall 051 

only if the evaporation equipment is unavailable or its needs to discharge 

wastewater change.  In proceedings held by the State of New Mexico, testimony 

from two expert witnesses has established that the occurrence of such 

circumstances is “highly unlikely.”  (Ex. AAA to Citizens’ Comments). 

5. The Clean Water Act authorizes EPA only to issue a NPDES permit 

for a “discharge.”  33 U.S.C. § 1342(a).  DOE argues that its stated intention to 
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discharge only if certain conditions occur—i.e., when and if evaporation 

equipment is unavailable or additional capacity is needed, if ever—is sufficient to 

support a NPDES permit.  DOE also contends that, if it obtains a NPDES permit 

for Outfall 051, it would then be entitled to the Wastewater treatment unit 

exemption, 42 U.S.C. § 6903(27); 40 C.F.R. § 260.10 (Tank system, Wastewater 

treatment unit); § 264.1(g)(6), from hazardous waste regulation under the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. § 6921 et seq. (“RCRA”), for the entire 

RLWTF.  DOE is in error on both issues. 

6. DOE’s argument is presented entirely without reference to the 

applicable statute and regulations, which control here.  Under the CWA, EPA’s 

only authority to grant a NPDES permit is § 1342, which authorizes EPA to issue a 

permit only for the “discharge of any pollutant, or combination of pollutants.”  33 

U.S.C. § 1342(a).  Numerous decisions have established that the statutory element 

of a “discharge” is clear under Chevron 1, Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Res. 

Def. Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843 n.9 (1984), analysis and is not met by 

anything less.  Where there is no discharge, EPA has no authority to issue a permit.  

Recent cases are Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc. v. U.S. EPA, 399 F.3d 486 (2d Cir. 

2005), and National Pork Producers Council v. U.S. EPA, 635 F.3d 738 (5th Cir. 

2011).  In unambiguous language, Waterkeeper states that the CWA requires a 

discharge to support an NPDES permit: 
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Congress left little room for doubt about the meaning of the term 
"discharge of any pollutant." The Act expressly defines the term to 
mean "(A) any addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any 
point source, [or] (B) any addition of any pollutant to the waters of the 
contiguous zone or the ocean from any point source other than a 
vessel or other floating craft." 33 U.S.C. § 1362(12).  Thus, in the 
absence of an actual addition of any pollutant to navigable waters 
from any point, there is no point source discharge, no statutory 
violation, no statutory obligation of point sources to comply with EPA 
regulations for point source discharges, and no statutory obligation of 
point sources to seek or obtain an NPDES permit in the first instance.    
 

Waterkeeper, 399 F.3d at 504-05.  The Second Circuit emphasized that its decision 

was based on Chevron 1 analysis:  

For all these reasons, we believe that the Clean Water Act, on its face, 
prevents the EPA from imposing, upon CAFOs [concentrated animal 
feeding operations], the obligation to seek an NPDES permit or 
otherwise demonstrate that they have no potential to discharge. See 
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 
U.S. 837, 842-43, 81 L. Ed. 2d 694, 104 S. Ct. 2778 (1984) (where 
Congress has “directly spoken to the precise question at issue” and 
“the intent of Congress is clear, that is the end of the matter; for the 
court, as well as the agency, must give effect to the unambiguously 
expressed intent of Congress.”).   
 

Id. 506 (footnote omitted).   

7. DOE asserts that Waterkeeper holds only that EPA may not require an 

NPDES application from a non-discharging entity.  (Supp. 5).  However, the 

decision is emphatic that a person who has only an asserted “potential” to 

discharge—as DOE claims the RLWTF does—is not subject to the CWA: 

The CAFO Rule violates this statutory scheme. It imposes obligations 
on all CAFOs regardless of whether or not they have, in fact, added 
any pollutants to the navigable waters, i.e., discharged any pollutants. 
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After all, the Rule demands that every CAFO owner or operator either 
apply for a permit - and comply with the effluent limitations 
contained in the permit - or affirmatively demonstrate that no permit 
is needed because there is "no potential to discharge." See 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 122.23(d) and (f). In the EPA's view, such demands are 
appropriate because all CAFOs have the potential to discharge 
pollutants. See Preamble to the Final Rule at 7202 ("The 'duty to 
apply' provision is based on the presumption that every CAFO has a 
potential to discharge."). While we appreciate the policy 
considerations underlying the EPA's approach in the CAFO Rule, 
however, we are without authority to permit it because it contravenes 
the regulatory scheme enacted by Congress; the Clean Water Act 
gives the EPA jurisdiction to regulate and control only actual 
discharges - not potential discharges, and certainly not point sources 
themselves. See National Resources Defense Council v. EPA, 273 
U.S. App. D.C. 180, 859 F.2d 156, 170 (D.C. Cir. 1988) (noting that 
"the [Act] does not empower the agency to regulate point sources 
themselves; rather, EPA's jurisdiction under the operative statute is 
limited to regulating the discharge of pollutants"). To the extent that 
policy considerations do warrant changing the statutory scheme, "such 
considerations address themselves to Congress, not to the courts." 
MCI Telecomms. Corp. v. AT&T Co., 512 U.S. 218, 234, 129 L. Ed. 
2d 182, 114 S. Ct. 2223 (1994) (citation omitted). 	
 

Waterkeeper, 399 F.3d at 505.   
  

8.  In National Pork, the Fifth Circuit concurred with the Second 

Circuit’s	reasoning and decision:  

The Second Circuit's decision is clear: without a discharge, the EPA 
has no authority and there can be no duty to apply for a permit.  

*          *          * 
Because the issues presented in Waterkeeper are similar to the issues 
presented here, we find the Second Circuit's analysis to be instructive 
and persuasive.  Accordingly, we decline to uphold the EPA's 
requirement that CAFOs that propose to discharge apply for an 
NPDES permit.   
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National Pork, 635 F.3d at 750.   In Waterkeeper and National Pork EPA did not 

seek certiorari to challenge the court of appeals rulings and instead withdrew the 

contested regulations.  EPA, Revised Regulation in Response to Waterkeeper 

Decision, 71 Fed. Reg. 37744 (June 30, 2006); EPA, Removal of Vacated 

Elements in Response to 2011 Court Decision, 77 Fed. Reg. 44494 (July 30, 2012).  

EPA stated publicly that a non-discharging facility is outside its regulatory reach: 

The EPA accepts the decision of the Court that vacated the 
requirement that CAFOs that propose to discharge apply for NPDES 
permits and the EPA lacks the discretion to reach a different 
conclusion. 
 

77 Fed. Reg. 44494, 4496. 
      
9. DOE contends that Waterkeeper and National Pork “had nothing to 

do with EPA’s authority to issue CWA permits, but focused instead on EPA’s lack 

of authority to require persons to apply for permits in the absence of actual 

pollutant discharges—as if the questions were unrelated.  Obviously, they are not 

unrelated, as those cases expressly state.  Both decisions hold that EPA cannot 

lawfully issue a CWA permit for a so-called “potential” discharge, and therefore 

EPA cannot demand a permit application for a “potential” discharge.   

10. These court of appeals decisions follow the Chevron 1 principle that, 

if a court, employing traditional tools of statutory construction, ascertains that 

Congress had an intention on the precise question at issue, that intention is the law 
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and must be given effect.  Chevron, 467 U.S. at 843 n.9.  See also INS v. Cardoza-

Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421, 447 (1987).   

11. The Supreme Court has elaborated concerning the clear language of 

33 U.S.C. § 1342(a):  

The triggering statutory term here is not the word ‘discharge’ alone, 
but ‘discharge of a pollutant,’ a phrase made narrower by its specific 
definition requiring an ‘addition’ of a pollutant to the water.  § 
1362(12).   
 

S.D. Warren Co. v. Maine Board of Environmental Protection, 547 U.S. 370, 381-

82 (2006).  National Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 

1982), accordingly holds that  

to require NPDES permits, five elements must be present (1) a 
pollutant must be (2) added (3) to navigable waters (4) from (5) a 
point source.   
 

National Wildlife Federation v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580 (D.C. Cir. 

1988), restates the same principles.  Id. at 583.  As the Tenth Circuit has stated:   

The CWA sets forth guidelines for the NPDES permits for the 
discharge of pollutants in Section 402, 33 U.S.C. § 1342.  To establish 
a violation of these sections, a plaintiff must prove that the defendant 
(1) discharged (2) a pollutant (3) into navigable waters (4) from a 
point source (5) without a permit. 
 

Sierra Club v. El Paso Gold Mines, 421 F.3d 1133, 1141-1142 (10th Cir. 2005).  

Further, In re Lowell Vos, 2009 EPA ALJ Lexis 8 (2009), states that “EPA agrees 

that it cannot require one to obtain an NPDES permit on the basis of a mere 

potential to discharge.”  Id. at *63.    
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12. In addition, the CWA requires permits issued by EPA1 to be subject to 

these terms:    

(1) To issue permits which--  
* *          * 

(C) can be terminated or modified for cause including, but not limited 
to, the following:  

* *          * 
(iii) change in any condition that requires either a temporary or 
permanent reduction or elimination of the permitted discharge . . .   
 

33 U.S.C. § 1342(b)(1).  Thus, under the CWA, in the event that there is no 

discharge, the permit is subject to termination. 

13. Regulatory exclusions from the requirement of a permit for a 

discharge cannot stand.  See, e.g., National Cotton Council v. U.S. EPA, 553 F.3d 

927 (6th Cir. 2009) (regulatory exclusion for pesticides applied in accordance with 

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act held in conflict with CWA); 

Northwest Environmental Advocates v. U.S. EPA, 537 F.3d 1006 (9th Cir. 2008) 

(exclusion for ship discharges held in conflict with CWA); Northern Plains 

Research Council v. Fidelity Exploration and Development Co., 325 F.3d 1155 

(9th Cir. 2003) (exemption for disposal of produced water held preempted by 

CWA); League of Wilderness Defenders v. Forsgren, 309 F.3d 1181 (9th Cir. 

2001) (EPA lacks authority to exempt point source from permit requirement); 

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Costle, 568 F.2d 1369, 1377 (D.C. Cir. 
                                         

1 The quoted language refers to authorized state programs.  Under § 1342(a)(3), 
EPA’s federal program must contain the same requirements.   
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1977) (exclusions for silvicultural, various animal feeding operations, and other 

operations held unauthorized).   	

14. The reviewing court in each case held the CWA unambiguous and, 

therefore, its analysis invoked Chevron 1:  “The Clean Water Act is not 

ambiguous.  Further, it is a fundamental precept of this Court that we interpret 

unambiguous expressions of Congressional will as written.”  National Cotton 

Council, 553 F.3d at 929.  “The text of the statute clearly covers the discharge at 

issue here.”  Northwest Environmental Advocates, 553 F.3d at 1021. “The reasons 

for our conclusion are apparent from the statute’s terms.”  Northern Plains 

Research Council, 325 F.3d at 1160.  “The Forest Service’s argument fails because 

the statute is clear and unambiguous.”  League of Wilderness Defenders, 309 F.3d 

at 1185. “The wording of the statute, legislative history, and precedents are clear. . 

. . We find a plain Congressional intent to require permits in any situation of 

pollution from point sources.”  Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Costle, 

568 F.2d at 1377, 1383.     	

15. If the CWA had left any room for doubt, Chevron 2 analysis shows 

that DOE’s argument is not a “permissible” reading of the statute. Where statutory 

language is ambiguous, the Court may “turn to the relevant regulatory definition in 

understanding the statutory meaning of [the] term.”  Dalzell v. RP Steamboat 

Springs, LLC, 781 F.3d 1201, 1209 (10th Cir. 2015).  In Seneca-Cayuga Tribe of 
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Oklahoma v. National Indian Gaming Commission, 327 F.3d 1019 (10th Cir. 

2003), the court pointed out that the responsible agency’s regulations offer 

important guidance as to the meaning of ambiguous terms, and, if reasonable, may 

be considered controlling:  

[C]onsiderable weight should be accorded to an executive 
department's construction of a statutory scheme it is entrusted to 
administer, and the principles of deference to administrative 
interpretations . . . consistently followed . . . whenever decision as to 
the meaning or reach of a statute [] involves reconciling conflicting 
policies, and a full understanding of the force of the statutory policy 
in the given situation [] depends upon more than ordinary knowledge 
respecting the matters subjected to agency regulations.   
 

Seneca-Cayuga Tribe, 327 F.3d at 1036.  Thus, deference to an agency’s 

regulations rests upon “the notion that the ‘rule-making process bears some 

resemblance to the legislative process and serves to temper the resultant rules such 

that they are likely to withstand vigorous scrutiny.’”  Id. at 1036.  Finding the 

regulation a reasonable construction, the Court stated that “we therefore accord it 

‘controlling weight’.”  United States v. 162 Megamania Gambling Devices, 231 

F.3d 713, 718-19 (quoting Chevron, 467 U.S. at 842-44); see also Seneca-Cayuga 

Tribe, supra, at 1040, 1043.  

16. Here, EPA’s regulations offer a clarifying construction.  EPA is 

authorized to “prescribe such regulations as are necessary to carry out the functions 

under this Act.”  33 U.S.C. § 1361(a).  Under 40 C.F.R. § 122.21, a person who 

“discharges or proposes to discharge” a pollutant has a “duty to apply”—thus, a 
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statutory requirement—to obtain an NPDES permit.  To “propose” is to purpose, 

plan or intend.  Webster’s New World Dictionary, 2d ed.  Other regulatory 

language makes plain that a proposed discharge is one that is actually planned and 

thereafter carried out.  See 40 C.F.R. § 122.21(c).  Thus, one who proposes to 

discharge actually intends to do so; the proposal is not a hypothetical prospect, nor 

speculation about the possibility of a future discharge in prospective conditions; 

such would fall outside “the bounds of reasonable interpretation,” Arlington v. 

FCC, 569 U.S. 290, 296 (2013), because it would reduce what Congress enacted as 

a clear limit upon permit issuance to an unverifiable and meaningless product of 

the imagination. 

17. For such reasons the additional five outfalls that DOE seeks to include 

in a CWA permit, but which do not currently discharge nor propose to discharge, 

cannot lawfully be permitted under 33 U.S.C. § 1342.  The CWA does not regulate 

an outfall that serves only as a backup or potential discharge point, for use if 

certain conditions are met.  The CWA regulates only an outfall that actually 

discharges or proposes to discharge.2       

                                         
2 Thus, the listed discharge points do not come within 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1) or 40 
C.F.R. § 122.21(a)(1): 

1. Outfall 13S:  The supplemental comments state that this outfall “is fully 
capable of receiving SWWS (Sanitary Wastewater Treatment System) 
treated effluent based upon demand, volume, and availability of equipment 
to pump, store, discharge, and/or treat using facilities and equipment located 
at an elevation that is much higher than SWWS.”  (Supp. 19 – 20).   
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However, no discharge is claimed to be ongoing or proposed.  40 C.F.R. § 
122.21(a).  There is no legal basis for a permit for this outfall.  The October 
28, 2020 DOE submittal to EPA, titled “NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 
Monthly Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) for September 2020, 
Quarterly DMRs for July 2020 – September 2020, Yearly DMRs for 
October 2019 – September 2020, and Term DMRs for October 2014 – 
September 2020,” states “No Discharge October 2014 – September 2020,” 
“No discharge to Cañada del Buey,” and “No Discharge to Outfall During 
Monitoring Period.”  EPC-DO: 20-346, LA-UR 20-28634.   

2. Outfall 03A027:  This outfall is said to be “capable of receiving SCC 
Cooling Tower blowdown discharges.”  (Supp. 20).  Again, no discharge is 
claimed to be ongoing or proposed.  40 C.F.R. § 122.21(a).  There is no legal 
basis for a permit for this outfall.  DOE also reported [No Data Indicator 
Code] NODI=C, meaning there was no discharge from the outfall.  The 
monthly and quarterly DMRs report “The Outfall Pipe capped on 9/9/2016.  
No Discharge During Monitoring Period.”  The yearly DMR states, “No 
Discharge to Outfall 027 this monitoring period.”  Id. 

3. Outfall 03A113:  The supplemental comments state that the outfall 
discharged certain amounts in 2017 through 2020, but adds:  “Cooling 
Tower TA-53-293 is in operational standby and is no longer discharging to 
the outfall, but the permit application proposes this as a future discharge 
source to the outfall.”  (Supp. 21 – 22).  Once again, no discharge is claimed 
to be ongoing or proposed.  40 C.F.R. § 122.21(a).  There is no legal basis 
for a permit for this outfall. 

4. Outfall 03A160:  The supplemental comments state:  “The 2019 NPDES 
Permit Re-Application proposed discharges to that outfall based upon 
historical data and the use of the outfall as an operational backup.”  (Supp. 
22).  Thus, no discharge is claimed to be ongoing or proposed.  40 C.F.R. § 
122.21(a).  There is no legal basis for a permit for this outfall.  DOE 
reported, “No Discharge During Monitoring Period,” on the monthly, 
quarterly and yearly DMRs.  Id. 

5. Outfall 05A055:  DOE states in its supplemental comments: “The outfall 
provides operational flexibility for maintenance, repair, and replacement of 
equipment (i.e., evaporator), and serves as a critical backup should LANL be 
unable to evaporate effluent.”  (Supp. 23).  Thus, no discharge is claimed to 
be ongoing or proposed.  40 C.F.R. § 122.21(a).  There is no legal basis for a 
permit for this outfall.  DOE reported, “No Discharge During Monitoring 
Period,” on the monthly, quarterly and yearly DMRs.  Id. 
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18. DOE also urges that the statutory limits enforced in Waterkeeper and 

National Pork must be ignored if the permit applicant requested the permit.  (Supp. 

5).  DOE contends that Waterkeeper and National Pork say nothing about issuance 

of a NPDES permit to a person who “voluntarily” requests one.  (Supp. 5 – 6).  

That issue was not presented in those cases, because there a NPDES permit was 

not desired for its exemptive powers; here, it is.     

19. But the CWA does not authorize a permit that is “requested” as 

distinguished from a permit for a “discharge.”  The statutory limitation to a 

discharge is a jurisdictional requirement.  Waterkeeper, 399 F.3d at 505.  If DOE’s 

theory is correct—that EPA may issue a NPDES permit to an entity that does not 

discharge nor propose to discharge, so long as the person requests a permit—then 

there would be no limitation on EPA’s power to issue a permit.  (Supp. 5-6).  Such 

a situation would violate the principle that Congress may not delegate legislative 

authority: 

[I]n Mistretta v. United States, 488 U.S. 361 (1989), we revisited the 
nondelegation doctrine and reaffirmed our longstanding principle that 
so long as Congress provides an administrative agency with standards 
guiding its actions such that a court could "ascertain whether the will 
of Congress has been obeyed," no delegation of legislative authority 
trenching on the principle of separation of powers has occurred. Id., at 
379, quoting Yakus v. United States, 321 U.S. 414, 426  (1944).  See 
American Power & Light Co. v. SEC, supra, at 105 (It is 
"constitutionally sufficient if Congress clearly delineates the general 
policy, the public agency which is to apply it, and the boundaries of 
this delegated authority. Private rights are protected by access to the 
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courts to test the application of the policy in the light of these 
legislative declarations").	
 

Skinner v. Mid-America Pipeline Co., 490 U.S. 212, 218-19 (1989).  Here, 

Congress delegated to EPA the authority to issue a permit only for a “discharge,” 

not for a possible future discharge that is not planned or expected but only 

imagined, and certainly not for a person who simply requests a permit for its own 

convenience.  If Congress had authorized EPA to issue a permit on request, a 

serious question of unconstitutional delegation of authority without standards or 

policy direction would be presented. 

20. Moreover, the concept of a “voluntary” request for a permit cannot 

stand scrutiny.  All permits are requested “voluntarily” in response to an 

applicant’s needs and the prevailing legal provisions.  To seek indicia of 

“voluntariness” in order to uphold an unauthorized permit is a fool’s errand and 

would only encourage the fabrication of permitting history.  Once the NPDES 

permit process begins, the regulatory structure is entirely mandatory.  See, e.g., 40 

C.F.R. § 122.21(f), (g).  The idea that EPA can disregard the statutory limits when 

an entity “requests” a sought-after permit not only would nullify the CWA’s 

jurisdictional limits but also would introduce profound mischief, e.g., by 

authorizing EPA to hand out unnecessary CWA permits to non-discharging 

entities, which permits would carry an exemption from hazardous waste regulation.  

This malign concept has no source in the law Congress enacted. 



 

16 
 

21. DOE asserts that the possible need for an immediate discharge 

supports issuance of a permit “just in case” of an emergency.  (Supp. 4).  This 

argument simply ignores the statutory limitation that requires a “discharge.”  

Moreover, here such a need is imaginary.  When the RLWTF was reconstructed for 

zero-liquid-discharge, indoor storage tanks sufficient to hold 300,000 gallons of 

effluent were installed.  RLWTF Closure Plan, DP-1132 (July 2016) at 15 

(AR0001597) and Appendix A, Table 7 at 50 (AR0001632).  Even if both 

evaporation systems were somehow inoperative, the RLWTF has storage capacity 

in the solar evaporation tanks sufficient to hold more than seven months of output. 

Petition to EAB, Ex. 1 (AR0000198) (solar evaporation tank capacity is 754,036 

gallons); see also Petition to EAB, Ex. 2 (AR0000204) (in 2009 RLWTF 

discharged 4,401,900 liters or 1,162,859 gallons).  Talk of an emergency that 

compels a sudden discharge is simply a fantasy.   

22. Moreover, EPA in construing the CWA must consider the impact of 

its permitting action upon RCRA coverage.  DOE argues (Supp. 16) that a CWA 

permit for Outfall 051 will confer upon the RLWTF an exemption from RCRA 

regulation under the Wastewater treatment unit exemption.  Such is DOE’s evident 

motive in seeking a permit; thus, DOE seeks to set up a conflict between CWA and 

RCRA regulation.  But EPA is charged with application of both CWA and RCRA.  

33 U.S.C. § 1251(d); 42 U.S.C. § 6921.  EPA has no authority to “pick and 
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choose” the federal law that it will apply and, instead, must seek to give effect to 

both.  Epic Sys. Corp. v. Lewis, 138 S. Ct. 1612, 1624 (2018); Morton v. Mancari, 

417 U.S. 535, 551 (1974).  EPA must consider the impact of a CWA permit on 

RCRA enforcement.  DOE asks EPA to adopt an incorrect construction of the 

CWA requirement of a “discharge” that renders both statutes ineffective:  The 

CWA permit would regulate nothing, because there is no discharge, but, by DOE’s 

reading, it would block the RCRA process, thwarting RCRA’s preventive 

purposes.  To the contrary, where the CWA has no role to play, EPA should not 

uselessly expand the supposed jurisdiction of the CWA to bar RCRA from 

protecting human health and the environment. 

23. Citizens do not agree that the Wastewater treatment unit exemption 

properly should apply to the RLWTF, as DOE contends (Supp. 16), even if a CWA 

permit were issued for Outfall 051.  At present, substantially all of the wastewater 

from the RLWTF is disposed of by evaporation.  The evaporation equipment—

both the existing mechanical evaporator and the constructed, but not yet 

operational, solar evaporation tanks—is entirely unregulated, and it would not be 

regulated in the renewal permit.  In contrast, under RCRA, all such equipment 

would be regulated under a permit.  Moreover, contrary to DOE’s argument, EPA 

has issued its opinion letter, discussed below, stating that a facility like the 

RLWTF is not an exempt Wastewater treatment unit.     
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24. Specifically, a “Wastewater treatment unit” is defined in 40 C.F.R. § 

260.10: 

Wastewater treatment unit means a device which:  
(1) Is part of a wastewater treatment facility that is subject to 
regulation under either section 402 or 307(b) of the Clean Water Act; 
and  
(2) Receives and treats or stores an influent wastewater that is a 
hazardous waste as defined in § 261.3 of this chapter, . . . and  
(3) Meets the definition of tank or tank system in § 260.10 of this 
chapter.  

 
EPA explained in issuing the rule in 1988 that the exemption applies to a tank 

system that is part of a facility that is subject to CWA Section 302 regulation, but 

does not apply when the tank system is also used for a different purpose: 

[A]ny hazardous waste tank system that is used to store or treat the 
wastewater that is managed at an on-site wastewater treatment facility 
with a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit . . . . is exempt from the RCRA regulations.  

          *          *          *         
EPA intends that this exemption apply to any tank system that 
manages hazardous wastewater and is dedicated for use with an on-
site wastewater treatment facility. However, if a tank system, in 
addition to being used in conjunction with an on-site wastewater 
treatment facility, is used on a routine or occasional basis to store or 
treat a hazardous wastewater prior to shipment off-site for treatment, 
storage, or disposal, it is not covered by this exemption.  
 

53 Fed. Reg. 34079, 34080 (Sept. 2, 1988).   
 
 25. In 1998, EPA issued an Agency opinion letter concerning a tank 

system that was used for wastewater treatment in certain months, and used for 

other purposes for the remainder of the year—just as the RLWTF is used to 
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dispose of wastewater by evaporation, in addition to potentially using the CWA-

permitted outfall.  EPA stated that the Wastewater treatment unit exemption does 

not apply to such a tank system: 

You ask what EPA meant by the language “dedicated” [for use with 
an on-site wastewater treatment facility] and offer two possible 
interpretations.  One interpretation, you suggest, is that the WWTU 
must be dedicated solely for wastewater treatment at all times.  A 
second interpretation, you suggest, is an “alternating use” scenario in 
which a WWTU may operate as a WWTU for a portion of the year, 
dedicated for wastewater treatment for that period of time in use, and 
then operate as an accumulation tank for a different part of the year.  
The Agency confirms the first interpretation, described above.  That 
is, in order to satisfy the WWTU exemption, a tank must be dedicated 
solely for on-site wastewater treatment at all times and for no other 
purpose.  EPA believes that the preamble language is clear on this 
point.  EPA did not intend the WWTU exemption to apply in 
situations involving “dual use” of a tank (when a tank is concurrently 
used for wastewater treatment and for another purpose).  Nor did EPA 
intend for the exemption to apply in situations, such as the one your 
letter describes, involving “alternating use” of the tank. 
 

Letter, E.A. Cosworth, OSW, to Susan Pendleton, ERM New England, Inc., RO 

14262.  Reflecting this interpretation, section 4.6 of the current Hazardous Waste 

Act (“HWA”) permit for LANL states that the Wastewater treatment unit 

exemption shall apply to the RLWTF only if all wastewater is discharged through 

the NPDES-regulated Outfall 051 or as authorized by that NPDES permit: 

The Permittees shall discharge all treated wastewater from the TA-50 
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through the 
outfall permitted under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act, or 
as otherwise authorized by the terms of an applicable Clean Water Act 
permit that regulates the treatment and use of wastewater. If the 
Permittees intentionally discharge through a location other than the 
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permitted outfall or as otherwise authorized, they will fail to comply 
with this requirement, and as a consequence the wastewater treatment 
unit exemption under 40 CFR § 264.1(g)(6) will no longer apply to 
the RLWTF.  https://www.env.nm.gov/hazardous-waste/lanl-permit/  
    

Since most of the RLWTF’s wastewater is disposed of not through Outfall 051 nor 

pursuant to the NPDES permit, but by evaporation, the exemption does not apply.   

26. DOE tells the Agency that the RLWTF is entitled to the Wastewater 

treatment unit exemption based upon a 1992 EPA opinion letter by S.K Lowrance 

to T.W. Cervino.  (Supp. 15-16).  The letter claims exemption of “facilities which 

are permitted, were ever permitted, or should have been permitted under NPDES,” 

and DOE asserts that such wording means that the RLWTF, which now has a 

NPDES permit for Outfall 051, is entitled to an exemption, because it was 

permitted—i.e., “ever.”  So stating, DOE seeks to stretch the Agency’s statements 

to meet the RLWTF.  Certainly, the RLWTF has historically been permitted.  But 

neither the CWA nor its regulations authorize a perpetual permit.  In 1998 LANL 

adopted the “zero-liquid-discharge” program, and the facility was changed and 

rebuilt; evaporation equipment was installed, and discharges effectively stopped.  

The fact that a facility was once permitted under the NPDES but was then changed 

to eliminate discharges, and so is not the same facility, does not support a new 

NPDES permit.        

27. DOE elaborates upon its theory that EPA’s stormwater regulation 

program somehow proves that EPA may issue a NPDES permit for a non-
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discharging facility.  DOE states that the stormwater program regulates “episodic” 

discharges.  (Supp. 8 – 9).  “Episodic” discharges occur at intervals, and the 

intervals may be unpredictable.  But the point is:  there will be actual stormwater 

discharges in the future, because there will be precipitation, although the weather 

dictates the timing.  The stormwater program addresses the discharges attributable 

to such precipitation, which are significant.  EPA in 1990 offered an assessment of 

the nature of the stormwater problem: 

The Assessment concluded that pollution from diffuse sources, such 
as runoff from agricultural, urban areas, construction sites, land 
disposal and resource extraction, is cited by the States as the leading 
cause of water quality impairment. These sources appear to be 
increasingly important contributors of use impairment as discharges 
of industrial process wastewaters and municipal sewage plants come 
under increased control and as intensified data collection efforts 
provide additional information.  
 

EPA, NPDES Permit Application Regulations for Storm Water Discharges, 55 

Fed. Reg. 47990, Background and Water Quality Concerns (Nov. 16, 1990).  The 

stormwater program clearly deals with massive discharges of contaminated waters.  

A very different question is presented by the current permit proposal:  Whether a 

permit may issue where there is no discharge and no plan to discharge at all.  The 

stormwater program offers no guidance on that question.   

CONCLUSION 

It is not for EPA to break through the jurisdictional limits of the CWA to 

issue a permit that blocks the application of federal hazardous waste laws to a 
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facility that admittedly treats and stores hazardous waste, and is required under 

RCRA to adhere to stringent regulations in the handling of such dangerous 

substances.  The CWA permit for outfalls that have no plan to discharge has no 

legal basis and should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/___________________________________ 
Lindsay A. Lovejoy, Jr. 
3600 Cerrillos Road, Unit 1001A 
Santa Fe, NM 87507 
Attorney for Citizens 
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety 
Honor Our Pueblo Existence 
New Mexico Acequia Association 
 
March 29, 2021 
 

 



 

 

 

EXHIBIT H 

  



Catholic Charities Gallup:  Office of Life, Peace, Justice & Creation, 
Nuclear Watch New Mexico, Partnership for Earth Spirituality,  

Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center,  
Tri-Valley CAREs (Communities Against a Radioactive Environment),  

Taoseños for Peaceful and Sustainable Futures,  
Tewa Women United, Tularosa Basin Downwinders Consortium,  

Youth United for Climate Crisis Action (YUCCA) 
 
 
November 2, 2020 
 
 
By email:  rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov 
 
 
Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 
NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 
1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 
Dallas, TX  75270 
 
Re:   Public Comment about the draft Industrial Wastewater Discharge  

Clean Water Act National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
Permit for Los Alamos National Laboratory No. NM0028355 

 
Dear Ms. Rosborough: 
     
Please accept these comments from nine non-governmental organizations about the 
above-referenced draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit for Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).  
We urge the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to remove those facilities from the 
permit that handle, treat and store hazardous waste, but have no plan or intention to 
discharge.  
 
We object to LANL asking the EPA to issue a Clean Water Act permit for industrial 
facilities that have no plan or intention to discharge wastewater to the environment.  
Clean Water Act permits may be granted only for “the discharge of any pollutant, or 
combination of pollutants.”  33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).    
 
We object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous 
waste, but have no plan or intention to discharge.  Such Clean Water Act permitting 
confers an exemption from more stringent Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) hazardous waste laws and regulations.  42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq.  The only reason 
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to issue a Clean Water Act permit is to illegitimately exempt LANL facilities from 
RCRA. 
 
We object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have no plan or 
intention to discharge, as listed below:  
 

• Outfall 051 - Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF), located at 
Technical Area 50 (TA-50).  “The facility has a mechanical evaporation system 
and Outfall 051 has not discharged since” November 2010.  EPA Fact Sheet, p. 7.  
 
Since 1998, LANL has worked to reconstruct the RLWTF to become a “zero 
liquid discharge” facility, which was completed in November 2010 with the 
installation and operation of a mechanical evaporation system.   
 
LANL’s permit renewal application incorporates by reference the previous 
application, which says LANL does not intend to discharge via Outfall 051 
except when both evaporation systems are inoperative, i.e., in highly unlikely 
circumstances.  
 

• Outfall 03A027 - Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) Cooling Tower, located 
at TA-3.  “Outfall 03A027 did not discharge from September 2016 and to at least 
May 2019, so older monitoring data was submitted.”  Id., p. 5. 
 

• Outfall 03A113 - Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) facility, 
located at TA-53.  “The cooling towers identified as TA-53-293 are not currently 
in use but could return to service in the future.”  Id., p. 5 – 6. 

 
• Outfall 03A160 - National High Magnetic Field Laboratory cooling towers, 

located at TA-35.  Treated water is being “discharged” to the Sanitary 
Wastewater System (SWWS) Plant, located at TA-46.  Id., p. 6 and App. H, p. H-4.  

 
• Outfall 05A055 - High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility, located at TA-

16 in Cañon de Valle.  “Since November of 2007, the HEWTF has used the 
electric evaporator and not discharged through the permitted outfall.”  Id., pp. 6 
– 7, and H-125 of 135.  

 
Further, some of these facilities also handle, treat and store not only hazardous waste, 
but radioactive transuranic (TRU) (plutonium-contaminated) wastes.  Recently, the 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board or DNFSB) issued a letter and technical 
report to the Department of Energy detailing their concerns about chemical reaction 
events involving TRU waste at LANL, specifically in the Plutonium Facility (PF-4), the 
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Transuranic Waste Facility (TWF), the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility 
(CMR), and at Area G. 1    
 
PF-4 and the CMR facility both deliver low-level radioactive liquid waste and TRU 
radioactive liquid waste to the RLWTF for handling, treatment and storage.  TRU and 
hazardous waste, including sludge, destined for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) 
are stored at Area G and the TWF.  The Board’s findings, as summarized in the cover 
letter, heighten our concern about the improper regulation of facilities that are hidden 
behind the veil of the Clean Water Act exemption.  Because these facilities handle, treat 
and store such potential energetic chemicals, they must be properly regulated by RCRA.   
 
Below are extracts from the Board’s letter:  
 

The Board found that safety bases for both National Nuclear Security 
Administration and Environmental Management facilities at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory do not consistently or appropriately consider a potential 
energetic chemical reaction involving transuranic waste.   
 

• Hazard analyses lack systematic evaluations of the chemical compatibility of 
transuranic waste streams.  These analyses are needed to fully identify potential 
chemical reaction hazards associated with waste constituents. 
 

• Accident analyses are not bounding, assume inappropriate initial conditions, 
and do not defensibly establish the quantity of radioactive material that may be 
released due to an energetic chemical reaction.  As such, additional credited 
safety controls may be necessary to protect workers and the public.  

 
• Some facilities store transuranic waste without any engineered controls beyond 

the waste container.  The radiological release events that occurred at the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant and Idaho National Laboratory have demonstrated the 
importance of incorporating multiple layers of protection to reduce the 
consequences of an accident.2    

 
As documented by the Board, LANL has not done its homework to create safety bases, 
hazard analyses and accident analyses that take into account potential energetic 
chemicals – many of which are regulated by RCRA.  LANL has not established multiple 
layers of protection to reduce the impacts of an accident to workers and the public. 

                                                
1  September 24, 2020 letter from Thomas A. Summers, Acting Chair of the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board, to The Honorable Dan Brouillette, Secretary of Energy, with attached report:  Potential 
Energetic Chemical Reaction Events Involving Transuranic Waste at Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
DNFSB/TECH-46, September 2020.  https://www.dnfsb.gov/documents/letters/potential-energetic-
chemical-reaction-events-involving-transuranic-waste-los    
 
2 Id. 
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“[We’re] sick and tired of being sick and tired”3 by the lack of proper regulation by 
federal and state regulatory agencies charged with those responsibilities for these 
increasingly dangerous facilities as documented by the DNFSB.  It is time for EPA to 
remove the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (Outfall 051) from the Clean 
Water Act permit.  The proper regulatory regime is RCRA as recognized by LANL over 
two decades ago.   
 
In 1998, LANL expressed its concern that it could lose the Clean Water Act exemption, 
which would put it under the more stringent hazardous waste laws: 

  
[T]he loss of the NPDES permit at the RLWTF will cause the loss of the RCRA 
exemption for the RLWTF.  RCRA regulatory oversight will increase at the 
RLWTF.  NPDES regulatory oversight will decrease.4  

 
Also,  
 

As regulatory requirements become more stringent and as the possibility of 
eliminating outfall 051 progresses, it will be important to have complete 
characterization of wastes discharged to the RLWTF. …  If the outfall 051 
NPDES permit is allowed to be deleted, operation of the RLWTF will fall 
under RCRA guidelines.  Management of waste at the source, including 
management of the waste generators’ [Waste Acceptance Criteria] WAC and 
management of facilities connections to the collection system, is a necessary part 
of this process.  Specific monitoring regimes will be required by the RLWTF.5  
[Emphasis added.]  

 
Now is the time for EPA to delete the RLWTF (Outfall 051), and other facilities that 
have no plan or intention to discharge, from the permit. 
 
We support the extensive public comments and exhibits submitted by Concerned 
Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Honor Our Pueblo Existence (H.O.P.E.), and the New 
Mexico Acequia Association (NMAA) calling for the deletion of the RLWTF from the 
permit.    
 

                                                
3   Fannie Lou Hamer’s statement to the Credentials Committee of the Democratic National Convention 
in Atlantic City.  August 22, 1964.   
 
4  Elimination of Liquid Discharge to the Environment from the TA-50 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment 
Facility, LA-13452-MS, UC-902, June 1998, Table 6. Evaluation Matrix of Zero Liquid Discharge 
Alternative, p. 35.  https://www.osti.gov/biblio/661523-elimination-liquid-discharge-environment-
from-ta-radioactive-liquid-waste-treatment-facility   
 
5 Id., p. 37.   
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We reiterate our request for EPA to delete facilities that have no plan or intention to 
discharge.   
 
Thank you for your careful consideration of our comments and for your written 
response to the issues we have raised herein.  Please contact us with any questions and 
comments.     
 
Sincerely,  
 
Tina Cordova, Director 
Tularosa Basin Downwinders Consortium 
Albuquerque, NM   
tcordova@queston.net 
 
Judith Mohling, Nuclear Nexus Coordinator 
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
Boulder, CO 
judithmohling76@gmail.com  
 
Jay Coghlan and Scott Kovac 
Nuclear Watch New Mexico 
Santa Fe, NM 
jay@nukewatch.org 
scott@nukewatch.org 
 
Marylia Kelley, Executive Director,  
Tri-Valley CAREs (Communities Against a Radioactive Environment) 
Livermore, CA 94551 
marylia@earthlink.net 
 
Youth United for Climate Crisis Action (YUCCA) 
Santa Fe, NM 
yucca@earthcarenm.org 
 
Sister Rose Marie Cecchini 
Director, Office of Life, Peace, Justice & Creation 
Gallup, NM 
officelpjcs@catholiccharitiesgallup.org 
 
Suzie Schwartz 
Taoseños for Peaceful and Sustainable Futures 
El Prado, NM 
eototos@gmail.com   
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Sister Joan Brown, osf 
Sister Marlene Perrotte 
Partnership for Earth Spirituality 
Albuquerque, NM 
joankansas@swcp.com 
marlenep@swcp.com 
 
Beata Tsosie, Environmental Health and Justice Program 
Kathy Sanchez, Tsaya'In, Circle of Grandmothers Program 
Tewa Women United 
Santa Cruz, NM 
Beata@tewawomenunited.org 
Kathy@tewawomenunited.org 
 
 
cc:  Senator Tom Udall, Senator@tomudall.senate.gov  
  Francesca_dipalma@tomudall.senate.gov 
  Matt_Miller@tomudall.senate.gov  
 Senator Martin Heinrich, Senator@martinheinrich.senate.gov 
  Maya_Hermann@heinrich.senate.gov 
  Alex_Eubanks@heinrich.senate.gov 
 Representative Ben Ray Lujan, 
  Graham.Mason@mail.house.gov 
  Eric.Chavez@mail.house.gov  
 Governor Michelle Lujan Grisham, https://www.governor.state.nm.us/contact-
the-governor/     

Representative Angelica Rubio, Chair, NM Radioactive and Hazardous Materials     
   Interim Committee, angelica.rubio@nmlegis.gov 
Senator Jeff Steinborn, Vice Chair, NM Radioactive and Hazardous Materials  
   Interim Committee, jeff.steinborn@nmlegis.gov  
Representative Christine Chandler, member of the NM Radioactive and    
   Hazardous Materials Interim Committee, christine.chandler@nmlegis.gov     
James Kenney, NMED Secretary, James.Kenney@state.nm.us  
Stephanie Stringer, NMED Resource Protection Division,          
   Stephanie.Stringer@state.nm.us  

 Kevin Pierard, NMED Hazardous Waste Bureau Chief,  
    Kevin.Pierard@state.nm.us 
 

 
  
 
   
 



Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 
NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 
1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 
Dallas, TX  75270 
 
By email:  rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov 
 
 
Re:   Comment on Clean Water Act Permit No. NM0028355  for LANL Industrial 
 Wastewater Discharge  
  
 
Dear Ms. Rosborough: 
 
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) is asking the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to issue another Clean Water Act permit. Yet this permit includes 
facilities that have not discharged wastewater into the environment for years or 
sometimes, decades.   
 
LANL facilities that have no discharge from an outfall should no longer be included in a 
Clean Water Act permit.   
 
I object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous 
waste, but do not discharge.  This is just a way for LANL to get around the more 
stringent RCRA hazardous waste laws and regulations which should be regulating 
these facilities.  It is against the regulations and totally illegitimate to exempt such 
LANL facilities from RCRA. That LANL continues to apply for Clean Water Act 
permits for these facilities only shows that the Lab is not a good neighbor to the 
surrounding communities, as it is seeking to weasel out—yet again—from its 
environmental responsibilities. 
 
LANL has a long history of just this kind of irresponsible, illegal and reckless behavior 
as year after year they do everything possible to avoid their responsibilities toward the 
communities that surround them—whether it is to limit their EJSCREEN radii 
essentially to Los Alamos County—possibly the richest county in the country—while 
ignoring the majority/minority makeup of poorer, local pueblos and the Espanola 
Valley and beyond—an area that LANL has already contaminated with their past 
discharges; or venting tritium gas with no care or even study of effects on the same local 
population because it's the cheapest way for the Lab to check off one of the boxes on 
their contract; or shipping waste to WIPP that, through total incompetence and greed, 
has become explosive, with no care at all for safety. 
 



LANL has not improved their safety culture at all despite numerous demands from 
affected communities, government oversight entities, and state and local agencies. If 
EPA is truly in the business of protecting the environment, letting LANL continue to 
avoid proper regulation is not the way to go. EPA should require proper permit 
applications that meet the regulations instead of rubber stamping these illegal permits. 
 
Therefore I object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have not 
discharged, such as the  
 

• Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF),  
• Strategic Computing Complex;  
• Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility;  
• National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and  
• High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.   

 
Please delete those facilities that are in the business of handling, treating, and storing 
hazardous waste but do not discharge, from the Clean Water Act permit so that they 
can be properly regulated by the more stringent RCRA regulations ,and LANL can 
show that they actually understand what safety means and that they are willing to 
operate the Lab in a safe manner.   
 
Thank you for your careful consideration of my comments. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
Deborah Reade 
117 Duran Street 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
505-986-9284 
reade@nets.com 
 
October 30,2020 
 



Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 
NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 
1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 
Dallas, TX  75270 
 
Re:   Public Comment about the draft LANL Industrial Wastewater Discharge  
 Clean Water Act Permit No. NM0028355 
 
Dear Ms. Rosborough: 
 
I object to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) asking the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to issue a Clean Water Act permit for industrial facilities that have not 
discharged wastewater to the environment for years, if not decades.   
 
Clean Water Act permits may be granted only for “the discharge of any pollutant, or 
combination of pollutants.”  Some LANL facilities have no discharge from a “point 
source,” also known as an outfall.   These facilities should no longer be on the permit.   
 
I object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous waste, 
but do not discharge.  Such Clean Water Act permitting confers an exemption from more 
stringent Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste laws and 
regulations.  The only reason to issue a Clean Water Act permit is to illegitimately 
exempt LANL facilities from RCRA. 
 
I object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have not discharged, such 
as the  
 

• Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF),  
• Strategic Computing Complex;  
• Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility;  
• National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and  
• High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.   

 
Please delete from the Clean Water Act permit those facilities that are in the business of 
handling, treating, and storing hazardous waste, but do not discharge.  Open the door to 
their proper and more stringent regulation under RCRA.   
 
Thank you for your careful consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
James Eagle 
21 Cougar Ridge 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 
 



From: Jean Siegfried Darling <jdarling@sandwich.net>  

Sent: Friday, October 30, 2020 6:48 PM 

To: Rosborough, Evelyn <rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov> 

Subject: Clean Water Act permit No. NM0028355 

 

Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 

NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 

1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 

Dallas, TX  75270  

Re:       Public Comment about the draft LANL Industrial Wastewater Discharge 

             Clean Water Act Permit No. NM0028355 

Dear Ms. Rosborough:  

I object to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) asking the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to issue a Clean Water Act 

permit for industrial facilities that have not discharged wastewater to the environment for years, if not decades.   

Clean Water Act permits may be granted only for “the discharge of any pollutant, or combination of pollutants.”  Some LANL 

facilities have no discharge from a “point source,” also known as an outfall.   These facilities should no longer be on the permit.   

I object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous waste, but do not discharge.  Such Clean 

Water Act permitting confers an exemption from more stringent Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous 

waste laws and regulations.  The only reason to issue a Clean Water Act permit is to illegitimately exempt LANL facilities from 

RCRA.  

I object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have not discharged, such as the  

•        Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF),  

•        Strategic Computing Complex;  

•        Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility;  

•        National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and  

•        High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.   

Please delete from the Clean Water Act permit those facilities that are in the business of handling, treating, and storing 

hazardous waste, but do not discharge.  Open the door to their proper and more stringent regulation under RCRA.   

Thank you for your careful consideration of my comments.  

Sincerely, 

Jean Darling 

--  

Rev. Jean Siegfried Darling 

     312.405.9470 (cell) 

Minister Emerita, Peoples Church of Chicago  

Co-Chair, UU Santa Fe Environmental Justice Team 

Cerrillos, NM  87010  

   

mailto:jdarling@sandwich.net
mailto:rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov


From: Maj-Britt Eagle <majbritt@eaglerest.org>  

Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 1:09 PM 

To: Rosborough, Evelyn <rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov>; Alex_Eubanks@heinrich.senate.gov; 

Graham.Mason@mail.house.gov 

Cc: Senator@tomudall.senate.gov; Francesca_dipalma@tomudall.senate.gov; Matt_Miller@tomudall.senate.gov; 

Senator@martinheinrich.senate.gov; Maya_Hermann@heinrich.senate.gov 

Subject: Urge not to release tritium from LANL, not to issue water discharge permit to LANL 

 

Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 6 
NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 
1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 
Dallas, TX  75270 
  

RE:  Against tritium release at LANL and Clean Water Act, discharge permit for LANL  

Dear Ms. Rosborough: 

As the wife of a US Nuclear Submarine officer for 47 years, and the mother of two, 

as well as a League of Women Voter member of the nuclear waste disposal study group, I've acquired some 

knowledge of the effects of radiation release into the Earth ecosystem, on life broader than only human, and urge 

you to shut down any attempt to (1) release tritium into the atmosphere, and (2) allow the discharge of radioactive 

water into our surroundings here in Los Alamos and Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

 Further reasoning on the water discharge and permit are below: 

 Safety bases for both National Nuclear Security Administration and Environmental Management facilities at Los 

Alamos National Laboratory do not consistently or appropriately consider a potential energetic chemical reaction 

involving transuranic waste.   

·      Hazard analyses lack systematic evaluations of the chemical compatibility of transuranic waste streams.  These 

analyses are needed to fully identify potential chemical reaction hazards associated with waste constituents. 

·      Accident analyses are not bounding, assume inappropriate initial conditions, and do not defensibly establish 

the quantity of radioactive material that may be released due to an energetic chemical reaction.  As such, 

additional credited safety controls may be necessary to protect workers and the public.  

Some facilities store transuranic waste without any engineered controls beyond the waste container.  The 

radiological release events that occurred at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and Idaho National Laboratory have 

demonstrated the importance of incorporating multiple layers of protection to reduce the consequences of an 

accident.  

 Sincerely, 

Mrs. James N. Eagle, November 2, 2020 

21 Cougar Ridge Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87505  

mailto:majbritt@eaglerest.org
mailto:rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov
mailto:Alex_Eubanks@heinrich.senate.gov
mailto:Graham.Mason@mail.house.gov
mailto:Senator@tomudall.senate.gov
mailto:Francesca_dipalma@tomudall.senate.gov
mailto:Matt_Miller@tomudall.senate.gov
mailto:Senator@martinheinrich.senate.gov
mailto:Maya_Hermann@heinrich.senate.gov


 

John E. Wilks, III 
Chair, Environmental Committee 
Veterans For Peace, Chapter #63 (ABQ) 
1115 Republic Road 
Winston, NM 87943 
        SUBMITTED BY EMAIL 
November 1, 2020      “rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov” 
 
Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI 
NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 
1201 Elm Street, Suite #500 
Dallas, TX 75270       
 
Re: Public Comment to LANL Industrial Wastewater Discharge Clean Water Act Application 
(DRAFT) to Permit NM0028355 
 
Dear Ms. Rosborough: 
 
This public comment is timely electronically filed prior to the November 2nd deadline to file. 
 
Veterans For Peace, Chapter #63, strongly object to the flagrant attempt by the Los Alamos 
National Laboratory to circumvent the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by 
listing on its application five (05) facilities that not have a discharge and therefore are not 
eligible for inclusion on the Clean Water Act regulation. The five entities inappropriately listed   
clearly fall into the purview of the RCRA. 
 
The Clean Water Act addresses entities that involve “discharge or any  pollutant, or 
combination or pollutants.” The five entities that we are urging you to remove from any permit 
you issue, do not discharge and therefore are inappropriate for inclusion. Kindly, delete from 
the Clean Water Act permit those five facilities that involve handling, treating, and storing 
hazardous wastes, rather than discharges within the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act. The 
entities for which I request deletion are, as follows:   
 
  Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF); 
  Strategic Computing Complex; 
  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility; 
  National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and 
  High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this request. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 (signed) 
 
 
John E. Wilks, III 
Committee Chair 



November 1, 2020 

Ms. Evelyn Rosborough 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

NPDES/Wetland Review Section (6WD-PN) 

1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 

Dallas, Texas 75270-2102 

(214) 665-7515 

Email sent to: rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov 

Re: LANL Industrial Wastewater Permit - Draft Permit No. NM0028355 

https://www.epa.gov/nm/lanl-industrial-wastewater-permit-draft-permit-no-nm0028355-0  

Dear Sir/Madam 

Citizen Action New Mexico is opposed to the continued issuance of an NPDES permit under the Clean 

Water Act from at least the following five facilities at Los Alamos National Laboratory: 

1.       The Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility.  This key facility, located across the street from 

the Plutonium Facility, treats liquid radioactive and hazardous waste contaminated by the fabrication of 

plutonium pits, or the triggers, for nuclear weapons.  In 1963, discharges began through Outfall 051 into 

a tributary of Mortandad Canyon.  In the late 1990’s LANL instituted a “zero liquid discharge” plan to 

eliminate the discharge.  

2.     The Strategic Computing Complex (no discharge between September 2016 and to at least May 

2019);  

3.     The Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, (facility cooling towers are no longer in use);  

4.     The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory (treated water being “discharged” to the Sanitary 

Wastewater System (SWWS) Plant); and  

5.     The High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility (since November 2007 an electric evaporator(s) 

has been in use). 

All of these facilities should be regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and 

the areas adjacent to these non-discharge facilities should be required to clean up the contaminated soil 

from past operations.   

It is high time for the EPA to discontinue the fiction that these discharge permits should be issued where 

there is no discharge.  EPA should not accommodate a lesser standard of protection for public health 

and environmental safety than could be obtained under RCRA.  The continued issuance of such permits 

in the absence of discharge is contrary to law. 

 David B. McCoy, J.D., Executive Director 
Citizen Action New Mexico  
dave@radfreenm.org  
 Cc: James Kenney, NMED Secretary 
Kevin Pierard, NMED Hazardous Waste Bureau 

mailto:rosborough.evelyn@epa.gov?subject=Request%20for%20information%20on%20draft%20NDPES%20permit
https://www.epa.gov/nm/lanl-industrial-wastewater-permit-draft-permit-no-nm0028355-0
mailto:dave@radfreenm.org


 

 

 

EXHIBIT I 

  



NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028355 
FACT SHEET 

 
FOR THE DRAFT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) 
PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES 
 
 
APPLICANT  
 
Triad National Security, LLC   AND  U.S. Department of Energy 
Los Alamos National Laboratory    Los Alamos Area Office, A316 
PO Box 1663, K491      3747 West Jemez Road 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544    Los Alamos, NM 87544 
 
ISSUING OFFICE 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1201 Elm Street 
Dallas, Texas 75270 
 
PREPARED BY 
 
Isaac Chen 
Environmental Engineer 
Permitting & Water Quality Branch (6WD-P) 
Water Division 
VOICE: 214-665-7364 
FAX:     214-665-2191 
EMAIL: chen.isaac@epa.gov 
 
DATE PREPARED 
 
February 26, 2020 [w/ Correction] 
 
PERMIT ACTION 
 
Proposed reissuance of the expiring permit issued August 12, 2014, then modified March 27, 2015, with 
an expiration date of September 30, 2019.  
 
RECEIVING WATER – BASIN 
 
Rio Grande (see details below) – Segment No. 20.6.4.126/128 of the Rio Grande Basin 
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DOCUMENT ABBREVIATIONS 
 
In the document that follows, various abbreviations are used. They are as follows:   
 

4Q3  Lowest four-day average flow rate expected to occur once every three-years 
BAT  Best available technology economically achievable 
BCT  Best conventional pollutant control technology 
BPT  Best practicable control technology currently available 
BMP   Best management plan 
BOD  Biochemical oxygen demand (five-day unless noted otherwise) 
BPJ  Best professional judgment 
CBOD  Carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (five-day unless noted otherwise) 
CD   Critical dilution 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
cfs   Cubic feet per second 
COD  Chemical oxygen demand 
COE  United States Corp of Engineers 
CWA  Clean Water Act 
DMR  Discharge monitoring report 
ELG  Effluent limitation guidelines 
EPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA  Endangered Species Act 
FCB  Fecal coliform bacteria 
F&WS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
mg/l  Milligrams per liter (one part per million) 
ug/l  Micrograms per litter (one part per billion) 
MGD  Million gallons per day 
NMAC New Mexico Administrative Code 
NMED  New Mexico Environment Department 
NMIP  New Mexico NPDES Permit Implementation Procedures 
NMWQS New Mexico State Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Surface Waters 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
MQL  Minimum quantification level 
O&G  Oil and grease 
POTW  Publically owned treatment works 
RP   Reasonable potential 
SIC  Standard industrial classification 
s.u.   Standard units (for parameter pH) 
SWQB  Surface Water Quality Bureau 
TDS  Total dissolved solids 
TMDL  Total maximum daily load 
TRC  Total residual chlorine 
TSS  Total suspended solids 
UAA  Use attainability analysis 
USFWS United States Fish & Wildlife Service 
USGS  United States Geological Service 
WLA  Wasteload allocation 
WET  Whole effluent toxicity 
WQCC New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission 
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WQMP Water Quality Management Plan 
WWTP Wastewater treatment plant 
 
STATE CERTIFICATION: The permit is in the process of certification by the State agency 
following regulations promulgated at 40 CFR124.53.  A draft permit and draft public notice will 
be sent to the District Engineer, Corps of Engineers; to the Regional Director of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service; and to the National Marine Fisheries Service prior to the publication of that 
notice.  
 
TRIBAL CONSULTATION: Several Pueblos are located in the vicinity of Los Alamos National 
Laboratory. They include the following: San Ildefonso, Santa Clara, and Cochiti. The Santa 
Clara Pueblo has approved water quality standards (WQS); however, it is not adjacent to any 
stream where discharges are proposed to be authorized. Santa Clara is therefore not believed to 
be affected by the discharges proposed to be authorized by this permit. Neither San Ildefonso nor 
Cochiti Pueblo has submitted WQS for approval at this time; therefore, the only 401 
Certification is required from the State of New Mexico.  However, pursuant to EPA’s Tribal 
Consultation Policy, EPA offered San Ildefonso, Cochiti Pueblos, Pueblo of Santa Clara, and 
Pueblo of Jemez the opportunity to engage in government-to-government consultation because 
they are part of Los Alamos Pueblos Project. 
 
FINAL DETERMINATION: The public notice describes the procedures for the formulation of 
final determinations. 
 

I.   CHANGES FROM THE PREVIOUS PERMIT 
 
EPA proposes some significant changes from the permit previously issued with an expiration date of 
September 30, 2019.  Water quality-based effluent limitations change are due to new effluent flow or 
quality information.   
 
 A. All Outfalls: Deleting monitoring requirements and/or effluent limitations for pollutants which 
new effluent characteristics demonstrated no Reasonable Potential further described in Part V.C.4. 
 
 B. Outfall 001: Adding WET limit for Ceriodaphnia dubia; and adding/retaining effluent limitations 
for copper, zinc and PCBs. 
 
 C. Outfall 051: Adding effluent limitations for copper and monitoring only for adjustable gross alpha. 
 
 D. Outfall 05A055: Adding/revising effluent limitations for aluminum, copper, lead, selenium and 
zinc. 
 
 E. Outfall 03A027: Adding/retaining effluent limitations for copper, zinc and PCBs; and deleting 
WET testing. Adding monitoring only for total recoverable aluminum and temperature. 
 
 F. Outfall 03A160: Adding/retaining effluent limitations for chromium (VI), mercury, selenium and 
cyanide. 
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 G. Updating WET languages. 
 
 H.      Outfall number 04A022 is changed to 03A022, the name change does not affect effluent 
limitations. Adding monitoring only for dissolved copper. 
 

I. Adding monitoring only for total recoverable aluminum, total mercury and adjusted gross alpha at 
Outfall 03A113. 
  
  J. Adding monitoring only for total recoverable aluminum and temperature at Outfall 03A199. 
 
  k. [Correction] Add Chromium (VI) effluent limitations at Outfall 03A181.   
 
II.  APPLICANT LOCATION AND ACTIVITY 
 
Under the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Codes 9922, 9711, 9661, and 9611, the applicant 
currently operates a large multi-disciplinary facility which conducts national defense research and 
development, scientific research, space research and technology development, and energy development. 
 
The facility is located in Los Alamos County, New Mexico.  The discharges are to receiving waters 
consisting of various tributaries in Waterbody Segment Code No. 20.6.4.126 and 20.6.4.128 of the Rio 
Grande Basin. Those discharges are: 
 
Tech. Area Outfall Number  Receiving Stream  Longitude/Latitude 
 
TA-3 001 Sandia Canyon   106° 19’ 09” W/ 35° 52’ 26” N   

TA-46 13S Canada del Buey  106° 16’ 33” W/ 35° 51’ 08” N  
TA-3 03A027 Sandia Canyon   106° 19’ 09” W/ 35° 52’ 26” N   

TA-53 03A048 Los Alamos Canyon  106° 15’ 45” W/ 35° 52’ 11” N  
TA-53 03A113 Sandia Canyon   106° 15’ 43” W/ 35° 52’ 03” N  

TA-35 03A160 Ten Site Canyon   106° 17’ 49” W/ 35° 51’ 47” N  
TA-55 03A181 Mortandad Canyon  106° 18’ 05” W/ 35° 51’ 51” N  
TA-3  03A199  Tributary to Sandia Canyon 106° 18’ 46” W/ 35° 52’ 20” N 
TA-3  04A022  Mortandad Canyon  106° 18’ 58” W/ 35° 52’ 17” N 
TA-16  05A055  Canon de Valle   106° 19’ 52” W/ 30° 50’ 49” N 
TA-50  051   Mortandad Canyon  106° 17’ 54” W/ 35° 51’ 54” N 
 
Detailed descriptions of sources of discharges are provided in the application received March 28, 2019.  
Supplemental information with revised outfall fact sheets were received August 21, 2019.  
 
Outfall 001: Outfall 001 is located at Technical Area (TA) 3 and discharges to a perennial reach of Sandia 
Canyon in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.126 NMAC.  The outfall discharges cooling water from the 
power plant, treated sanitary wastewater effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) Facility, 
recycled sanitary effluent from the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility (SERF), and treated cooling 
tower blowdown from the Strategic Computing Complex (SCC).  Disinfected water pumped to the Reuse 
Tank is dechlorinated at the Power Plant Manhole A if it is discharged to Outfall 001. It is a continuous 
discharge and the monthly average flow rate is 0.154 MGD and the daily maximum flow rate is 0.333 
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MGD.   
 
The following future changes may impact the flow rate and composition of Consolidated Outfall 001 after 
the NPDES 2019 Permit Reapplication is submitted and/or the new permit is implemented.  The proposed 
permit conditions which based on effluent data and new information available to EPA may reflect both 
current operations and future changes, if possible. 
 
• The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) is currently adding 5 more cooling towers to its cooling 
system.  
• Future changes to Outfall 001 may include the routing of the TA-55 Cooling Tower blowdown, 
currently discharging through Outfall 03A181, to the Reuse Tank at TA-3.  If implemented, the discharge 
will either be recycled to SERF or discharged to Outfall 001.  See the fact sheet provided for Outfall 
03A181 for a schematic of the change. This project has not been started and is not yet scheduled.  
 
Outfall 13S: Outfall 13S is located at TA-46 and discharges to Canada del Buey, an ephemeral reach in 
Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  The outfall is capable of discharging treated sanitary 
wastewater effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) Facility.  Disinfected water is 
discharged from the chlorine contact chamber to the Effluent Holding Pond for storage until it can be 
pumped to the Reuse Tank at the Power Plant or discharged to Outfall 13S.  If discharges to Outfall 13S is 
necessary, disinfected water is de-chlorinated at SWWS then discharges to Outfall 13S.  The average 
treated flow rate is 0.229 MGD and the daily maximum flow is 0.418 MGD.  The average volume of 
SWWS effluent discharged to Outfall 001 is significantly less on average due to reuse at the SCC after 
being treated at SERF.  Outfall 13S did not discharge between October 2014 and September 2018, 
analytical results were taken from operational flows. 
 
Outfall 03A027: Outfall 03A027 is located at TA-3 and discharges to a perennial reach of Sandia Canyon 
in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.126 NMAC.  The outfall is capable of discharging treated cooling water 
that originates from the SCC at TA-3-2327.  Blowdown from the SCC Cooling Towers may be routed to 
Outfall 03A027, Outfall 001, or the SWWS as needed to allow for water recycling, construction, and/or 
maintenance activities.  The cooling tower blow-down is comprised of potable water and/or recycled 
Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) effluent from the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility (SERF) 
that is treated by the cooling tower water treatment system.  If discharges occur, the potential average 
flow rate is 0.051 MGD and the daily maximum flow is 0.105 MGD.  Outfall 03A027 did not discharge 
from September 2016 to at least May 2019, so older monitoring data was submitted.  The SCC is 
currently adding 5 additional cooling towers to its cooling system, a Notice of Change will be submitted 
for these future changes prior to their implementation and impact to the outfall. 
 
Outfall 03A048: Outfall 03A048 is located at TA-53 and discharges to ephemeral tributary to Los Alamos 
Canyon in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  The outfall discharges treated cooling water that 
originates at TA-53-963, 964, 978, and 979.  The cooling tower blow-down is comprised of potable water 
treated by the cooling tower water treatment system.  The average flow rate is 0.088 MGD and the daily 
maximum flow is 0.169 MGD. 
 
Outfall 03A113: Outfall 03A113 is located at TA-53 and discharges to an ephemeral reach of Sandia 
Canyon in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  The outfall discharges treated cooling water that 
originates at TA-3-952 cooling tower water treatment system.  Stormwater also mixes and is discharged 
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from this outfall (the application stated stormwater discharges occurred 49 days between October 2017 
and September 2018).  The average flow rate is 0.001 MGD and the daily maximum flow is 0.137 MGD.  
The cooling towers identified as TA-53-293 are not currently in use but could return to service in the 
future, a Notice of Change will be submitted for these future changes prior to their implementation and 
impact to the outfall. 
 
Outfall 03A160: Outfall 03A160 is located at TA-35 and discharges to Ten Site Canyon, a tributary to 
Mortandad Canyon, in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  The outfall discharges treated cooling 
water that originates from TA-35-124, 294 and 301 at the National High Magnetic Field Laboratory 
(NHMFL).  The cooling tower blow-down is comprised of potable water that is treated by the cooling 
tower water treatment system.  Blow down from the towers is routed to the Sanitary Wastewater System 
(SWWS) facility or may be discharged to Outfall 03A160.  The average flow rate is 0.0026 MGD and the 
daily maximum flow is 0.0065 MGD.  The discharge to Outfall 03A160 was routed to SWWS on May 5, 
2018, so older monitoring data was submitted. It is the intent of the facility to no longer discharge to the 
outfall unless there is an operational upset that prevents cooling water from being discharged to the 
SWWS.  The NHMFL is currently constructing a water treatment system for the cooling towers, a Notice 
of Change will be submitted for these future changes prior to their implementation and impact to the 
outfall. 
 
Outfall 03A181: Outfall 03A181 is located at TA-55 and discharges to Effluent Canyon which is a 
tributary to Mortandad Canyon in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  The outfall discharges 
treated cooling water that originates at TA-55-006.  The cooling tower blow-down is comprised of potable 
water that is treated by the cooling tower water treatment system.  The average flow rate is 0.009 MGD 
and the daily maximum flow is 0.032 MGD.  Future changes may include the routing of the TA-55 
Cooling Tower blowdown to the Reuse Tank (TA-3-336) at TA-3 for reuse or discharged to Outfall 001. 
A Notice of Change will be submitted for these future changes prior to their implementation and impact to 
the outfall. 
 
Outfall 03A199: Outfall 03A199 is located at TA-3 and discharges to an ephemeral tributary to Sandia 
Canyon in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.126 NMAC.  The outfall discharges treated cooling tower 
blowdown that originates from the Laboratory Data Communications Center (LDCC) at TA-3-1837.  The 
cooling tower blow-down is comprised of potable water that is treated by a cooling tower water treatment 
system.  The average flow rate is 0.036 MGD and the daily maximum flow is 0.074 MGD. 
 
Outfall 03A022: Outfall 03A022 is located at TA-3 and discharges to Mortandad Canyon, Water Quality 
Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  Based upon dye testing, historical building drain information, process 
equipment observations, and best engineering judgement it has been determine that Outfall 03A022 
discharges treated once through cooling water and storm water from TA-3-66.  These types of discharges 
are not consistent with the former 04A category and the outfall category was revised to 03A.  The cooling 
and storm water from TA-3-66 is de-chlorinated using de-chlorination tablets that are located at the 
outfall where it daylights and discharges to the environment.  The average flow rate is 0.001 MGD and 
the daily maximum flow is 0.014 MGD. 
 
Outfall 05A055: Outfall 05A055 is located at TA-16 and discharges to an ephemeral tributary of Canon 
De Valle in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  The outfall discharges treated wastewater that 
originates at TA-16-1508 at the High Explosives Wastewater Treatment Facility (HEWTF).  The HEWTF 
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receives and treats high explosives (HE) contaminated process and/or storm water from various sumps, 
tanks, and facilities at TA-9 and TA-16.  The average flow rate is 0.0003 MGD and the daily maximum 
flow is 0.0021 MGD.  Effluent from the HEWTF is normally routed to the electric evaporator(s), the 
facility did not discharge to the outfall from October 2014 to September 2018. Operational samples were 
submitted for analytical testing. 
 
Outfall 051: Outfall 051 is located at TA-50 and discharges to Effluent Canyon which is a tributary to 
Mortandad Canyon in Water Quality Segment 20.6.4.128 NMAC.  The outfall discharges treated 
radioactive liquid waste effluent from that originates at TA-50-1.  The discharge is comprised of treated 
effluent from the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF).  The average flow rate is 0.020 
MGD and the daily maximum flow is 0.040 MGD estimated at a frequency of discharge of four days a 
week. The facility has a mechanical evaporation system and Outfall 051 has not discharged since October 
2014. (Note: an one-day discharge occurred on June 18, 2019) Future improvements to the treatment 
processes at the RLWTF includes the startup of a newly constructed main low-level waste treatment 
facility which is expected to complete startup testing in 2019 with an estimated operational start date in 
2023. A Notice of Change will be submitted for this change prior to the start of operations and impact to 
the outfall. 
   
III.  EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
A quantitative description of each discharge is presented in the EPA Permit Application Form 2C.  The 
maximum monthly flow and pollutants which were detected and reported above EPA defined minimum 
quantification levels (MQLs) at each outfall are used for the reasonable potential (RP) analysis.  
 
IV.  REGULATORY AUTHORITY/PERMIT ACTION 
 
In November 1972, Congress passed the Federal Water Pollution Control Act establishing the NPDES 
permit program to control water pollution.  These amendments established technology-based or end-of-
pipe control mechanisms and an interim goal to achieve “water quality which provides for the protection 
and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and provides for recreation in and on the water,” more 
commonly known as the “swimmable, fishable” goal.  Further amendments in 1977 of the CWA gave 
EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs such as setting wastewater standards for 
industry and established the basic structure for regulating pollutants discharges into the waters of the 
United States.  In addition, it made it unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from a point 
source into navigable waters, unless a permit was obtained under its provisions.  Regulations governing 
the EPA administered NPDES permit program are generally found at 40 CFR §122 (program 
requirements & permit conditions), §124 (procedures for decision making), §125 (technology-based 
standards) and §136 (analytical procedures).  Other parts of 40 CFR provide guidance for specific 
activities and may be used in this document as required. 
 
It is proposed that this permit be reissued for a 5-year term following regulations promulgated at 40 CFR 
§122.46(a).  The Application Forms 1 and 2C for permit renewal were received by EPA on March 28, 
2019 and determined “completeness.”  In case the proposed permit is not reissued by the current 
expiration date, September 30, 2019, the current permit will be administratively continued until a new 
permit is issued and in effect.  
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V.  DRAFT PERMIT RATIONALE AND PROPOSED PERMIT CONDITIONS 
 
 A. OVERVIEW OF TECHNOLOGY-BASED VERSUS WATER QUALITY STANDARDS-
BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS 
 
Regulations contained in 40 CFR §122.44 requires that NPDES permit limits are developed that meet the 
more stringent of either technology-based effluent limitation guidelines, numerical and/or narrative water 
quality standard-based effluent limits, or the previous permit. 
 
 B. TECHNOLOGY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/CONDITIONS 
 
Regulations promulgated at 40 CFR §122.44 (a) require technology-based effluent limitations to be 
placed in NPDES permits based on ELGs where applicable, on BPJ in the absence of guidelines, or on a 
combination of the two.  In the absence of promulgating limitations based on the following technology-
based controls: BPT, BCT, and BAT.  These levels of treatment are: 
  
BPT - The first level of technology-based standards generally based on the average of the best existing 
performance facilities within an industrial category or subcategory.   
 
BCT - Technology-based standard for the discharge from existing industrial point sources of conventional 
pollutants which may include BOD, TSS, pH, and O&G. 
 
BAT - The most appropriate means available on a national basis for controlling the direct discharge of 
toxic and non-conventional pollutants to navigable waters.  BAT effluent limits represent the best existing 
performance of treatment technologies that are economically achievable within an industrial point source 
category or subcategory. 
 
Following are the summary of the BPJ-based limitations included in the administratively continued permit 
and EPA proposes to retain them in the permit: 
 
Outfall 001 (Power Plant Effluent and re-used Treated Sanitary Wastewater) - Based on ELG for low 
volume waste discharge at electric steam power plants in 40 CFR 423. 
 
     Monthly Daily 
     Average Maximum 
 Total Suspended Solids 30 mg/l 100 mg/l 
  
Outfall Type 03A (Treated Cooling Water) - Based on ELG for low volume waste discharge at electric 
steam power plants in 40 CFR 423. 
 
     Monthly Daily 
     Average Maximum 
 Total Suspended Solids  30 mg/l 100 mg/l  
 Total Phosphorus   20 mg/l 40 mg/l 
 pH    Range from 6.0 to 9.0 standard units  
 (More stringent WQ-based pH applies to direct discharge outfalls if applicable) 
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Outfall Type 04A (Once Through Cooling Water) - Based on ELG for once through cooling water 
discharge at electric steam power plants in 40 CFR 423. 
 
     Monthly Daily 
     Average Maximum 
 Free Available Chlorine  0.2 mg/l 0.5 mg/l  
 pH    Range from 6.0 to 9.0 standard units  
(WQ-based effluent limitations for total residual chlorine and pH are more stringent) 
 
Outfall 05A055 (High Explosives Waste Water) – Total toxic organics (TTO) were based on ELG for 
metal finishing (40 CFR 433.11), TNT was based on permit limit established for the Pantex plant, and 
RDX was based on LANL effluent data. All these BPJ-based limitations were established in 2000 issued 
permit. 
 
      Monthly Daily 
      Average Maximum 
 Chemical Oxygen Demand  125 mg/l 125 mg/l 
 Total Suspended Solids  30 mg/l        45 mg/l 

 Oil & Grease  15 mg/l 15 mg/l 
 Total Toxic Organics 1.0 mg/l 1.0 mg/l 
 Trinitrotoluene   20 µg/l Report 
 Total RDX   200 µg/l 660 µg/l 
 Perchlorate   Report Report 
 pH     Range from 6.0 to 9.0 standard units  
 
Outfall 051 (Radioactive Liquid Waste Water) – TTO was based on 40 CFR 433.11. 
 
     Monthly Daily 
     Average Maximum 
 Chemical Oxygen Demand 125 mg/l 125 mg/l 
 Total Suspended Solids 30 mg/l 45 mg/l 
 Total Toxic Organics 1.0 mg/l 1.0 mg/l 
 Total Chromium  1.34 mg/l 2.68 mg/l 
 Total Lead   0.423 mg/l 0.524 mg/l 
 Perchlorate   Report Report 
 pH     Range from 6.0 to 9.0 standard units 
 
Outfall 13S (Sanitary Waste Water) – Based on the ELG for secondary treatment in 40 CFR 133. 
 
      Monthly Daily 
      Average Maximum 
 Biochemical Oxygen Demand 30 mg/l 45 mg/l  
 Total Suspended Solids  30 mg/l 45 mg/l  
 pH     Range from 6.0 to 9.0 standard units  
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Because treated water will be conveyed to Outfall 001 or a sanitary reclamation recycling facility 
(SERF) no discharge normally occurs at Outfall 13S.  EPA determines that Sanitary Waste 
Water ELG monitoring and sampling are not applicable or required at SERF for wastewater to be 
further treated and reused for other process.  When flows are discharged at Outfall 001, Sanitary 
Waste Water ELG apply to that discharge even though it is mixed with other reuse water.  
Monitoring at the sampling location Outfall 13S to the flow measuring device in Canada del 
Buey is only required in case discharge is made to Canada del Buey.   
 
 C. WATER QUALITY BASED LIMITATIONS 
 
  1. General Comments 
 
Water quality based requirements are necessary where effluent limits more stringent than 
technology-based limits are necessary to maintain or achieve federal or state water quality limits.  
Under Section 301(b)(1)(C) of the CWA, discharges are subject to effluent limitations based on 
federal or state WQS.  Effluent limitations and/or conditions established in the draft permit are in 
compliance with applicable State WQS and applicable State water quality management plans to 
assure that surface WQS of the receiving waters are protected and maintained, or attained. 
 
  2. Implementation 
 
The NPDES permits contain technology-based effluent limitations 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/or conditions are 
included in the NPDES permits.  State narrative and numerical water quality standards are used 
in conjunction with EPA criteria and other available toxicity information to determine the 
adequacy of technology-based permit limits and the need for additional water quality-based 
controls. 
    
  3. State Water Quality Standards 
 
The general and specific stream standards are provided in NMWQS (20.6.4 NMAC amended 
through August 11, 2017).  The facility discharges into varied canyons in Segment No. 
20.6.4.126 or 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin.  The designated uses of the receiving water 
are described below: 
 
20.6.4.126 Rio Grande Basin - Perennial portion of ... Sandia canyon from Sigma canyon 
upstream to LANL NPDES outfall 001, .... 
 
(A) Designated Uses: coldwater aquatic life, livestock watering, wildlife habitat and secondary 
contact. 
 
20.6.4.128 Rio Grande Basin - Ephemeral and intermittent portions of watercourses within lands 
managed by U.S. department of energy (DOE) within LANL, including but not limited to: 
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Mortandad canyon, Canada del Buey, Ancho canyon, Chaquehui canyon, Indio canyon, Fence 
canyon, Potrillo canyon and portions of Canon de Valle, Los Alamos canyon, Sandia canyon, 
Pajarito canyon and Water canyon not specifically identified in 20.6.4.126 NMAC. 
 
(A) Designated Uses: livestock watering, wildlife habitat, limited aquatic life and secondary 
contact. 
 
Water quality standards of chronic aquatic life and non-persistent human health do not apply to 
segment number 20.6.4.128. 
 
As described earlier in this Fact Sheet, Los Alamos National Laboratory discharges to Sandia 
Canyon, Los Alamos Canyon, Mortandad Canyon, Canon de Valle, and Ten Site Canyon.  The 
facility’s discharges, most of which are intermittent in nature, are located from 6.9 to 10.4 miles 
from the Rio Grande.  All these receiving streams are ephemeral or intermittent in nature and do 
not generally reach the Rio Grande, except as the result of precipitation events.  The State 
standards for livestock watering, wildlife habitat, acute aquatic life and general WQS apply to 
the proposed discharges.  Chronic aquatic life criteria could be applied at Outfall 001 because the 
effluent creates a perennial portion within Sandia Canyon which is designated also for cold 
aquatic life use.  Discharges from Outfalls 03A027 and 03A199 which are located at downstream 
from Outfall 001 will reach the perennial portion of Sandia Canyon, so chronic aquatic life 
standards also apply.  For discharges into receiving streams in segment number 20.6.4.128 which 
are designated as intermittent in nature, no in-stream dilution is used to calculate either the in-
stream waste concentrations (IWCs) or the proposed limits.  All WQ-based limits in the segment 
number 20.6.4.128 were calculated based on 100% effluent.  For discharges at Outfalls 03A027 
and 03A199, the long-term average effluent flow at Outfall 001 was used to calculate critical 
dilution for discharges from Outfalls 03A027 and 03A199 against chronic criteria because 
Outfall 001 effluent is the upstream flow of these two outfalls.  However, because the discharge 
at Outfall 03A199 is to a stormwater drain prior to reaching Sandia Canyon, an additional RP 
was conducted against WQS for 20.6.4.128 waterbody.  A statistical multiplier of 2.13, pursuant 
to NM Implementation Guidance, was applied to effluent data and the data were screened against 
water quality standards to determine whether the discharge has a reasonable potential (RP) to 
exceed the applicable water quality standards.  Each effluent hardness value (except for Outfalls 
03A027 and 03A199 at Sandia Canyon) was used to calculate the hardness-dependent standards. 
The hardness and TSS values of Outfall 001 effluent were used to calculate the RP for discharges 
at Outfalls 03A027 and 03A199.  The Table below lists outfall long-term flows, hardness and 
TSS values which were used for RP analysis.  
 

Outfall 
Number 

Avg Effluent 
Flow (MGD) 

Hardness 
(mg/l) 

TSS  
(mg/l) 

4Q3 Low Flow 
(cfs) 

001 0.154 37.5 1.986 0.0 
13S 0.229 73.6 5.08 0.0 
03A027 0.051 37.5* 1.986* 0.154* 
03A048 0.088 126 1.96 0.0 
03A113 0.0016 96.0 1.80 0.0 
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03A160 0.0026 118 1.1 0.0 
03A181 0.0094 103.6 0.7 0.0 
03A199 at the 
point of 
discharge 

0.036 79.1 1.51 0.0 

03A199 at the 
point reaches 
Sandia Canyon 

0.036 37.5* 1.986* 0.154* 

04A022 0.001 44.5 3.63 0.0 
05A055 0.0003 2.9 0.57 0.0 
051 0.020 17.3 0.57 0.0 

  Note: * Effluent characteristics are used as receiving stream water quality for RP 
purposes. 
 
  4. Effluent Limitations 
 
Effluent data from each outfall reported in Form 2C were screened against the current EPA 
approved NM WQS.  Some detection levels used for effluent characteristics reported in Form 2C 
were higher than the EPA approved MQL levels.  If a value was reported as “<” a value which is 
greater than the MQL for a specific constituent, EPA used the detection levels for initial RP 
screening.  Revised monitoring data provided with supplemental information later were used for 
screening purposes if necessary.  Spread sheets used to calculate the reasonable potential can be 
found at https://www.epa.gov/publicnotices.   The initial screening results show that the 
following discharges have RP to exceed the WQS for the designated uses in 20.6.4.128: 
 
  Outfall No.  Parameters 
 
  001   Copper, Thallium (*1), Zinc and PCBs (*2) 
  13S (*5)  Thallium (*1) and PCBs (*2) 
  03A027  Copper and Zinc   
  03A160  Chromium (VI), Mercury (*3), Selenium, and Cyanide 
  03A199  Thallium (*1) 
   05A055  Aluminum, Copper, Lead, Selenium, and Zinc 
  051 (*5)  Copper and Thallium (*4) 
  03A181 [Correction] Chromium (VI) (*6) 
   
Note:  (*1) Thallium data was reported below MQL and less than the HH-OO standard but 
showed RP.  
  (*2) Method detect level used for PCB analysis was greater than the HH-OO standard.  
  (*3) Method detect level used for mercury analysis was greater than the MQL, but less 
than the applicable aquatic life standard and believed absent box was checked.  
  (*4) Method detect level used for thallium was greater MQL and showed RP.  
  (*5) Outfall 13S has no discharge and Outfall 051 has a one-time discharge in June 2019. 
  (*6) Total chromium data was used for RP screening purposes. 
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Supplemental information received on August 21 and 28, 2019, respectively, have included 
dissolved copper for Outfalls 001, 03A027 and 03A199; and new mercury and thallium data for 
Outfalls 001, 03A048, 03A113, 03A181, 03A199 and 04A022.  Because a discharge at Outfall 
051 occurred in June 2019, effluent data from the discharge were used for RP screening 
purposes. 
 
Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) - Effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for TRC at 
the current permit are retained because discharges would have potentials to exceed water quality 
standards for TRC when chlorine products are used for disinfection or algae control.  However, 
because the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for TRC are based on the permit 
writer’s discretionary rather than RP, EPA determines to retain the existing monitoring 
frequency of 1/week when discharges occur, rather than the monitoring frequency recommended 
in the NMIP, at all applicable outfalls.  In accordance with the NMIP, the permit writer may 
establish a case-by-case monitoring frequency based on the following factors: (1) the type of 
treatment process, including retention time; (2) environmental significance and nature of the 
pollutant or pollutant parameter;  (3) cost of monitoring relative to the discharger's capabilities 
and benefit obtained; (4) Compliance history; (5) number of monthly samples used in developing 
the permit limit; and (6) effluent variability.   
 
E. coli - Monitoring requirements and effluent limitations apply at Outfalls 001 and 13S where 
final treated sanitary wastewaters discharge to receiving streams. The monitoring frequency is 
2/month based on the frequency recommended in the NMIP for a municipal facility with 
activated sludge technology and a design flow of 0.1 < 0.5 MGD.  Effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements for E. coli may also apply if treated sanitary wastewater discharged at 
Outfall 03A027 or any other outfalls. 
 
Thallium – Thallium is a persistent HH-OO pollutant and has a very low HH-OO standard.  The 
permittee originally reported Thallium concentration as “< 0.6 µg/l,” but the MQL for Thallium 
is 0.5 µg/l.  If 0.6 µg/l is used for RP screening, all discharges would have RP.  New thallium 
data for certain outfalls with more sensitive method detect level were provided on August 28, 
2019.  EPA determines not to require effluent limitation for thallium at Outfalls 001 and 03A199 
because effluent data were reported below 0.5 µg/l MQL.  Thallium reported in Outfalls 13S and 
051 were not updated.  If LANL cannot provide new data to demonstrate that either Thallium is 
absent or below 0.5 µg/l at Outfall 051, EPA will establish effluent limitation and monitoring 
requirement for Thallium at Outfall 051 in the final permit.  
 
Outfall 001 - EPA approved new standards for hardness-dependent total aluminum on April 30, 
2012, and the discharge has demonstrated no RP to exceed new standards.  However, in the letter 
dated September 19, 2013, NMED required effluent limitation and monitoring requirement for 
aluminum to be established in the current permit because the stream 20.6.4.126 was listed as 
impaired.  The total aluminum concentration reported in the Form 2C was less than 0.0196 mg/l 
which is much less than the effluent limitation of 0.9889 mg/l.  Since the stream 20.6.4.126 is 
still listed as impaired by aluminum, EPA will retain only the monitoring requirements for 
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aluminum from Outfall 001.   
 
Outfalls 03A027 and 03A199 are located downstream of Outfall 001 and discharges from these 
two outfalls will reach the Outfall 001 effluent.  If Outfall 001 discharge has RP to exceed WQS, 
then discharges from Outfalls 03A027 and 03A199 must not contribute additional loads of 
pollutants of concern to Outfall 001 effluent.  EPA proposes to establish WQS for copper, zinc 
and PCBs at the Outfalls 03A027 and 03A199 if discharges occur at these two outfalls.  
Currently Outfall 03A027 has no discharge and the effluent is discharged through Outfall 001. 
 
Outfall 03A048 – The current permit has effluent limitations for total recoverable aluminum, 
total arsenic, dissolved copper, total mercury, and dissolved mercury.  Because effluent 
characteristics provided in Form 2C demonstrated no RP, EPA proposes to delete those 
limitations and monitoring requirements from the final permit.  The current permit also has 
monitoring requirements for gross alpha and chromium (VI).  Because the data reported in Form 
2C demonstrated no RP, EPA also proposes to remove such monitoring requirements.  
 
Outfall 03A160 – The effluent characteristics show RP for chromium (VI), mercury, selenium, 
and cyanide.  Mercury had RP because a less sensitive analytical method was used for analysis.  
The permittee may retest it using a more sensitive method to demonstrate no RP.  The current 
permit has effluent limitations and/or monitoring requirements for arsenic, copper and gross 
alpha, but effluent characteristics demonstrated no RP for arsenic, copper or gross alpha.  
Therefore, EPA proposes to include chromium (VI), mercury, selenium and cyanide in the 
permit, but remove arsenic, copper and gross alpha from the permit.  Because discharges at this 
outfall have been ceased since May 2018 and discharges are conveyed to SWWS for treatment, 
monitoring of discharges is required only when a discharge is made at outfall to Ten Site 
Canyon.  
 
Outfall 03A199 - Because the discharge at Outfall 03A199 has RP to cause or contribute to a 
violation for selenium and cyanide, site-specific effluent limitations are established at this 
outfall.  Limitations for selenium and cyanide are based on wildlife habitat standard, and 
discharges may affect wildlife around the outfall whenever discharges occur.  EPA proposes 
3/week monitoring frequency for selenium and cyanide when discharge occurs. 
 
Outfalls 03A113 and 03A181 - Discharges at these two outfalls demonstrated no RP, additional 
WQ-based effluent limitations are not proposed and WQ-based effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements (total recoverable aluminum, dissolved copper and gross alpha, except 
for TRC as described above) in the current permit are proposed to be removed from these 
outfalls. [Correction: Total chromium of 12.5 µg/l was used for RP screening and shown RP for 
chromium (VI) at Outfall 03A181. The permittees noted “Believed Present” in the Application 
Form 2C. Therefore, EPA revises the proposed permit to include effluent limitations for Cr-VI at 
Outfall 03A181. If the permittees provide two dissolved Cr (VI) data by the end of the extended 
public comment period to EPA, EPA will re-run the RP and make the final permit decision on Cr 
(VI) at Outfall 03A181.] 
 
Outfall 04A022 - Outfall 04A022 discharges treated once through cooling water and storm water 
from TA-3-66.  LANL determined that these types of discharges are not consistent with the 04A 
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category and recommended that the outfall category be revised to 03A.  The outfall number 
04A022 is changed to 03A022.  The name change does not affect effluent limitations.  
Discharges at the outfall demonstrated no RP, additional WQ-based effluent limitations are not 
proposed and WQ-based effluent limitations and monitoring requirements (total recoverable 
aluminum, dissolved copper and gross alpha, except for TRC as described above) in the current 
permit are proposed to be removed from these outfalls. 
 
Outfalls 051 - The effluent is evaporated through a mechanical evaporator and has no discharge 
since November 2010.  On June 18, 2019, the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility 
(RLWTF) discharged effluent to Outfall 051 for the first time since November 18, 2010.  The 
discharge included effluent sampling for all permit and Form 2C analytes during the discharge, 
as required by the current NPDES permit.  The analytical data from these samples is a better 
representation of the effluent characteristics (hardness adjusted to <50 mg/L) associated with this 
outfall than the operational sampling data (hardness was not adjusted) provided on the Form 2C 
in the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application submitted on March 26, 2019.  Sample analytical 
results from the June 2019 discharge were used for RP screening purposes. 
 
Outfall 05A055 – There has been no discharge from the High Explosive Wastewater Treatment 
Facility (HEWTF) at Outfall 05A055 since November 2007.  Normal operations since November 
2007 have utilized the electric evaporator and eliminated the discharge.  The applicant intends to 
continue to operate the HEWTF using the evaporator except under abnormal conditions (i.e., 
malfunction of the evaporator).  The permittee plans to resume discharge in fall 2019.  There 
have RP for Aluminum, Copper, Lead, Selenium, and Zinc, so WQ-based effluent limitations are 
established in the proposed permit.  
 
PCBs – The current permit has PCB effluent limitations and monitoring requirements at Outfall 
001 and at Outfall 13S (if a direct discharge occurred at Outfall 13S); and monitoring and 
reporting only requirements at Outfall 051.  
 
EPA proposed Method 1668C when EPA proposed changes to analysis and sampling test 
procedures in wastewater regulations (i.e., 40 CFR 136), under the title “Guidelines Establishing 
Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants Under the Clean Water Act; Analysis and 
Sampling Procedures”, in the Federal Register Vol. 75, No. 184, September 23, 2010. Method 
1668 determines individual chlorinated biphenyl congeners in environmental samples by isotope 
dilution and internal standard high resolution gas chromatography/high resolution mass 
spectrometry (HRGC/HRMS). After consideration of all comments received by EPA, EPA in the 
final rule making decided to defer the final approval of Method 1668C to a later date. 
In accordance with the provision of 40 CFR part 144.22(i)(1)(iv), to assure compliance with 
permit limitations, the permit shall have requirements to monitor effluents according to test 
procedures approved under 40 CFR part 136 for the analyses of pollutants having approved 
methods under that part, and according to a test procedure specified in the permit for pollutants 
with no approved methods.  Because EPA deferred the final approval for Method 1668C, 
Method 1668C or previous versions (PCB congener method) is currently not an EPA approved 
40 CFR part 136 method.  Rather, Method 608 or 625 (PCB Aroclor method) is the current EPA 
approved method which can determine PCB quantities by Aroclors (e.g., PCB-1016, PCB-1221, 
… PCB-1260). 
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EPA determined in 2014 final permit that EPA published congener Method 1668 Revision and 
detection levels should be used for reporting purposes only.  Prior to the promulgation of Method 
1668, the 0.2 µg/l minimum quantification level (MQL) listed in Appendix to Part II should be 
used for compliance purposes.  EPA has developed MQLs to monitor compliance for permit 
limits below analytical values and uses those MQLs to establish defensible permits, so it is 
common for a MQL greater than the NMWQS.  Since EPA has not coded Method 1668 neither 
developed MQLs for the method, both Method 1668 and its MQLs are not defensible by EPA for 
compliance purposes.  If NMED requires Method 1668 to be used for compliance purposes 
and/or requires more stringent MQL for compliance purposes, NMED must specify those 
conditions in the State’s Condition of Certification.  

The human health-based limitation of 0.00064 µg/l was included in the current permit because 
that limitation was also based on the condition of State certification.  The NMWQS, section 
20.6.4.900.J (f) states “the criteria listed under human health-organism only (HH-OO) are 
intended to protect human health when aquatic organisms are consumed from waters containing 
pollutants.  These criteria do not protect the aquatic life itself; rather, they protect the health of 
humans who ingest fish or other aquatic organisms.”  EPA understands that the HH-OO 
standards apply to the receiving stream, but has difficulty evaluating the human health impact of 
the discharge when ingestion of fish or other aquatic organism is unlikely to occur.  EPA 
proposes to retain the monitoring frequency of 1/year for PCBs based on the case-by-case 
discretionary after considering the following facts: 1) an adverse impact to human health caused 
by the discharges could not be determined; 2) PCBs have been prohibited for decades and LANL 
is not using PCBs in any process; 3) PCBs were likely deposited in the sewer system and the 
sewage flow rate is quite constant; 4) LANL has demonstrated its efforts to remove PCBs from 
discharges; and 5) the cost of Method 1668 is relatively high to the benefit obtained.  Because 
HH-OO standards are established at the receiving water, EPA used the default non-zero 
harmonic mean flow of 0.001 MGD per the NMIP to determine the RP for human health-based 
pollutants and the calculated PCB limitation is 0.000642 µg/l.  LANL may provide data to 
support a different “modified harmonic mean flow” as defined in the provision of 20.6.4.11 of 
the NMWQS during the public comment period, so EPA may conduct a new RP screening 
and/or establish a new effluent limitation based on new flow information.   

Minimum Quantification Level (MQL)- EPA-approved test procedures (methods) for the 
analysis and quantification of pollutants or pollutant parameters, including for the purposes of 
compliance monitoring/DMR reporting, permit renewal applications, or any other reporting that 
may be required as a condition of this permit, shall be sufficiently sensitive.  A method is 
"sufficiently sensitive" when (1) the method minimum level (ML) of quantification is at or below 
the level of the applicable effluent limit for the measured pollutant or pollutant parameter; or (2) 
if there is no EPA-approved analytical method with a published ML at or below the effluent limit 
(see table below), then the method has the lowest published ML (is the most sensitive) of the 
analytical methods approved under 40 CFR Part 136 or required under 40 CFR Chapter I, 
Subchapters N or 0, for the measured pollutant or pollutant parameter; or (3) the method is 
specified in this permit or has been otherwise approved in writing by the permitting authority 
(EPA Region 6) for the measured pollutant or pollutant parameter.  The Permittee has the option 
of developing and submitting a report to justify the use of matrix or sample-specific MLs rather 
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than the published levels.  Upon written approval by EPA Region 6 the matrix or sample-specific 
MLs may be utilized by the Permittee for all future Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) 
reporting requirements. 
 
Current EPA Region 6 minimum quantification levels (MQLs) for reporting and compliance are 
provided in Appendix A of Part II of this permit.  The following pollutants may not have EPA 
approved methods with a published ML at or below the effluent limit, if specified: 
 
POLLUTANT CAS Number STORET 

Code 
Total Residual Chlorine 7782-50-5 50060 
Cadmium 7440-43-9 01027 
Silver 7440-22-4 01077 
Thallium 7440-28-0 01059 
Cyanide 57-12-5 78248 
Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 1764-01-6 34675 
4, 6-Dinitro-0-Cresol 534-52-1 34657 
Pentachlorophenol 87-86-5 39032 
Benzidine 92-87-5 39120 
Chrysene 218-01-9 34320 
Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-1 39700 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 62-75-9 34438 
Aldrin 309-00-2 39330 
Chlordane 57-74-9 39350 
Dieldrin 60-57-1 39380 
Heptachlor 76-44-8 39410 
Heptachlor epoxide 1024-57-3 39420 
Toxaphene 8001-35-2 39400 

 
Unless otherwise indicated in this permit, if the EPA Region 6 MQL for a pollutant or pollutant 
parameter is sufficiently sensitive (as defined above) and the analytical test result is less than the 
MQL, then a value of zero (0) may be used for reporting purposes on DMRs.  Furthermore, if the 
EPA Region 6 MQL for a pollutant or parameter is not sufficiently sensitive, but the analytical 
test result is less than the published ML from a sufficiently sensitive method, then a value of zero 
(0) may be used for reporting purposes on DMRs. 
 
Revised MQL condition and MQL Table are incorporated into Part II of the proposed permit. 
 
  5. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) 
 
Procedures for implementing WET terms and conditions in NPDES permits are contained in the 
NMIP, March 15, 2012. Table 11 of Section V of the NMIP outlines the type of WET testing for 
different types of discharges.  
 
OUTFALL 001 
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The permit established WET biomonitoring with CD = 100%. DMR reports indicate there were 
eight sublethal failures for Ceriodaphnia dubia in this last permit cycle.  There were no failures 
for Pimephales promelas. The EPA Reasonable Potential Analyzer (can be found at 
https://www.epa.gov/publicnotices.) indicates that RP for Pimephales promelas exists solely due 
to the limited number of test results used for RP analysis, however RP exists for Ceriodaphnia 
dubia, and a WET limit is needed.  A WET limit for Ceriodaphnia dubia is established in the 
proposed permit.  No limit for Pimephales promelas is being proposed.  
 
The critical dilution, CD, for this discharge will remain at 100% because the discharge is to an 
ephemeral/intermittent water body, but creates a perennial stream, Segment 20.6.4.126.  Based 
on the nature of the discharge, industrial power plant/Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility 
(SERF), and the nature of the receiving water; perennial stream, the Table 11 of the NMIP 
directs the WET test to be a 7-day chronic test using Pimephales promelas at a once every year 
frequency.  The frequency for Ceriodaphnia dubia is once every six months.  The proposed 
permit requires five (5) dilutions in addition to the control (0% effluent) to be used in the toxicity 
tests based on a 0.75 dilution series. These additional effluent concentrations shall be 32%, 42%, 
56%, 75%, and 100%.  
 
OUTFALL 13S  
 
The receiving water, Cañada del Buey for outfall 13S, is classified as a Rio Grande Basin 
segment 20.6.4.128 waterbody that is ephemeral or intermittent.  Because it is designated for 
limited aquatic life use, EPA applies guidelines for ephemeral stream to determine the type and 
frequency of WET requirements.  Facilities with discharges that qualify as minor (sanitary waste 
discharge with flow over 0.1 MGD but less than 1.0 MGD) such as outfall 13S will have WET 
requirements for the Daphnia pulex test species at a once per two years frequency. 
 
OUTFALL 051 
 
Based on historical data and the June 18, 2019 discharge WET testing result, EPA concludes that 
this effluent still has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the State 
water quality standards.  Therefore, WET limits will be retained in the proposed permit. EPA 
proposes to establish WET requirements for Outfall 051 based on requirements for a major 
discharge because of the nature of discharge, industrial and radioactive wastewater. Facilities 
that qualify as majors and discharge to ephemeral waterbodies will have WET requirements that 
consist of a 100% critical dilution and a 48-hour acute test using Daphnia pulex at a once per 
three (3) months frequency when a WET limit is established.  Since the flow from this outfall is 
intermittent, a 3-hour composite rather than a 24-hour composite sample is established because 
the discharge is intermittent. The term "3-hour composite sample" means a sample consisting of 
a minimum of one (1) aliquot of effluent collected at a one-hour interval over a period of up to 3-
hour discharge. 
 
The proposed permit requires five (5) dilutions in addition to the control (0% effluent) to be used 
in the toxicity tests based on a 0.75 dilution series. These additional effluent concentrations shall 
be 32%, 42%, 56%, 75%, and 100%.  The low-flow effluent concentration (critical low-flow 
dilution) is defined as 100% effluent.  Monitoring and reporting requirements begin on the 
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effective date of this permit. 
 
Because an extremely low hardness effluent may cause WET test failure, the current permit has a 
hardness limit at Outfall 051. 
 
OUTFALL 05A055 
 
The receiving water, Cañon de Valle for outfall 05A055 is classified as a Rio Grande Basin 
segment 20.6.4.128 waterbody as well.  This outfall qualifies as a minor industrial (excluding 
some operations such as aquifer remediation and drinking water treatment facilities) and 
discharge to ephemeral waterbodies will have WET requirements of an effluent characterization 
single WET sample event by 48-hour acute test using Daphnia pulex. The critical dilution (CD) 
will be 100% since discharges at those outfalls referenced in this section are to ephemeral 
streams.  
 
The tests should all occur in winter or springtime when most sensitive juvenile life forms are 
likely to be present in receiving water and colder ambient temperatures might adversely affect 
treatment processes. This time will generally be defined as between November 1st and April 
30th. 
 
OUTFALL 03A027 
 
The discharge at Outfall 03A027 was to the Rio Grande Basin segment 20.6.4.126 that 
encompasses the perennial receiving water created by the discharge of Outfall 001.  
 
The current permit requires five (5) dilutions in addition to the control (0% effluent) to be used 
in the toxicity tests based on a 0.75 dilution series.  These additional effluent concentrations shall 
be 10%, 13%, 17%, 23%, and 31%.  The low-flow effluent concentration (critical low-flow 
dilution) is defined as 23% effluent.  In accordance with the NMIP, facilities with discharges that 
qualify as minor (e.g. treated cooling water blow down that is characteristic of other industry) 
such as outfall 03A027 would have a one-time effluent characterization WET requirement that 
consists of chronic WET testing for the Ceriodaphnia dubia and Pimephales promelas test 
species.  For outfall 03A027, table 11 of the NMIP directs the WET test to be a 7-day chronic 
test using at a once per five (5) years frequency.  
 
The discharge at Outfall 03A027 passed the one-time characterization WET test during the 
permit term, EPA is considering a waiver of the WET test in the future permit term at this outfall 
because no significant change of the nature of discharge is expected and the effluent has been 
conveyed to Outfall 001 and discharges via Outfall 001.  This waiver is consistent with the 
NMIP. 
 
OUTFALLS 03A048, 03A113, 03A160, 03A181, and Outfall 03A199 
 
Outfalls that qualify as a minor industrial (excluding some operations such as aquifer 
remediation and drinking water treatment facilities) and discharge to ephemeral waterbodies are 
required to take an one-time effluent characterization single WET sample event by 48-hour acute 
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test using Daphnia pulex.  The critical dilution (CD) will be 100% since discharges at those 
outfalls referenced in this section are to ephemeral streams.  Because the WET testing result for 
Outfalls 03A048, 03A113, 03A160 and 03A181 already demonstrated “pass” of 100% acute 
WET test when EPA reissued the permit in 2014, WET requirements were not established for 
these outfalls.  EPA proposes to retain no WET requirements for these outfalls. 
 
   7. Sewage Sludge Management 
 
The land application of compost (biosolids) at LANL is subject to 40 CFR Part 503 Subpart B 
and Part IV of LANL’s NPDES Industrial Outfall Permit NM0028355 – Sewage Sludge 
Requirements. Biosolids applied to land must meet risk-based pollutant limits specified in Part 
503. Operational standards to control disease-causing organisms (pathogens) and reduce the 
attraction of vectors (e.g., flies and mosquitoes) to biosolids must also be met. The SWWS 
Compost Facility is registered pursuant to the requirements in 20.9.3.27 NMAC under Certificate 
No. 0215151C. 
 
VI.  CWA 303(d) IMPAIRED WATER 
 
As discussed in the fact sheet dated June 26, 2013, most of the streams within LANL property 
are impaired waterbodies and industrial point sources have been identified as one of several 
probable sources of impairment for Mortandad Canyon (where Outfalls 03A022, 03A181 and 
051 discharge to) and Canada del Buey (where Outfall 13S discharges to).  Because EPA has 
conducted RP for discharge at each outfall and established effluent limitations if RP was 
demonstrated; and also because EPA realizes that most of those streams have been contaminated 
by pollutants carried by historical storm water runoff from Areas of Concern (AOCs) and Solid 
Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and EPA has issued an individual stormwater permit 
(NM0030759) to address storm runoffs from those AOCs and SWMUs.  NMED has requested 
that EPA requires monitoring of pollutants which caused impairment at outfalls where those 
were detected in the effluent.  EPA proposes monitoring only requirement of 1/Year (except for 
temperature, 1/quarter) for those pollutants because effluent data have demonstrated no RP.  This 
additional monitoring requirement includes total recoverable aluminum and temperature at 
Outfall 03A027; total recoverable aluminum, total mercury and adjusted gross alpha at Outfall 
03A113; total recoverable aluminum and temperature at Outfall 03A199; dissolved copper at 
Outfall 03A022; and adjusted gross alpha at Outfall 051.  If TMDLs for these impaired 
waterbodies are approved in the future, EPA will establish effluent limitations accordingly.  
  
VII.  ANTIDEGRADATION 
 
The NMAC, Section 20.6.4.8 “Antidegradation Policy and Implementation Plan” sets forth the 
requirements to protect designated uses through implementation of the State water quality 
standards.  The limitations and monitoring requirements set forth in the proposed permit are 
developed from the State water quality standards and are protective of those designated uses.  
Furthermore, the policy sets forth the intent to protect the existing quality of those waters, whose 
quality exceeds their designated use.  The permit requirements and the limits are protective of the 
assimilative capacity of the receiving waters, which is protective of the designated uses of that 
water, NMAC Section 20.6.4.8.A.2.  
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VIII.  ANTIBACKSLIDING 
 
The proposed permit is consistent with the requirements to meet antibacksliding provisions of 
the Clean Water Act, Section 402(o) and 40 CFR §122.44(l), which state in part that effluent 
limitations must be as stringent as those in the previous permit.  If new effluent data 
demonstrates no RP for WQ-based limitations, those limitations are removed based on 40 CFR 
§122.44 (l)(B), new information that was not available at the time the previous permit was issued 
and was discussed in Part V above. WQ-based effluent limitations may be changed due to new 
discharge flow rate, new stream flow rate, or new criteria. 
 
IX.  HISTORICAL and ARCHEOLOGICAL PRESERVATION CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The reissuance of the permit should have no impact on historical and/or archeological sites since 
no construction activities are planned in the reissuance. 
 
X.  ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT  
 
In accordance with requirements under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act, the EPA 
has reviewed this permit for its effect on listed threatened and endangered species and designated 
critical habitat.  According to the most recent county listing of species, shown on the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s Information, Planning, and Conservation System, the following species 
with critical habitats may be present in the county where the proposed NPDES discharge occurs: 
Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) and Jemez Mountains salamander (Plethodon 
neomexicanus). The following species may be present in the county where the proposed NPDES 
discharge occurs without critical habitats: New Mexico meadow jumping mouse (Zapus 
hudsonius luteus), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), and yellow-
billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus). 
 
During the reissuance of this permit in 2000, the EPA conducted an informal consultation with 
the USFWS; Cons. #2-22-01-I-018).  That consultation was concluded on December 7, 2000 
with the USFWS concurring by letter with EPA’s determination that the reissuance of the 
NPDES permit for LANL would have “no effect” on Mexican spotted owl and “may affect, not 
likely to adversely affect” on the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and southwestern willow 
flycatcher.  
 
The USFWS concluded in the 2000 consultation letter: “Based on information in the BE 
(Biological Evaluation), the USFWS believes that the reissued permit should slightly improve 
effluent water quality at LANL over the 5-year permit.  In addition, re-issuance of the NPDES 
permit will not measurably alter stream morphology, flow patterns, temperatures, water 
chemistry, or slit loads in any of the affected intermittent tributaries or the Rio Grande.  
Therefore, the USFWS concurs with the EPA determination that the re-issuance of the NPDES 
permit for LANL will have “no effect” on the Mexican spotted owl, and “may affect, not likely 
to adversely affect” the bald eagle and southwestern willow flycatcher.” On August 9, 2007, the 
bald eagle was removed from the federal list of threatened and endangered species and it will not 
be analyzed further in this document.  
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New species listed since the 2000 consultation were analyzed using the LANL Habitat 
Management Plan (HMP; Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), 2017. Threatened and 
Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan for Los Alamos National Laboratory. Los 
Alamos National Laboratory report LA-UR-17-29454).  The purpose of the HMP is to provide a 
management strategy for Endangered Species Act compliance through the protection of 
threatened and endangered species and their habitats on LANL property.  The HMP consists of 
site plans for federally listed threatened or endangered species with a moderate or high 
probability of occurring at LANL.  The HMP received concurrence from the USFWS in 1999 
(Consultation numbers 2-22-98-I-336 and 2-22-95-I-108) and it is updated as needed with new 
consultations.  Provided that an activity at LANL falls within the requirements of the HMP, then 
the activity does not need further review from the USFWS and is considered to have the same 
determination as the HMP which is “may affect, not likely to adversely affect”.  Activities that 
cannot follow the HMP requirements must go through an individual section-7 consultation.  The 
EPA determines that the reissuance of this permit has “no effect” upon the baseline of the HMP.   
 
Mexican spotted owl. The Mexican spotted owl prefers forested mountains and canyons with 
mature trees that create high, closed canopies, which are good for nesting.  They also nest in 
stick nests built by other birds, in tree cavities and caves and on cliff ledges.  The main threats to 
the Mexican spotted owl are starvation, fire, and loss of habitat due to logging, which also causes 
a greater risk of predation by great horned owls as a result of increased open space.  There have 
been no major changes with regards to the Mexican spotted owl since the 2000 consultation. 
Therefore, reissuance of this permit will not contribute threats to the Mexican spotted owls and 
the EPA maintains the “no effect” determination. 
 
Southwestern willow flycatcher. The southwestern willow flycatcher is one of four subspecies of 
the willow flycatcher.  The historic range of the southwestern willow flycatcher included 
Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, Texas, Utah, and Mexico.  Currently, this 
flycatcher breeds in riparian habitats from southern California to Arizona and New Mexico, plus 
southern Colorado, Utah and Nevada.  There have been no major changes with regards to the 
southwestern willow flycatcher since the 2000 consultation.  Therefore, the reissuance of this 
permit will not contribute any new threats to the southwestern willow flycatcher and the EPA 
maintains the “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” determination.  
 
Yellow-billed cuckoo. Yellow-billed Cuckoos use wooded habitat with dense cover and water 
nearby, including woodlands with low, scrubby, vegetation, overgrown orchards, abandoned 
farmland, and dense thickets along streams and marshes.  In the Southwest, yellow-billed 
cuckoos breed in riparian woodlands of willows, cottonwoods and dense stands of mesquite to 
breed.  This species was not analyzed in the 2000 consultation.  The LANL HMP does not have 
any requirements for this species since it does not contain any breeding habitat on-site. 
Therefore, the reissuance of this permit has “no effect” on this species.  
 
Jemez Mountains salamander. The Jemez Mountains salamander is endemic to the Jemez 
Mountains of north-central New Mexico and is found in Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and Sandoval 
counties.  It is one of two endemic plethodontid salamanders that occur in New Mexico.  It 
occurs predominantly at elevations between 6,988 to 11,254 ft in mixed conifer forests with 
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greater than 50 percent canopy cover.  Plethodontid salamanders, which lack both lungs and 
gills, breathe through the mucous membranes in their mouth and throat and through their moist 
skin.  The Jemez Mountains salamander is completely terrestrial and does not use standing 
surface water for any life stage.  Present in its habitat year-round, the Jemez Mountains 
salamander spends most of its life underground but can be found on the surface when conditions 
are warm and wet, approximately July through October.  This species was not analyzed in the 
2000 consultation.  The reissuance of this permit is within the scope of the HMP requirements. 
Therefore, it has been determined that its reissuance “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” 
the Jemez Mountains salamander.  
 
New Mexico meadow jumping mouse. The New Mexico meadow jumping mouse is endemic to 
New Mexico, Arizona, and a small area of southern Colorado.  The jumping mouse is grayish-
brown on the back, yellowish-brown on the sides, and white underneath.  The jumping mouse is 
a habitat specialist and it nests in dry soils, but uses moist, streamside, dense riparian/wetland 
vegetation up to an elevation of about 8,000 ft.  This species was not analyzed in the 2000 
consultation.  The LANL HMP does not have any requirements for this species since it does not 
contain any breeding habitat on-site.  Therefore, the reissuance of this permit has “no effect” on 
this species. 
 
XI.  PERMIT REOPENER 
 
Pursuant to the provision of 40 CFR 122.62, this permit may be reopened for modification.  
 
XII.  VARIANCE REQUESTS 
 
No variance requests have been received. 
 
XIII.  CERTIFICATION 
 
The permit is in the process of certification by the State Agency following regulations 
promulgated at 40 CFR 124.53. A draft permit and draft public notice will be sent to the District 
Engineer, Corps of Engineers; to the Regional Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
to the National Marine Fisheries Service prior to the publication of that notice. 
 
XIV. FINAL DETERMINATION 
 
The public notice describes the procedures for the formulation of final determinations. 
 
XV. ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
 
The following information was used to develop the proposed permit: 
 
 A. APPLICATION(s) 
 
EPA Application Forms 1 and 2C package received March 28, 2019.  Supplemental information 
with revised outfall fact sheets and new effluent data were received August 21 and 28, 2019, 
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respectively. 
 
 B. STATE OF NEW MEXICO REFERENCES 
 
New Mexico State Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Surface Water, 20.6.4 NMAC, as 
amended through August 11, 2017. 
 
Procedures for Implementing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permits in New 
Mexico, March 15, 2012. 
 
State of New Mexico 303(d)/305(b) Integrated Report, 2016 - 2018. 
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355Permit NM0028355

Permit Name Version
Nmbr

Curr. Major
Minor
Status

Issue Date Effective
Date

Expiration
Date

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY 0 Major 8/12/14 10/1/14 9/30/19

Version # 0Version # 0

Outfall 001AOutfall 001A

0
00010 Temperature, water deg. centigrade / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00010 Temperature, water deg. centigrade / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Degrees Centigrade Degrees Centigrade
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 24 24
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 11.4 12.3
2/28/17 12.3 13
3/31/17 13.6 16.9
4/30/17 15.9 16.6
5/31/17 15.8 17.5
6/30/17 19.1 20
7/31/17 21.1 22.1
8/31/17 20.8 21.3
9/30/17 20 20.5
10/31/17 17.9 18.7
11/30/17 16.4 17.7
12/31/17 14.1 15.6
1/31/18 13.3 15.2
2/28/18 12.9 14.1
3/31/18 13.5 13.8
4/30/18 15.3 16
5/31/18 17.6 18.8
6/30/18 19.2 19.8
7/31/18 20.6 20.9
8/31/18 19.7 20.2
9/30/18 19 20.5
10/31/18 18.2 18.2
11/30/18 16.2 17.7
12/31/18 12.9 16.6
1/31/19 12.3 13
2/28/19 11.1 12.5
3/31/19 12.5 14.3
4/30/19 14.1 16.3
5/31/19 17 18.5
6/30/19 19.1 20
7/31/19 19.7 20.4
8/31/19 19.5 20.8
9/30/19 18.1 20.6

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
5/1/15 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
00010 Temperature, water deg. centigrade / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
10/31/19 16.5 19.7
11/30/19 14.9 19.2
12/31/19 12.5 17.4
1/31/20 12.2 16.4
2/29/20 12.8 16
3/31/20 13.5 16.4
4/30/20 15.6 19.7
5/31/20 15.7 18.8
6/30/20 17.8 20.4
7/31/20 17.6 25.3
8/31/20 1.58 17.8
9/30/20 15.4 19.1
10/31/20 16 18.1
11/30/20 15.1 17.2
12/31/20 12.2 13.8
1/31/21 11.5 12.4
2/28/21 11.8 13.5
3/31/21 12.3 14.2
4/30/21 14.5 16
5/31/21 14.9 18.1
6/30/21 15.6 18.1
7/31/21 16.6 18.6
8/31/21 16.3 21.7
9/30/21 13.5 17
10/31/21 16.5 18
11/30/21 15.6 17.6
12/31/21 12.7 14.8

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6.6 8.8
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 7.6 7.9
2/28/17 7.5 7.7
3/31/17 7.5 8.1
4/30/17 7.4 8
5/31/17 7.8 7.9
6/30/17 7.7 8.5
7/31/17 7.9 8
8/31/17 7.6 7.8
9/30/17 7.6 7.9
10/31/17 7.4 7.7
11/30/17 7.3 7.8
12/31/17 7.2 7.8
1/31/18 7.2 7.6

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
2/28/18 7.2 7.6
3/31/18 7 7.6
4/30/18 7.3 7.6
5/31/18 7.6 7.9
6/30/18 7.5 7.7
7/31/18 7.5 7.8
8/31/18 7.5 7.5
9/30/18 7.5 738
10/31/18 7.3 7.6
11/30/18 7.6 7.8
12/31/18 7.4 7.7
1/31/19 7.4 7.6
2/28/19 7.3 7.6
3/31/19 7.3 7.5
4/30/19 7.3 7.6
5/31/19 7.1 7.6
6/30/19 7.5 7.6
7/31/19 7.5 7.6
8/31/19 7.3 8
9/30/19 7.6 7.8
10/31/19 7.4 7.8
11/30/19 7.5 7.6
12/31/19 7.4 7.6
1/31/20 7.4 7.4
2/29/20 7 7.4
3/31/20 6.9 7.6
4/30/20 7.3 7.8
5/31/20 7.2 7.5
6/30/20 7.4 7.6
7/31/20 7.5 7.7
8/31/20 7.5 7.8
9/30/20 7.1 8
10/31/20 7 7.1
11/30/20 7.5 7.5
12/31/20 7.2 7.8
1/31/21 7.5 7.6
2/28/21 7.4 7.8
3/31/21 7.4 7.4
4/30/21 7 7.8
5/31/21 7.4 7.9
6/30/21 7.9 8
7/31/21 7.8 8.1
8/31/21 7.6 7.6
9/30/21 7.9 8
10/31/21 7.6 8
11/30/21 7.5 7.7
12/31/21 7.3 7.7

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2 C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Pounds per Day Pounds per Day Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
1/31/17 4.185 4.185 2 2
2/28/17 3.66 3.66 2 2
3/31/17 4.698 4.698 2.4 2.4
4/30/17 6.613 6.613 5.9 5.9
5/31/17 1.4 1.4 .9 .9
6/30/17 1.47 1.47 1.2 1.2
7/31/17 .146 .146 1.5 1.5
8/31/17 2.85 2.85 1.7 1.7
9/30/17 .898 .898 1.2 1.2
10/31/17 1.169 1.169 .753 .753
11/30/17 2.03 2.03 1.4 1.4
12/31/17 1.087 1.087 .7 .7
1/31/18 .756 .756 .8 .8
2/28/18 2.29 2.29 1.5 1.5
3/31/18 <.708 <.708 <.57 <.57
4/30/18 <.632 <.632 <.57 <.57
5/31/18 <.523 <.523 <.57 <.57
6/30/18 2.3 2.3 1.3 1.3
7/31/18 2.05 2.05 2.42 2.42
8/31/18 .801 1.05 1 1.2
9/30/18 8.63 8.63 3.4 3.4
10/31/18 <1.17 <1.17 <.648 <.648
11/30/18 3.48 3.48 1.6 1.6
12/31/18 8.05 8.05 3.5 3.5
1/31/19 .973 .973 <.57 <.57
2/28/19 6.45 6.45 4 4
3/31/19 4.06 4.06 1.8 1.8
4/30/19 2.45 2.45 1.5 1.5
5/31/19 2.36 2.36 1.8 1.8
6/30/19 7.2 7.2 4.13 4.13
7/31/19 1.27 1.27 1 1
8/31/19 1.89 1.89 1.7 1.7
9/30/19 1.98 1.98 1.5 1.5
10/31/19 2.61 2.61 1.9 1.9
11/30/19 4.8 4.8 2.7 2.7
12/31/19 6.23 6.23 6.6 6.6
1/31/20 5.91 5.91 2 2
2/29/20 3.47 3.47 1.4 1.4
3/31/20 3.25 3.25 1.8 1.8
4/30/20 2.68 2.68 2.6 2.6
5/31/20 2.23 2.23 3.8 3.8
6/30/20 3.61 3.61 3.4 3.4
7/31/20 1.13 1.13 1.09 1.09
8/31/20 2.92 2.92 1.89 1.89
9/30/20 2.09 2.09 .9 .9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Monthly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
10/31/20 2.46 2.46 1.4 1.4
11/30/20 9.17 9.17 4.33 4.33
12/31/20 1.85 1.85 1 1
1/31/21 7.73 7.73 7.5 7.6
2/28/21 5.17 5.17 1.2 1.2
3/31/21 <1.06 <1.06 <.57 <.57
4/30/21 2.37 2.27 2.3 2.3
5/31/21 3.34 3.34 1.8 1.8
6/30/21 6.1 6.1 6.42 6.42
7/31/21 1.18 1.18 .9 .9
8/31/21 5.05 5.05 3.1 3.1
9/30/21 8.62 8.62 3.7 3.7
10/31/21 3.23 3.23 1.7 1.7
11/30/21 2.3 2.3 .9 .9
12/31/21 1.92 1.92 1.8 1.8

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 .214345 .2889
2/28/17 .195721 .2257
3/31/17 .186019 .2463
4/30/17 .18881 .2493
5/31/17 .175574 .2803
6/30/17 .150203 .319
7/31/17 .116726 .1859
8/31/17 .129948 .3537
9/30/17 .136657 .3559
10/31/17 .184587 .269
11/30/17 .186037 .2298
12/31/17 .161406 .2583
1/31/18 .113845 .1704
2/28/18 .1847812 .2756
3/31/18 .176335 .2981
4/30/18 .133397 .1975
5/31/18 .217081 .3326
6/30/18 .152293 .2393
7/31/18 .0995129 .1265
8/31/18 .1171 .2179
9/30/18 .123107 .3043
10/31/18 .180384 .3889
11/30/18 .268933 .4748
12/31/18 .208235 .3743
1/31/19 .269355 .3419

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Continuous
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
2/28/19 .239621 .2955
3/31/19 .265803 .4637
4/30/19 .191873 .3621
5/31/19 .17031 .3106
6/30/19 .159823 .2493
7/31/19 .175035 .3042
8/31/19 .150877 .2956
9/30/19 .151383 .2656
10/31/19 .168113 .2812
11/30/19 .216113 .3356
12/31/19 .215497 .3554
1/31/20 .273142 .6355
2/29/20 .356955 .5162
3/31/20 .240119 .4021
4/30/20 .18572 .3233
5/31/20 .137968 .217506
6/30/20 .13251 .1876
7/31/20 .141416 .1913
8/31/20 .153058 .2098
9/30/20 .208267 .336
10/31/20 .217206 .3044
11/30/20 .259417 .331
12/31/20 .246168 .3351
1/31/21 .248 .282
2/28/21 .359532 .5162
3/31/21 .240119 .4021
4/30/21 .004752 .00576
5/31/21 .19061 .2764
6/30/21 .141627 .2615
7/31/21 .141416 .1913
8/31/21 .153058 .2098
9/30/21 .205707 .3287
10/31/21 .217206 .3044
11/30/21 .259417 .331
12/31/21 .1979 .2557

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 0
2/28/17 0
3/31/17 0
4/30/17 0
5/31/17 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
6/30/17 0
7/31/17 0
8/31/17 0
9/30/17 0
10/31/17 0
11/30/17 0
12/31/17 0
1/31/18 0
2/28/18 0
3/31/18 0
4/30/18 0
5/31/18 0
6/30/18 0
7/31/18 0
8/31/18 0
9/30/18 0
10/31/18 0
11/30/18 0
12/31/18 0
1/31/19 0
2/28/19 0
3/31/19 0
4/30/19 0
5/31/19 0
6/30/19 0
7/31/19 0
8/31/19 0
9/30/19 0
10/31/19 0
11/30/19 0
12/31/19 0
1/31/20 0
2/29/20 0
3/31/20 0
4/30/20 0
5/31/20 0
6/30/20 0
7/31/20 0
8/31/20 0
9/30/20 0
10/31/20 0
11/30/20 0
12/31/20 0
1/31/21 0
2/28/21 0
3/31/21 0
4/30/21 0
5/31/21 0
6/30/21 0
7/31/21 0
8/31/21 0
9/30/21 0
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
10/31/21 0
11/30/21 0
12/31/21 0

5
51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Colony Forming UnitColony Forming Unit
Statistical Base MOAV GEO DAILY MX
Limit Value 126 410
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 <1 <1
2/28/17 <1 <1
3/31/17 <1.414 2
4/30/17 <1 1
5/31/17 <1 <1
6/30/17 <1.761 3.1
7/31/17 6.3 9.7
8/31/17 2.5 3.1
9/30/17 2.25 5.1
10/31/17 <1 1
11/30/17 2 2
12/31/17 3.6 4.1
1/31/18 <1 1
2/28/18 <1 <1
3/31/18 <1 <1
4/30/18 <1 1
5/31/18 <1 <1
6/30/18 10.5 21.1
7/31/18 15.3 21.3
8/31/18 5 9.7
9/30/18 15.4 33.1
10/31/18 14.5 21.6
11/30/18 <5.59 <5.59
12/31/18 1 1
1/31/19 <1 <1
2/28/19 <1 1
3/31/19 <1 2
4/30/19 4 7
5/31/19 4.1 8.5
6/30/19 <1 1
7/31/19 <2.3 5.2
8/31/19 1.8 3.1
9/30/19 2.5 6.3
10/31/19 4.1 8.6
11/30/19 <2 3
12/31/19 2.3 5.2
1/31/20 <1 <1

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Month
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001A
51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
2/29/20 <1 <1
3/31/20 <2 <1
4/30/20 <1 1
5/31/20 3.9 7.5
6/30/20 <1 1
7/31/20 1 1
8/31/20 9.53 12.1
9/30/20 10.4 26.5
10/31/20 3.67 13.5
11/30/20 <2.3 5.2
12/31/20 <1 <1
1/31/21 <1 <1
2/28/21 <1 1
3/31/21 <1 1
4/30/21 <1 1
5/31/21 <1 1
6/30/21 5.2 13.5
7/31/21 5.7 6.3
8/31/21 6.65 10.8
9/30/21 3.6 4.1
10/31/21 3.5 4.1
11/30/21 2 3
12/31/21 2.5 3.1

Outfall 001TOutfall 001T

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 1.36 1.36

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 001YOutfall 001Y

0
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 001Y
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .0073
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 .00579
9/30/18 .00622
9/30/19 .0025
9/30/20 .00424
9/30/21 .0618

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .9889
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.0193
9/30/18 <.193
9/30/19 <.0193
9/30/20 <.0193
9/30/21 <.0193

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

3
39516 Polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .00064 .00064
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/17 0 0
9/30/18 .013 .013
9/30/19 0 0
9/30/20 .00000074 .0006295
9/30/21 .0000011 .0000011

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Annual

Outfall 022AOutfall 022A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 022A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 7.9 8
2/28/17 7.7 8.2
3/31/17 7.8 8.1
4/30/17 7.9 7.9
5/31/17 7.7 8
6/30/17 7.8 7.9
7/31/17 7.7 8
8/31/17 8 8.1
9/30/17 7 8.2
10/31/17 8.1 8.2
11/30/17 7.4 8.1
12/31/17 7.8 8
1/31/18 7.5 8
2/28/18 7.6 7.9
3/31/18 7.7 7.9
4/30/18 7.4 8
5/31/18 7.5 7.8
6/30/18 7.3 7.9
7/31/18 7.8 7.9
8/31/18 7.3 7.8
9/30/18 7.6 7.6
10/31/18 7.1 8.5
11/30/18 7.5 7.6
12/31/18 7.4 7.7
1/31/19 7.5 7.8
2/28/19 7.5 7.7
3/31/19 7.7 8
4/30/19 7.5 7.8
5/31/19 7.7 7.8
6/30/19 7.7 7.9
7/31/19 7.6 7.9
8/31/19 7.3 7.9
9/30/19 7.6 7.8
10/31/19 7.6 8
11/30/19 7.5 7.6
12/31/19 7.3 7.7
1/31/20 7.2 7.7
2/29/20 7.3 8.1
3/31/20 7 8
4/30/20 7.3 8.1
5/31/20 7.2 7.6
6/30/20 7.7 8
7/31/20 7.7 7.9
8/31/20 7.3 7.7
9/30/20 6.8 7.6
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 7.8 7.8
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 022A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/21 7.7 7.7
2/28/21 7.2 7.2
3/31/21 8 8.1
4/30/21 7.6 8
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 7.8 7.8
7/31/21 7.9 7.9
8/31/21 7.6 7.8
9/30/21 8 8.2
10/31/21 7.9 8.1
11/30/21 7.4 8
12/31/21 7.2 8

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 .00072 .00072
2/28/17 .003559 .00576
3/31/17 .00072 .00072
4/30/17 .00072 .00072
5/31/17 .00072 .00072
6/30/17 .00072 .00072
7/31/17 .00072 .00072
8/31/17 .00072 .00072
9/30/17 .0054 .0288
10/31/17 .00072 .00072
11/30/17 .00072 .00072
12/31/17 .00072 .00072
1/31/18 .00072 .00072
2/28/18 .00072 .00072
3/31/18 .00072 .00072
4/30/18 .00072 .00072
5/31/18 .00072 .00072
6/30/18 .00072 .00072
7/31/18 .00425 .0144
8/31/18 .00072 .00072
9/30/18 .00072 .00072
10/31/18 .00072 .00072
11/30/18 .00072 .00072
12/31/18 .007177 .0216
1/31/19 .011497 .0216
2/28/19 .001466 .00864
3/31/19 .008083 .01444
4/30/19 .004944 .01152

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Daily
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 022A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
5/31/19 .000743 .00144
6/30/19 .001781 .00432
7/31/19 .001301 .00288
8/31/19 .007154 .0216
9/30/19 .0009648 .00144
10/31/19 .002834 .0072
11/30/19 .003648 .00864
12/31/19 .005295 .0144
1/31/20 .008083 .01552
2/29/20 .006629 .01872
3/31/20 .010545 .036
4/30/20 .02088 .0216
5/31/20 .02513 .288
6/30/20 .006686 .02304
7/31/20 .005904 .1152
8/31/20 .011962 .01584
9/30/20 .0216 .0216
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 .006153 .0144
1/31/21 .00288 .00288
2/28/21 .00576 .00576
3/31/21 .004834 .00576
4/30/21 .004752 .004752
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 .0072 .0072
7/31/21 .00072 7.9
8/31/21 .013042 .01872
9/30/21 .009005 .12966
10/31/21 .001307 .00288
11/30/21 .00126 .00288
12/31/21 .002059 .00144

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 NODI=8
2/28/17 NODI=8
3/31/17 NODI=8
4/30/17 NODI=8
5/31/17 NODI=9
6/30/17 NODI=9
7/31/17 NODI=9
8/31/17 NODI=9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 022A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 NODI=9
10/31/17 NODI=9
11/30/17 NODI=9
12/31/17 NODI=9
1/31/18 NODI=9
2/28/18 NODI=9
3/31/18 NODI=9
4/30/18 NODI=9
5/31/18 NODI=9
6/30/18 NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=9
8/31/18 NODI=9
9/30/18 NODI=9
10/31/18 NODI=9
11/30/18 NODI=9
12/31/18 NODI=9
1/31/19 NODI=9
2/28/19 NODI=9
3/31/19 NODI=9
4/30/19 NODI=9
5/31/19 NODI=9
6/30/19 NODI=9
7/31/19 NODI=9
8/31/19 NODI=9
9/30/19 NODI=9
10/31/19 NODI=9
11/30/19 NODI=9
12/31/19 NODI=9
1/31/20 NODI=9
2/29/20 NODI=9
3/31/20 NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=9
5/31/20 0
6/30/20 NODI=9
7/31/20 NODI=9
8/31/20 NODI=9
9/30/20 NODI=9
10/31/20 NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=9
1/31/21 0
2/28/21 NODI=9
3/31/21 NODI=9
4/30/21 NODI=9
5/31/21 NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=9
7/31/21 0
8/31/21 0
9/30/21 .09
10/31/21 NODI=9
11/30/21 NODI=9
12/31/21 NODI=9

Page 14 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 022A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Outfall 022QOutfall 022Q

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 13.4 13.4
6/30/17 4.22 4.22
9/30/17 <.604 .638
12/31/17 <.57 <.57
3/31/18 <.57 <.57
6/30/18 2.8 2.8
9/30/18 <.57 <.57
12/31/18 <1.14 <1.14
3/31/19 <.57 <.57
6/30/19 <.582 <.582
9/30/19 <.57 <.57
12/31/19 <.57 <.57
3/31/20 <.613 <.613
6/30/20 2.6 2.6
9/30/20 <.57 <.57
12/31/20 <.57 <.57
3/31/21 8.7 8.7
6/30/21 <.57 <.57
9/30/21 <.57 <.57
12/31/21 .57 .57

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

Outfall 022TOutfall 022T

0
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=9 NODI=9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 022T
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 <.015 <.015

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 0 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 027AOutfall 027A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6.6 8.8
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=9 NODI=9
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 027A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Daily
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 027A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=9 NODI=9
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 027A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=9
2/28/18 NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 027A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
5/31/19 NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C

5
51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Colony Forming UnitColony Forming Unit
Statistical Base MOAV GEO DAILY MX
Limit Value 548 2507
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Month
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Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 027A
51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 Not Received NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=9 NODI=9
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
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Outfall 027A
51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Outfall 027QOutfall 027Q

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

0
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 20 40
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly
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Outfall 027Q
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Outfall 027TOutfall 027T

0
01032 Chromium, hexavalent [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=9 NODI=9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 1.01 1.01

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 027YOutfall 027Y

0
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual
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01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .0073
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .9889
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

Outfall 048AOutfall 048A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 7.8 8.9
2/28/17 7.8 8.7
3/31/17 7.5 8.7
4/30/17 7 7.6
5/31/17 8 8.9
6/30/17 8.4 8.9
7/31/17 8.1 8.9
8/31/17 7.8 8.2
9/30/17 8.2 8.4
10/31/17 8.2 8.5
11/30/17 7.3 8.5

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 048A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
12/31/17 7.4 8.4
1/31/18 7.4 8.5
2/28/18 8.3 8.5
3/31/18 7.2 7.9
4/30/18 7.6 8.2
5/31/18 7.7 8.3
6/30/18 7.7 8.3
7/31/18 7.8 8.4
8/31/18 7.5 8.4
9/30/18 7.8 8.4
10/31/18 8.1 8.5
11/30/18 7.5 8.6
12/31/18 8.1 8.4
1/31/19 7 8.6
2/28/19 7.4 8.4
3/31/19 6.9 8
4/30/19 6.7 7.6
5/31/19 7.1 8.7
6/30/19 7.5 8.4
7/31/19 7.3 8.4
8/31/19 7.4 8.2
9/30/19 7.7 8.4
10/31/19 7.8 8.4
11/30/19 7.5 7.8
12/31/19 6.9 8.3
1/31/20 6.6 7.7
2/29/20 6.7 7.9
3/31/20 6.8 8.3
4/30/20 7.1 8.7
5/31/20 7 7.4
6/30/20 7.3 8.2
7/31/20 7.3 8.4
8/31/20 7.6 8.8
9/30/20 7.5 8.5
10/31/20 7.5 8.6
11/30/20 7.4 8.5
12/31/20 8.1 8.3
1/31/21 7.6 7.8
2/28/21 7.3 7.5
3/31/21 7.3 7.7
4/30/21 7 8.2
5/31/21 8.1 8.5
6/30/21 8 8.4
7/31/21 7.2 8.1
8/31/21 7.2 7.4
9/30/21 7.1 7.2
10/31/21 7.2 8.1
11/30/21 7.1 7.9
12/31/21 7.3 8

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
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Outfall 048A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 .076142 .1128
2/28/17 .010318 .0909
3/31/17 .00764 .04865
4/30/17 .007397 .0366
5/31/17 .01461 .0221
6/30/17 .04549 .149
7/31/17 .11379 .2049
8/31/17 .19323 .2102
9/30/17 .115317 .2068
10/31/17 .105145 .1421
11/30/17 .116967 .14
12/31/17 .100642 .1099
1/31/18 .067168 .1198
2/28/18 .0086357 .0153
3/31/18 .011484 .04266
4/30/18 .02551 .0449
5/31/18 .123506 .1603
6/30/18 .11446 .1689
7/31/18 .09431 .1573
8/31/18 .14343 .1586
9/30/18 .12606 .1483
10/31/18 .0502 .124
11/30/18 .074103 .0844
12/31/18 .046694 .0759
1/31/19 .0072871 .0168
2/28/19 .013718 .0312
3/31/19 .00965 .0446
4/30/19 .020197 .0328
5/31/19 .057881 .1274
6/30/19 .076887 .1262
7/31/19 .103977 .2122
8/31/19 .177955 .2191
9/30/19 .138617 .2446
10/31/19 .066787 .1153
11/30/19 .099447 .119
12/31/19 .075087 .1079
1/31/20 .002061 .006
2/29/20 .005196 .0147
3/31/20 .024694 .0444
4/30/20 .025503 .0395
5/31/20 .054835 .0914
6/30/20 .073263 .1289
7/31/20 .107229 .10914
8/31/20 .104326 .1288
9/30/20 .119093 .1421

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Daily
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Outfall 048A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
10/31/20 .089639 .1059
11/30/20 .113303 .1336
12/31/20 .081903 <.1197
1/31/21 .003068 .0066
2/28/21 .004744 .0375
3/31/21 .00513 .038
4/30/21 .02284 .037
5/31/21 .09701 .1261
6/30/21 .13407 .1692
7/31/21 .163419 .1874
8/31/21 .155503 .1786
9/30/21 .1184 .1819
10/31/21 .125274 .151
11/30/21 .135033 .1578
12/31/21 .086607 .1397

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 0
2/28/17 0
3/31/17 0
4/30/17 0
5/31/17 0
6/30/17 0
7/31/17 0
8/31/17 0
9/30/17 0
10/31/17 0
11/30/17 0
12/31/17 0
1/31/18 0
2/28/18 0
3/31/18 0
4/30/18 0
5/31/18 0
6/30/18 0
7/31/18 0
8/31/18 0
9/30/18 0
10/31/18 0
11/30/18 0
12/31/18 0
1/31/19 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly

Page 27 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 048A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
2/28/19 0
3/31/19 0
4/30/19 0
5/31/19 0
6/30/19 0
7/31/19 0
8/31/19 0
9/30/19 0
10/31/19 0
11/30/19 0
12/31/19 NODI=9
1/31/20 0
2/29/20 0
3/31/20 .77
4/30/20 .23
5/31/20 0
6/30/20 0
7/31/20 0
8/31/20 0
9/30/20 0
10/31/20 0
11/30/20 0
12/31/20 0
1/31/21 0
2/28/21 0
3/31/21 0
4/30/21 0
5/31/21 0
6/30/21 0
7/31/21 0
8/31/21 0
9/30/21 0
10/31/21 0
11/30/21 0
12/31/21 0

Outfall 048QOutfall 048Q

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 .7 .7
6/30/17 <.57 <.57

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly
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00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/17 <.57 <.57
12/31/17 <.57 <.57
3/31/18 5.9 5.9
6/30/18 <.57 <.57
9/30/18 <.591 <.613
12/31/18 1.43 1.43
3/31/19 .619 .619
6/30/19 1.6 1.6
9/30/19 <.57 <.57
12/31/19 <.57 <.57
3/31/20 5.7 5.7
6/30/20 .9 .9
9/30/20 1.94 1.94
12/31/20 <.57 <.57
3/31/21 2.2 2.2
6/30/21 <.57 <.57
9/30/21 <.57 <.57
12/31/21 <.57 <.57

0
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 20 40
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 .172 .172
6/30/17 .0797 .0797
9/30/17 .0683 .0683
12/31/17 .148 .148
3/31/18 .146 .146
6/30/18 .105 .105
9/30/18 .127 .14
12/31/18 .253 .253
3/31/19 .227 .227
6/30/19 <.049 <.149
9/30/19 .228 .228
12/31/19 .119 .119
3/31/20 <.185 <.185
6/30/20 <.119 <.119
9/30/20 .162 .162
12/31/20 .25 .25
3/31/21 .199 .199
6/30/21 .192 .192
9/30/21 <.184 <.184
12/31/21 .102 .102

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

Outfall 048TOutfall 048T
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Outfall 048T

0
01032 Chromium, hexavalent [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=9 NODI=9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 .597 .597

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 048YOutfall 048Y

0
01002 Arsenic, total [as As] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .013 .013
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/17 .00294 .00294
9/30/18 .00282 .00282
9/30/19 .0033 .0033
9/30/20 <.002 <.002
9/30/21 .00323 .00323

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Annual

0
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual
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Outfall 048Y
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .0233
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 .00149
9/30/18 .000878
9/30/19 .0027
9/30/20 .00078
9/30/21 .00142

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value 7.592
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.0193
9/30/18 <.0193
9/30/19 <.0193
9/30/20 <.0193
9/30/21 <.0193

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

7
71890 Mercury, dissolved [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value 1.4
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.067
9/30/18 <.067
9/30/19 <.067
9/30/20 <.067
9/30/21 <.067

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

7
71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual
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Outfall 048Y
71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .77
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.067
9/30/18 <.067
9/30/19 .0009
9/30/20 <.067
9/30/21 <.067

Outfall 051AOutfall 051A

0
00340 Oxygen demand, chem. [high level] [COD] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00340 Oxygen demand, chem. [high level] [COD] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 125 125
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Monthly
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00340 Oxygen demand, chem. [high level] [COD] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 15.5 15.5
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 8.95 8.95
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 <14.8 <14.8
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 16.5 16.5
5/31/21 <8.95 <8.95
6/30/21 <8.95 <8.95
7/31/21 34.2 34.2
8/31/21 <8.95 <8.95
9/30/21 155 155
10/31/21 25.3 25.3
11/30/21 45 45
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 7.2 7.2
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 8.1 8.1
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 8.1 8.1
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 7.4 7.4
5/31/21 7.4 7.4
6/30/21 7.4 7.4
7/31/21 7.5 7.7
8/31/21 7.4 7.6
9/30/21 7.1 7.1
10/31/21 7.2 7.2
11/30/21 7.3 7.3
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
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00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2 C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Pounds per Day Pounds per Day Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 73 109 30 45
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 .101 .101 <.57 <.57
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 .152 .152 <1.12 <1.12
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Monthly
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Outfall 051A
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 .136 .136 1.6 1.6
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 <.0886 <.0886 <.57 <.57
5/31/21 <.0757 <.0757 .57 <.57
6/30/21 .16 .16 1.1 1.1
7/31/21 <.0705 <.0705 <.57 <.57
8/31/21 <.0297 <.0297 <.57 <.57
9/30/21 <.0802 <.0802 <.57 <.57
10/31/21 <.0829 <.0829 <.57 <.57
11/30/21 <.0826 <.0826 <.57 <.57
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C

0
00900 Hardness, total [as CaCO3] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00900 Hardness, total [as CaCO3] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AV MN
Limit Value 50
DMR Values C1
1/31/17 NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Three per Week
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Outfall 051A
00900 Hardness, total [as CaCO3] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1
11/30/18 NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C
6/30/19 74.4
7/31/19 NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C
3/31/20 83.8
4/30/20 NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C
8/31/20 85.1
9/30/20 NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C
4/30/21 66.9
5/31/21 85
6/30/21 82.8
7/31/21 80.7
8/31/21 74.6
9/30/21 72.6
10/31/21 72.8
11/30/21 75.7
12/31/21 NODI=C

0
01034 Chromium, total [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01034 Chromium, total [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 1.34 2.68
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 051A
01034 Chromium, total [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 0 0
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 <.003 <.003
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 <.003 <.003
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 <.003 <.003
5/31/21 <.003 <.003
6/30/21 <.003 <.003
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Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 051A
01034 Chromium, total [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
7/31/21 <.003 <.003
8/31/21 <.0036 <.003
9/30/21 <.003 <.003
10/31/21 <.003 <.003
11/30/21 <.003 <.003
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
01042 Copper, total [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01042 Copper, total [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .014 .014
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 .0106 .011
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Three per Week
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Outfall 051A
01042 Copper, total [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 <.00101 <.00101
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 .00494 .00494
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 .0025 .00409
5/31/21 .00112 .00112
6/30/21 .00076 .00076
7/31/21 .00147 .00223
8/31/21 .000579 .00089
9/30/21 <.000762 <.000778
10/31/21 .000549 .000549
11/30/21 .000578 .000647
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
01051 Lead, total [as Pb] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01051 Lead, total [as Pb] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .076 .115
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 051A
01051 Lead, total [as Pb] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 .000175 .000524
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 <.0005 <.0005
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 <.0005 <.0005
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 <.0005 <.0005
5/31/21 <.005 <.005
6/30/21 <.0005 <.0005
7/31/21 <.0005 <.0005
8/31/21 <.0005 <.0005
9/30/21 <.0005 <.0005
10/31/21 <.0005 <.0005
11/30/21 <.0005 <.0005
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
01092 Zinc, total [as Zn] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01092 Zinc, total [as Zn] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Three per Week
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Outfall 051A
01092 Zinc, total [as Zn] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .191 .191
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 0 0
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 <.0033 <.0033
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 <.0033 <.0033
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
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Outfall 051A
01092 Zinc, total [as Zn] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 <.00574 <.00817
5/31/21 <.0033 <.0033
6/30/21 <.0033 <.0033
7/31/21 <.0033 <.0033
8/31/21 <.0033 <.0033
9/30/21 <.00493 <.00656
10/31/21 Not Received Not Received
11/30/21 <.0033 <.0033
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

1
11503 Radium 226 + radium 228, total / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base11503 Radium 226 + radium 228, total / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 30
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 051A
11503 Radium 226 + radium 228, total / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 0 0
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 <.708 <.708
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 <.4474 <.4637
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 <.45 <.505
5/31/21 <.652 <.908
6/30/21 <.6264 <.995
7/31/21 1.16 1.6
8/31/21 .191 .191
9/30/21 <.32 <.406
10/31/21 Not Received Not Received
11/30/21 <.225 <.384
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Estimate Daily
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Outfall 051A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 .021345 .021345
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 .016253 .016253
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 .010209 .010209
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 .018104 .018629
5/31/21 .015926 .015926
6/30/21 .017392 .017392
7/31/21 .016185 .017543
8/31/21 .571 .982
9/30/21 .017043 .017221
10/31/21 Not Received Not Received
11/30/21 .012218 .017374
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
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Outfall 051A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C
6/30/19 0
7/31/19 NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C
3/31/20 0
4/30/20 NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
7/31/20 NODI=C
8/31/20 0
9/30/20 NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C
4/30/21 0
5/31/21 0
6/30/21 0
7/31/21 0
8/31/21 .019
9/30/21 0
10/31/21 Not Received
11/30/21 0
12/31/21 NODI=C

6
61209 Perchlorate [ClO4] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base61209 Perchlorate [ClO4] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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61209 Perchlorate [ClO4] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 <.00005 <.00005
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 <.00005 <.00005
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 <.00005 <.00005
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 <.00005 <.00005
5/31/21 <.00005 <.00005
6/30/21 <.00005 <.00005
7/31/21 <.00005 <.00005
8/31/21 <.00005 <.00005
9/30/21 <.00005 <.00005
10/31/21 Not Received Not Received
11/30/21 <.00005 <.00005
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

7
78141 Organics, total toxic [TTO] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base78141 Organics, total toxic [TTO] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 1 1
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Monthly
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78141 Organics, total toxic [TTO] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 .0134 .0134
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 .0067 <.0067
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 .00157 .00157
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 .00305 .00305
5/31/21 .00303 .00303
6/30/21 .00419 .00419
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78141 Organics, total toxic [TTO] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
7/31/21 .00136 .00136
8/31/21 .00831 .00831
9/30/21 .00579 .00579
10/31/21 Not Received Not Received
11/30/21 .00059 .00059
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Outfall 051TOutfall 051T

0
01027 Cadmium, total [as Cd] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 <.0003 <.0003

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Permit Term

0
01032 Chromium, hexavalent [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 <.003 <.003

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

0
01033 Chromium, trivalent [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 <.003 <.003

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

0
01067 Nickel, total [as Ni] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01067 Nickel, total [as Ni] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Permit Term
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01067 Nickel, total [as Ni] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 .00641 .00659

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 <.0193 <.0193

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

0
01147 Selenium, total [as Se] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 <.002 <.002

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Permit Term

3
39516 Polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 0 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Permit Term

7
71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Permit Term

Page 51 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 051T
71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 <.000067 <.000067

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 .659 .659

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 055AOutfall 055A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Estimate Daily
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50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
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50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

8
81364 RDX, total / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base81364 RDX, total / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .2 .66
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Month
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81364 RDX, total / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Outfall 055QOutfall 055Q

0
00340 Oxygen demand, chem. [high level] [COD] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00340 Oxygen demand, chem. [high level] [COD] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 125 125
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly
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00340 Oxygen demand, chem. [high level] [COD] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 45
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

0
00556 Oil & Grease / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00556 Oil & Grease / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly
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00556 Oil & Grease / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 15 15
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

7
78141 Organics, total toxic [TTO] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base78141 Organics, total toxic [TTO] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 1 1
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

Page 58 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 055Q
78141 Organics, total toxic [TTO] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

8
81360 Trinitrotoluene [TNT], total / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .02
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

Outfall 055TOutfall 055T

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

8
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80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 055YOutfall 055Y

6
61209 Perchlorate [ClO4] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Annual

Outfall 113AOutfall 113A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 7.2 7.4
2/28/17 7.2 8.2
3/31/17 7.1 8
4/30/17 7.2 7.3
5/31/17 7.3 7.5
6/30/17 7.3 7.7
7/31/17 7.3 8.2
8/31/17 7.4 8.3
9/30/17 7.4 8.2

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
10/31/17 7.2 7.5
11/30/17 7 8
12/31/17 6.8 7.5
1/31/18 7.1 7.3
2/28/18 7.2 7.3
3/31/18 7.1 7.5
4/30/18 7 7.2
5/31/18 7 7.2
6/30/18 6.7 7
7/31/18 7 8
8/31/18 6.8 7.1
9/30/18 6.8 7.2
10/31/18 7 7.2
11/30/18 7 7.1
12/31/18 6.9 8.5
1/31/19 6.7 7.1
2/28/19 6.9 7.2
3/31/19 7 8.2
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 7 7
6/30/19 6.8 7.3
7/31/19 6.8 8.1
8/31/19 6.8 7.1
9/30/19 7.2 7.3
10/31/19 7 7.2
11/30/19 6.2 7.2
12/31/19 6.9 7.1
1/31/20 6.9 7.2
2/29/20 6.8 7.3
3/31/20 8.9 7.2
4/30/20 7.1 7.3
5/31/20 7.1 7.1
6/30/20 7 7.7
7/31/20 7.3 7.8
8/31/20 7.2 7.3
9/30/20 7.2 7.7
10/31/20 7.1 7.4
11/30/20 7.1 7.2
12/31/20 7.1 7.5
1/31/21 7.2 7.4
2/28/21 7.1 7.2
3/31/21 7.2 7.4
4/30/21 7 7.2
5/31/21 7.2 7.6
6/30/21 7.5 7.9
7/31/21 7.6 7.8
8/31/21 7.2 7.6
9/30/21 7 7.3
10/31/21 7.3 7.6
11/30/21 7.4 7.4
12/31/21 8.7 7.6

5
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50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 .000493 .00128
2/28/17 .001171 .0056
3/31/17 .003053 .01331
4/30/17 .006244 .03285
5/31/17 .001183 .00317
6/30/17 .001802 .0038
7/31/17 .001234 .00218
8/31/17 .000957 .00275
9/30/17 .001983 .00385
10/31/17 .000453 .00138
11/30/17 .000729 .00826
12/31/17 .000664 .00653
1/31/18 .000254 .00175
2/28/18 .0004446 .00106
3/31/18 .000769 .00229
4/30/18 .001786 .00628
5/31/18 .003529 .01459
6/30/18 .002411 .01137
7/31/18 .003297 .01319
8/31/18 .003496 .01112
9/30/18 .000205 .00076
10/31/18 .0002219 .00056
11/30/18 .000381 .00163
12/31/18 .0005311 .00108
1/31/19 .000203 .00083
2/28/19 .000386 .00169
3/31/19 .000103 .00015
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 .00069 .00241
6/30/19 .000315 .00096
7/31/19 .002895 .00905
8/31/19 .0009608 .0042
9/30/19 .001255 .00471
10/31/19 .000869 .00225
11/30/19 .000417 .0014
12/31/19 .001008 .00338
1/31/20 .000093 .00026
2/29/20 .000279 .00178
3/31/20 .000504 .00243
4/30/20 .000487 .00243
5/31/20 .00147 .0039
6/30/20 .000215 .0006
7/31/20 .000207 .00058
8/31/20 .00194 .00067

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Daily
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50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
9/30/20 .000172 .00076
10/31/20 .004796 .02841
11/30/20 .00059 .0017
12/31/20 .000389 .00078
1/31/21 .0000445 .0013
2/28/21 .000338 .00079
3/31/21 .000744 .0014
4/30/21 .000969 .0018
5/31/21 .000253 .00105
6/30/21 .001345 .00353
7/31/21 .001617 .0024
8/31/21 .001692 .00482
9/30/21 .001817 .008
10/31/21 .000268 .00086
11/30/21 .001481 .0054
12/31/21 .000278 .00128

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 0
2/28/17 0
3/31/17 0
4/30/17 0
5/31/17 0
6/30/17 0
7/31/17 0
8/31/17 0
9/30/17 0
10/31/17 0
11/30/17 0
12/31/17 0
1/31/18 0
2/28/18 0
3/31/18 0
4/30/18 0
5/31/18 0
6/30/18 0
7/31/18 0
8/31/18 0
9/30/18 0
10/31/18 0
11/30/18 0
12/31/18 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
1/31/19 0
2/28/19 0
3/31/19 0
4/30/19 NODI=C
5/31/19 0
6/30/19 0
7/31/19 0
8/31/19 0
9/30/19 0
10/31/19 0
11/30/19 0
12/31/19 0
1/31/20 0
2/29/20 0
3/31/20 0
4/30/20 0
5/31/20 0
6/30/20 0
7/31/20 0
8/31/20 0
9/30/20 0
10/31/20 0
11/30/20 0
12/31/20 0
1/31/21 0
2/28/21 0
3/31/21 0
4/30/21 0
5/31/21 0
6/30/21 0
7/31/21 0
8/31/21 0
9/30/21 0
10/31/21 0
11/30/21 0
12/31/21 0

Outfall 113QOutfall 113Q

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 5.68 5.68

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly
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00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
6/30/17 <.57 <.57
9/30/17 <.57 <.57
12/31/17 <.57 <.57
3/31/18 .6 .6
6/30/18 <.57 <.57
9/30/18 <.57 <.57
12/31/18 1.43 1.43
3/31/19 1.3 1.3
6/30/19 8.42 8.42
9/30/19 <.588 <.588
12/31/19 1.6 1.6
3/31/20 .7 .7
6/30/20 .8 .8
9/30/20 <.57 <.57
12/31/20 <.57 <.57
3/31/21 .9 .9
6/30/21 1.3 1.3
9/30/21 <.57 <.57
12/31/21 2.3 2.3

0
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 20 40
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 .074 .074
6/30/17 .0952 .0952
9/30/17 .0948 .0948
12/31/17 .144 .144
3/31/18 .103 .103
6/30/18 .144 .144
9/30/18 .0982 .102
12/31/18 .193 .193
3/31/19 3.0408 .0408
6/30/19 <.0458 <.0458
9/30/19 <.079 <.079
12/31/19 <.0921 <.0921
3/31/20 <.0438 <.0438
6/30/20 <.0583 <.0583
9/30/20 .139 .139
12/31/20 1.32 1.32
3/31/21 2.23 2.23
6/30/21 2.03 2.03
9/30/21 1.51 1.51
12/31/21 1.35 1.35

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

Page 65 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 113T
Outfall 113T

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 0 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 113YOutfall 113Y

0
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .0218
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 .00395
9/30/18 .00489
9/30/19 .0026
9/30/20 .0435
9/30/21 .0144

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value 6.904
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.0193
9/30/18 <.0193
9/30/19 <.0193
9/30/20 <.0193
9/30/21 <.0193

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

Outfall 13SAOutfall 13SA
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0

00310 BOD, 5-day, 20 deg. C / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00310 BOD, 5-day, 20 deg. C / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2 C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Pounds per Day Pounds per Day Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 73 109 30 45
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Monthly
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Outfall 13SA
00310 BOD, 5-day, 20 deg. C / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2 C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Pounds per Day Pounds per Day Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 73 109 30 45
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Monthly
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00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
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Outfall 13SA
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2 C2 C3
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C NODI=C

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Continuous
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Outfall 13SA
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 13SA
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
5/31/18 NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C

5
51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Twice per Month
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51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Colony Forming UnitColony Forming Unit
Statistical Base MOAV GEO DAILY MX
Limit Value 548 2507
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
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51040 E. coli / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Outfall 13STOutfall 13ST

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 13SYOutfall 13SY

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value 3.514
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

3
39516 Polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base39516 Polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
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Outfall 13SY
39516 Polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .00064 .00064
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Annual

Outfall 160AOutfall 160A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 8.2 8.6
2/28/17 8.5 8.6
3/31/17 7.6 8.4
4/30/17 7.8 8.1
5/31/17 8.1 8.3
6/30/17 8.4 8.5
7/31/17 8.5 8.6
8/31/17 7.6 8.5
9/30/17 8.3 8.6
10/31/17 8.3 8.7
11/30/17 8.5 8.6
12/31/17 8.2 8.6
1/31/18 7.4 8.5
2/28/18 7.2 8
3/31/18 7.1 8.2
4/30/18 7 8.4
5/31/18 7.5 7.5
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
00720 Cyanide, total [as CN] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00720 Cyanide, total [as CN] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 0 0
2/28/17 0 0
3/31/17 0 0
4/30/17 0 0
5/31/17 0 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Monthly
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Outfall 160A
00720 Cyanide, total [as CN] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
6/30/17 0 0
7/31/17 0 0
8/31/17 0 0
9/30/17 0 0
10/31/17 <11.7 21.8
11/30/17 0 0
12/31/17 0 0
1/31/18 0 0
2/28/18 0 0
3/31/18 0 0
4/30/18 0 0
5/31/18 0 0
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
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Outfall 160A
00720 Cyanide, total [as CN] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

0
01042 Copper, total [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01042 Copper, total [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .021 .032
DMR Values C2 C3
1/31/17 .000856 .00123
2/28/17 .0000499 .000569
3/31/17 .00382 .00748
4/30/17 <.000449 .000591
5/31/17 .000472 .000692
6/30/17 .00161 .00224
7/31/17 .00182 .0022
8/31/17 .000884 .00317
9/30/17 .00163 .00184
10/31/17 .001592 .00221
11/30/17 .0012 .0017
12/31/17 .000762 .00105
1/31/18 .00114 .00155
2/28/18 <.00145 .00165
3/31/18 .00124 .00147
4/30/18 <.00154 .00308
5/31/18 .00182 .00194
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Three per Week
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Outfall 160A
01042 Copper, total [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 .001912 .003059
2/28/17 .002145 .002695
3/31/17 .003485 .00443
4/30/17 .00227 .003204
5/31/17 .003379 .004068
6/30/17 .003479 .004919
7/31/17 .00299 .004493
8/31/17 .003338 .00481
9/30/17 .00404 .004573
10/31/17 .003451 .00647
11/30/17 .003993 .005058
12/31/17 .003798 .00477
1/31/18 .002928 .00396
2/28/18 .001289 .0016
3/31/18 .001243 .001484
4/30/18 .001039 .001335
5/31/18 .000873 .001139

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Daily
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Outfall 160A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
6/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
1/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 160A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 0
2/28/17 0
3/31/17 0
4/30/17 0
5/31/17 0
6/30/17 0
7/31/17 0
8/31/17 0
9/30/17 0
10/31/17 0
11/30/17 0
12/31/17 0
1/31/18 0
2/28/18 0
3/31/18 0
4/30/18 0
5/31/18 0
6/30/18 NODI=C
7/31/18 NODI=C
8/31/18 NODI=C
9/30/18 NODI=C
10/31/18 NODI=C
11/30/18 NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C
1/31/19 NODI=C
2/28/19 NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C
4/30/19 NODI=C
5/31/19 NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C
7/31/19 NODI=C
8/31/19 NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C
10/31/19 NODI=C
11/30/19 NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C
1/31/20 NODI=C
2/29/20 NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C
4/30/20 NODI=C
5/31/20 NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C
7/31/20 NODI=C
8/31/20 NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C
10/31/20 NODI=C
11/30/20 NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C
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Outfall 160A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
1/31/21 NODI=C
2/28/21 NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C
4/30/21 NODI=C
5/31/21 NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C
7/31/21 NODI=C
8/31/21 NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C
10/31/21 NODI=C
11/30/21 NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C

Outfall 160QOutfall 160Q

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 <.6 <.6
6/30/17 <.57 <.57
9/30/17 <.57 <.57
12/31/17 <.57 <.57
3/31/18 <.57 <.57
6/30/18 <.57 <.57
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

0
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly
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Outfall 160Q
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 20 40
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 .0451 .0451
6/30/17 .0631 .0631
9/30/17 3.1 3.1
12/31/17 .366 .366
3/31/18 .0928 .0928
6/30/18 <.0953 <.0953
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Outfall 160TOutfall 160T

0
01032 Chromium, hexavalent [as Cr] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 NODI=9 NODI=9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 0 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term
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Outfall 160T
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Outfall 160YOutfall 160Y

0
01002 Arsenic, total [as As] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value .013 .018
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/17 .00259 .00259
9/30/18 NODI=E NODI=E
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Annual

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value 4.29
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.0193
9/30/18 NODI=E
9/30/19 NODI=C
9/30/20 NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

Outfall 181AOutfall 181A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6 9
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 8.5 8.7
2/28/17 8.4 8.6
3/31/17 8.2 8.5

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 181A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
4/30/17 8.3 8.5
5/31/17 8.2 8.4
6/30/17 8.3 8.4
7/31/17 8.1 8.4
8/31/17 8.1 8.4
9/30/17 8.4 8.4
10/31/17 8.3 8.4
11/30/17 8 8.5
12/31/17 7.6 8.5
1/31/18 8.2 8.7
2/28/18 8.3 8.5
3/31/18 8 8.5
4/30/18 8.1 8.3
5/31/18 8 8.3
6/30/18 7.9 8.4
7/31/18 8.3 8.5
8/31/18 7.9 8.2
9/30/18 8.1 8.6
10/31/18 8.3 8.4
11/30/18 8.4 8.5
12/31/18 8.1 8.4
1/31/19 7.6 8.3
2/28/19 7.2 8.4
3/31/19 8.2 8.6
4/30/19 8.4 8.5
5/31/19 8.3 8.7
6/30/19 8.4 8.5
7/31/19 8.3 8.6
8/31/19 8.2 8.5
9/30/19 8.3 8.4
10/31/19 8.1 8.4
11/30/19 8.3 8.7
12/31/19 7.9 8.4
1/31/20 8.2 8.7
2/29/20 7.7 8.7
3/31/20 7.6 8.3
4/30/20 7.8 8.5
5/31/20 8.9 7.9
6/30/20 7.6 8.2
7/31/20 7.1 8.4
8/31/20 8.3 8.5
9/30/20 8.1 8.3
10/31/20 8.2 8.5
11/30/20 7.9 8.4
12/31/20 7.4 8.5
1/31/21 8.2 8.4
2/28/21 7.8 8.2
3/31/21 7.5 8.3
4/30/21 8.1 8.7
5/31/21 8.3 8.5
6/30/21 8.2 8.5
7/31/21 7.6 8.5
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Outfall 181A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
8/31/21 7.6 8
9/30/21 8.1 8.4
10/31/21 7.4 8.4
11/30/21 7.4 8
12/31/21 7.5 8.6

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 .006129 .028631
2/28/17 .004955 .008576
3/31/17 .005601 .009394
4/30/17 .011237 .008447
5/31/17 .010537 .016263
6/30/17 .011317 .015761
7/31/17 .01141 .013688
8/31/17 .010086 .012345
9/30/17 .00849 .013309
10/31/17 .008333 .010406
11/30/17 .007708 .011837
12/31/17 .005864 .010391
1/31/18 .004956 .00859
2/28/18 .005424 .0087
3/31/18 .009652 .02803
4/30/18 .01442 .03199
5/31/18 .0011896 .023251
6/30/18 .01421 .02525
7/31/18 .011648 .016687
8/31/18 .008028 .01037
9/30/18 .01023 .02227
10/31/18 .005863 .01755
11/30/18 .003262 .004714
12/31/18 .004079 .00594
1/31/19 .007073 .013884
2/28/19 .005434 .007205
3/31/19 .007607 .012081
4/30/19 .007704 .010978
5/31/19 .010041 .012176
6/30/19 .012313 .015975
7/31/19 .012843 .016563
8/31/19 .010542 .019762
9/30/19 .00658 .012515
10/31/19 .005478 .007658
11/30/19 .005648 .009962

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Estimate Daily
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Outfall 181A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
12/31/19 .005735 .007927
1/31/20 .005914 .008685
2/29/20 .004448 .006417
3/31/20 .005064 .010558
4/30/20 .006618 .007884
5/31/20 .00812 .01535
6/30/20 .010677 .017287
7/31/20 .010216 .00058
8/31/20 .013612 .021302
9/30/20 .012888 .01767
10/31/20 .010619 .015027
11/30/20 .006694 .009933
12/31/20 .009591 .0323
1/31/21 .006883 .010729
2/28/21 .007467 .011547
3/31/21 .007502 .015544
4/30/21 .01418 .025018
5/31/21 .004197 .007037
6/30/21 .004211 .007037
7/31/21 .007789 .009298
8/31/21 .007132 .017908
9/30/21 .010846 .026373
10/31/21 .009241 .020515
11/30/21 .013437 .02735
12/31/21 .006251 .008504

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 0
2/28/17 0
3/31/17 0
4/30/17 0
5/31/17 0
6/30/17 0
7/31/17 0
8/31/17 0
9/30/17 0
10/31/17 0
11/30/17 0
12/31/17 0
1/31/18 0
2/28/18 0
3/31/18 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 181A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
4/30/18 0
5/31/18 0
6/30/18 0
7/31/18 0
8/31/18 0
9/30/18 0
10/31/18 0
11/30/18 0
12/31/18 0
1/31/19 0
2/28/19 0
3/31/19 0
4/30/19 0
5/31/19 0
6/30/19 .04
7/31/19 .01
8/31/19 0
9/30/19 0
10/31/19 0
11/30/19 .01
12/31/19 0
1/31/20 0
2/29/20 0
3/31/20 0
4/30/20 0
5/31/20 0
6/30/20 0
7/31/20 0
8/31/20 0
9/30/20 0
10/31/20 0
11/30/20 0
12/31/20 0
1/31/21 0
2/28/21 0
3/31/21 0
4/30/21 0
5/31/21 0
6/30/21 0
7/31/21 0
8/31/21 0
9/30/21 0
10/31/21 0
11/30/21 0
12/31/21 0

Outfall 181QOutfall 181Q

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
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Outfall 181Q
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 .7 .7
6/30/17 <.57 <.57
9/30/17 <.57 <.57
12/31/17 <.57 <.57
3/31/18 <.57 <.57
6/30/18 <.57 <.57
9/30/18 <.57 <.57
12/31/18 <.594 <.594
3/31/19 3 3
6/30/19 .8 .8
9/30/19 <.57 <.57
12/31/19 .6 .6
3/31/20 <.57 <.57
6/30/20 <.57 <.57
9/30/20 .9 .9
12/31/20 .057 <.57
3/31/21 <.57 <.57
6/30/21 3.4 3.4
9/30/21 <.57 <.57
12/31/21 <.57 <.57

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

0
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 20 40
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 4.58 4.58
6/30/17 2.51 2.51
9/30/17 2.83 2.83
12/31/17 2.94 2.94
3/31/18 2.54 2.54
6/30/18 2.79 2.79
9/30/18 2.63 2.66
12/31/18 2.45 2.45
3/31/19 3.41 3.41
6/30/19 2.24 2.24
9/30/19 2.53 2.53
12/31/19 2.66 2.66
3/31/20 2.15 2.15

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly
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Outfall 181Q
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
6/30/20 2.34 2.34
9/30/20 3.59 3.59
12/31/20 2.25 2.25
3/31/21 2.88 2.88
6/30/21 3.11 3.11
9/30/21 2.94 2.94
12/31/21 3.8 3.8

Outfall 181TOutfall 181T

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 .403 .403

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 181YOutfall 181Y

0
01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .0115
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 .00258
9/30/18 .00243
9/30/19 .00229
9/30/20 .0024
9/30/21 .000784

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual
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Outfall 181Y
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value 2.724
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.0193
9/30/18 <.0193
9/30/19 <.193
9/30/20 <.0193
9/30/21 <.0193

Outfall 199AOutfall 199A

0
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C3
Limit Unit Desc Standard Units Standard Units
Statistical Base MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Limit Value 6.6 8.8
DMR Values C1 C3
1/31/17 7.4 7.7
2/28/17 7.7 7.9
3/31/17 7.7 7.9
4/30/17 7.7 7.8
5/31/17 7.7 7.9
6/30/17 7.8 7.8
7/31/17 7.7 7.9
8/31/17 7.9 8
9/30/17 7.9 8
10/31/17 7.7 8.4
11/30/17 7.3 7.9
12/31/17 7.5 7.5
1/31/18 7.6 7.9
2/28/18 7.7 7.8
3/31/18 7.6 7.9
4/30/18 7.5 8.3
5/31/18 7.3 7.7
6/30/18 7.3 7.7
7/31/18 7.7 7.9
8/31/18 7.9 8.1
9/30/18 7.7 8.1
10/31/18 7.8 7.9
11/30/18 8 8.1
12/31/18 8 8.4
1/31/19 8 8.1
2/28/19 7.8 8.2
3/31/19 7.6 8
4/30/19 7.3 7.9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 199A
00400 pH / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C3
5/31/19 7.6 8.1
6/30/19 7.3 8.4
7/31/19 8 8
8/31/19 7.3 8
9/30/19 7.6 7.9
10/31/19 7.6 8.2
11/30/19 7.4 8.7
12/31/19 7.1 7.9
1/31/20 7.3 7.7
2/29/20 7.6 8.2
3/31/20 7.4 8.4
4/30/20 7.8 8
5/31/20 6.9 7.6
6/30/20 7.7 8.1
7/31/20 7.3 8.1
8/31/20 8.2 8.4
9/30/20 7.7 8.2
10/31/20 7.7 8
11/30/20 7.9 8
12/31/20 7.6 7.9
1/31/21 7.1 7.9
2/28/21 7.3 8.2
3/31/21 7.9 8.1
4/30/21 7.8 8.3
5/31/21 7.9 8
6/30/21 7.6 8.1
7/31/21 7.7 8
8/31/21 7.5 8.2
9/30/21 7.7 8
10/31/21 7.9 8.2
11/30/21 7.5 8
12/31/21 7.1 7.9

5
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit A1 A2
Limit Unit Desc Million Gallons per Million Gallons per 
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values A1 A2
1/31/17 .026794 .0338
2/28/17 .031882 .0356
3/31/17 .03339 .0361
4/30/17 .032317 .036
5/31/17 .032781 .0353
6/30/17 .02813 .0309
7/31/17 .026829 .031
8/31/17 .030726 .0339

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Record (manual) Daily
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Outfall 199A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values A1 A2
9/30/17 .03288 .0356
10/31/17 .031094 .033
11/30/17 .031473 .0335
12/31/17 .030574 .0316
1/31/18 .032958 .0356
2/28/18 .031386 .0343
3/31/18 .029981 .0323
4/30/18 .032457 .0367
5/31/18 .036645 .0441
6/30/18 .045666 .0494
7/31/18 .044987 .0491
8/31/18 .045219 .0487
9/30/18 .03989 .074
10/31/18 .036587 .047
11/30/18 .034207 .0373
12/31/18 .030266 .0345
1/31/19 .030023 .0318
2/28/19 .030707 .0343
3/31/19 .034203 .0419
4/30/19 .03803 .0412
5/31/19 .037603 .0462
6/30/19 .038907 .0458
7/31/19 .047113 .0545
8/31/19 .036739 .0501
9/30/19 .029167 .0432
10/31/19 .034523 .0386
11/30/19 .030147 .0368
12/31/19 .028413 .0329
1/31/20 .026358 .0351
2/29/20 .0279 .0319
3/31/20 .028981 .0326
4/30/20 .03283 .04
5/31/20 .039281 .044
6/30/20 .043463 .0489
7/31/20 .044961 .0528
8/31/20 .044961 .0528
9/30/20 .037683 .046
10/31/20 .035597 .0416
11/30/20 .03057 .041
12/31/20 .028503 .0323
1/31/21 .025123 .0299
2/28/21 .022925 .033
3/31/21 .031387 .031387
4/30/21 .034073 .0392
5/31/21 .037255 .0426
6/30/21 .040647 .0518
7/31/21 .034548 .0404
8/31/21 .035784 .0381
9/30/21 .03639 .0396
10/31/21 .035955 .0411
11/30/21 .03495 .0396
12/31/21 .0314445 .037
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Outfall 199A
50050 Flow, in conduit or thru treatment plant / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

5
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base INST MAX
Limit Value .011
DMR Values C3
1/31/17 0
2/28/17 0
3/31/17 0
4/30/17 0
5/31/17 0
6/30/17 0
7/31/17 0
8/31/17 0
9/30/17 0
10/31/17 0
11/30/17 0
12/31/17 0
1/31/18 0
2/28/18 0
3/31/18 0
4/30/18 .98
5/31/18 0
6/30/18 0
7/31/18 0
8/31/18 0
9/30/18 0
10/31/18 0
11/30/18 0
12/31/18 0
1/31/19 0
2/28/19 0
3/31/19 0
4/30/19 0
5/31/19 0
6/30/19 .42
7/31/19 0
8/31/19 0
9/30/19 0
10/31/19 0
11/30/19 .32
12/31/19 0
1/31/20 0
2/29/20 0
3/31/20 0
4/30/20 0
5/31/20 0
6/30/20 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Weekly
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Outfall 199A
50060 Chlorine, total residual / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C3
7/31/20 0
8/31/20 0
9/30/20 0
10/31/20 0
11/30/20 0
12/31/20 0
1/31/21 0
2/28/21 0
3/31/21 0
4/30/21 0
5/31/21 0
6/30/21 0
7/31/21 0
8/31/21 0
9/30/21 0
10/31/21 0
11/30/21 0
12/31/21 0

Outfall 199QOutfall 199Q

0
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 30 100
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 4.7 4.7
6/30/17 .7 .7
9/30/17 1.5 1.5
12/31/17 .957 .957
3/31/18 1 1
6/30/18 1 1
9/30/18 1.74 1.8
12/31/18 <.57 <.57
3/31/19 .7 .7
6/30/19 29.6 29.6
9/30/19 1.4 1.4
12/31/19 3 3
3/31/20 3 3
6/30/20 1.4 1.4
9/30/20 4.3 4.3
12/31/20 17.2 30.3
3/31/21 3.1 3.1
6/30/21 4.43 4.43
9/30/21 4.3 4.3

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

Page 96 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall 199Q
00530 Solids, total suspended / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C2 C3
12/31/21 .7 .7

0
00665 Phosphorus, total [as P] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value 20 40
DMR Values C2 C3
3/31/17 .634 .634
6/30/17 .348 .348
9/30/17 .409 .409
12/31/17 .339 .339
3/31/18 .338 .338
6/30/18 .369 .369
9/30/18 .293 .319
12/31/18 .306 .306
3/31/19 .364 .364
6/30/19 .38 .38
9/30/19 .224 .224
12/31/19 .278 .278
3/31/20 <.0561 <.0561
6/30/20 .964 .964
9/30/20 .298 .298
12/31/20 .821 .821
3/31/21 .19 .19
6/30/21 .3695 .3695
9/30/21 .236 .236
12/31/21 .035 .035

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Quarterly

Outfall 199TOutfall 199T

8
80029 Alpha gross radioactivity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C2 C3
Limit Unit Desc Picocuries per Liter Picocuries per Liter
Statistical Base MO AVG DAILY MX
Limit Value
DMR Values C2 C3
9/30/19 0 0

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 Grab Once per Permit Term

Outfall 199YOutfall 199Y

0
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Outfall 199Y

01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base01040 Copper, dissolved [as Cu] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .0073
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 .00303
9/30/18 .000642
9/30/19 .00201
9/30/20 .00664
9/30/21 .00447

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

0
01104 Aluminum, total recoverable / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Milligrams per Liter Milligrams per Liter
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .9889
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.0193
9/30/18 <.0193
9/30/19 <.0193
9/30/20 <.0193
9/30/21 <.0193

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

7
71890 Mercury, dissolved [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .77
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.067
9/30/18 <.067
9/30/19 <.067
9/30/20 <.067
9/30/21 <.067

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

7
71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
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Outfall 199Y
71900 Mercury, total [as Hg] / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C3 C3
Limit Unit Desc Micrograms per Lite Micrograms per Lite
Statistical Base DAILY MX DAILY MX
Limit Value .77
DMR Values C3
9/30/17 <.067
9/30/18 <.067
9/30/19 .0027
9/30/20 <.067
9/30/21 <.067

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/17 Grab Annual
10/1/17 9/30/19 Grab Annual

Outfall T022YOutfall T022Y

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

2
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

T
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years
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Outfall T022Y
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

T
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

Outfall T048YOutfall T048Y

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

2
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

Page 100 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall T048Y
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

T
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

Outfall T051QOutfall T051Q

2
22414 Whole effluent toxicity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base22414 Whole effluent toxicity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value 100 100

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
3/1/16 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Quarterly
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Outfall T051Q
22414 Whole effluent toxicity / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C2
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 Not Received Not Received
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 56 56
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
3/31/20 100 100
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 Not Received 100
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 100 100
12/31/21 0 0

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 Not Received Not Received
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
3/31/20 NODI=9 NODI=9
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 Not Received Not Received
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=9 NODI=9
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=9 NODI=9
12/31/21 NODI=9 NODI=9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit
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Outfall T051Q
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

2
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 Not Received Not Received
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
3/31/20 NODI=9 NODI=9
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 Not Received Not Received
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=9 NODI=9
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=9 NODI=9
12/31/21 NODI=9 NODI=9

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

T
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 Not Received Not Received
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 1 1
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Quarterly
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Outfall T051Q
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 
DMR Values C1 C2
12/31/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
3/31/20 0 0
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 0 0
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 0 0
12/31/21 0 0

T
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 Not Received Not Received
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 56 56
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
3/31/20 100 100
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 100 100
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 100 100
12/31/21 100 100

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Quarterly

T
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / BaseTQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Quarterly
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Outfall T051Q
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C2
3/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/17 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/18 Not Received Not Received
9/30/18 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/18 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/19 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/19 17.28 17.28
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
12/31/19 NODI=9 NODI=9
3/31/20 0 0
6/30/20 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/20 0 0
12/31/20 NODI=C NODI=C
3/31/21 NODI=C NODI=C
6/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 7.21 7.21
12/31/21 5.73 5.73

Outfall T113YOutfall T113Y

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

2
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

T
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
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Outfall T113Y
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

Outfall T13SYOutfall T13SY

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite See Permit

2
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Outfall T13SY

22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite See Permit

T
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 2 Years

T
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 2 Years

T
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / BaseTQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/17 NODI=C NODI=C

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 2 Years
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Outfall T13SY
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 NODI=C NODI=C
9/30/21 NODI=C NODI=C

Outfall T160YOutfall T160Y

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

2
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

T
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / BasTOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years
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Outfall T160Y
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas
Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

T
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

Outfall T181YOutfall T181Y

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

2
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite See Permit

T
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

Page 109 of 1143/8/22 2:24 PM



DMR Summary

Permit NM0028355
Version # 0

Outfall T181Y
TEM3D Low Flow Pass/Fail Static Renewal 48Hr Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 
Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

T
TOM3D NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 48HR Acute Daphnia pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Bas

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TQM3D Coef Of Var Statre 48Hr Acute D. Pulex / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 48HR MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 3 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

Outfall TX1YOutfall TX1Y

2
22415 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #1 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite See Permit

2
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite See Permit
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Outfall TX1Y
22416 Whole effluent toxicity - retest #2 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base
Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

5
51443 Whole Effluent Toxicity - Retest #3 / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite See Permit

T
TGP3B Pass/Fail Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TGP6C Pass/Fail Statre 7Day Chronic Pimephales Promelas / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TLP3B Low Flow Pass/Fail Survival Test Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / TLP3B Low Flow Pass/Fail Survival Test Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / 

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years
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Outfall TX1Y
TLP3B Low Flow Pass/Fail Survival Test Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / 
Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

T
TLP6C Low Flow Pass/Fail Survival Test Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Pimephales promelas

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Pass=0; Fail=1 Pass=0; Fail=1
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TOP3B NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / Location 1 / Season 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TOP6C NOEC Lethal Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Pimephales promelas / Location 1 / Seaso

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TPP3B NOEC Sub-Lethal Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / Location 1 / SeaTPP3B NOEC Sub-Lethal Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / Location 1 / Sea

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years
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Outfall TX1Y
TPP3B NOEC Sub-Lethal Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / Location 1 / Sea
Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

T
TPP6C NOEC Sub-Lethal Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Pimephales promelas / Location 1 / S

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TQP3B Coef Of Var Statre 7Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TQP6C Coef Of Var Statre 7Day Chronic Pimephales / Location 1 / Season 0 / Base

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TXP3B LOEC Lethal Survival Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / Location 1 /TXP3B LOEC Lethal Survival Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / Location 1 /

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years
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Outfall TX1Y
TXP3B LOEC Lethal Survival Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / Location 1 /
Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

T
TXP6C LOEC Lethal Survival Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Pimephales promelas / Location 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TYP3B LOEC Sub-Lethal Reproduction Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia / L

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years

T
TYP6C LOEC Sub-Lethal Reproduction Static Renewal 7 Day Chronic Pimephales promelas / 

Limit C1 C2
Limit Unit Desc Percent Percent
Statistical Base 7 DA MIN MO AV MN
Limit Value
DMR Values C1 C2
9/30/19 Not Received Not Received

Limit Start Date Limit End Date Sample Type Frequency of Analysis
10/1/14 9/30/19 24 Hour Composite Once per 5 Years
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EXHIBIT K 

  



Location ID

Measurement/S

ample Date

Parameter 

Name Result

Result 

Units

Lab 

Method

NPDES Outfall 051051 06/18/2019 Flow (Daily) 0.021345 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 03/10/2020 Flow (Daily) 0.016253 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 08/18/2020 Flow (Daily) 0.010209 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 04/27/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.018629 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 04/29/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017579 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 05/18/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.015926 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 06/22/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017392 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 07/20/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.014827 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 07/28/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017543 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 08/10/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.006248 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 08/24/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017109 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 08/26/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017388 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 08/31/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017331 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 09/14/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.016865 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 09/21/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017221 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 10/26/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017435 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 11/09/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.017374 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 11/29/2021 Flow (Daily) 0.007062 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 01/11/2022 Flow (Daily) 0.016726 Mgal/day FIELD

NPDES Outfall 051051 01/13/2022 Flow (Daily) 0.007596 Mgal/day FIELD
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TAUNIA VAN 
VALKENBURG
(Affiliate)

Digitally signed by TAUNIA 
VAN VALKENBURG 
(Affiliate)
Date: 2021.06.14 10:56:58 
-06'00'

Karen E. 
Armijo

Digitally signed by 
Karen E. Armijo 
Date: 2021.06.15 
08:40:13 -06'00'
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    NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028355 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

RECEIVED ON THE SUBJECT DRAFT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION 

SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT IN ACCORDANCE WITH REGULATIONS LISTED AT 40CFR124.17 

 

APPLICANT: Triad National Security, LLC    

   Los Alamos National Laboratory    

   PO Box 1663, K491 3747 West Jemez Road 

   Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

 

AND 

 

U.S. Department of Energy 

Los Alamos Area Office, A316 

Los Alamos, NM 87544 

 

   

ISSUING OFFICE:    U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Region 6 

1201 Elm Street, Suite 500 

Dallas, Texas 75270-2102 

 

PREPARED BY:        Ruben Alayon-Gonzalez & Isaac Chen (Retired) 

Environmental Engineer 

Permitting Section (6WD-PE) 

NPDES Permits Branch 

Water Division 

VOICE: 214-665-2785 

EMAIL: alayon-gonzalez.ruben@epa.gov 

 

PERMIT ACTION:     Final permit modification decision and response to comments received on 

the draft NPDES permit modification publicly noticed on November 28, 

2019 and re-opened on January 30, 2021.  

 

DATE PREPARED:  March 24, 2022 

 

 

Note: Inclusion of permit requirements to comply with conditions of certification are required by 40 

CFR § 124.55(a)(2). Challenges to conditions of certification must be made through NMED. In any 

case, if conditions are based on procedures or guidelines, rather state regulations, EPA would treat those 

conditions as recommendations or comments, and would respond accordingly. If any condition will 

result in less stringent permit conditions, then EPA would treat those conditions as a statement of the 

extent to which the permit could be made less stringent (see 40 CFR §124.53(e)(3)).  

Unless otherwise stated, citations to 40CFR refer to promulgated regulations listed at Title 40, Code of 

Federal Regulations, revised as of March 24, 2022. 
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SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM DRAFT PERMIT 

 

There are significant changes from the draft permit modification publicly noticed on November 28, 

2019. All changes and their rationale for changes can be found in the following response to conditions of 

certification or response to comments. 

 

State Certification 

 

State certification letter from Ms. Shelly Lemon (NMED) to Mr. Charles Maguire (EPA), dated 

November 30, 2020, conditionally certified that the discharge will comply with the applicable provisions 

of the Clean Water Act and with appropriate requirements of State law. NMED also included comments 

in the certification letter. On December 30, 2020, the U.S. Department of Energy National Nuclear 

Security Administration and Triad National Security, LLC submitted a petition for review of Conditions 

#1 and #2 of the original State Certification to Secretary of the Environment Department. NMED issued 

this modified certification on January 31, 2022, as a result of the petition for review and resulting 

Settlement Agreement between NMED and DOE/Triad. 

 

The modified certification does not include any changes to the background and regulatory support for 

the following conditions, include the following modifications to the State’s CWA Section 401 

Certification of LANL Industrial Discharge Permit, NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 dated November 

30, 2020: 

 

Original Certification Topic Modified Certification 

Condition #1 Related to PFAS Monitoring Deleted 

Condition #2 Related to PCBs Condition #1 

Condition #3 Other limitations Condition #2 

Comments Various Added Comment #3 
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Conditions of Certification from New Mexico Environment Department 

 

Condition #1: Related to PCBs: 

 

(a) The U.S Department of Energy National Security Administration and Triad National Security, 

LLC (collectively “DOE/Triad”) have discharge monitoring data (using EPA Method 1668) for 

Outfall 051 from sampling performed in June 2019 and March 2020 (see Attachment 1). 

Analytical data is not available for the other outfalls; however, the 2019 Permit Re-Application 

Form 2Cs for these outfalls indicated that PCBs were “Believed Absent” based upon the 

composition of the water discharged. Table 1 below provides the basis for reasonable potential at 

each outfall.  

 

(b) Where reasonable potential exists (“Yes”), DOE/Triad shall monitor for Total PCBs in effluent 

from Outfalls 001, 13S, and 03A027 once per year (see Table 1).  

 

(c) The ten (10) outfalls identified in Table 1 discharge to PCB-impaired surface waters; however, 

water quality data are only available for a sub-set of the outfalls. Therefore, where reasonable 

potential may exist (“Unknown”), DOE/Triad shall confirm that PCBs are absent from the 

discharges by sampling for Total PCBs in effluent from Outfalls 03A048, 03A113, 03A160, 

03A181, 03A199, and 03A022 once during the first year of coverage, or when the facility next 

discharges if no discharge occurs during the first year (Table 1).  

 

(d) Samples shall be analyzed by an accredited lab for Total PCBs in accordance with EPA Method 

1668C or later revisions. Method and analysis shall be sufficiently sensitive to evaluate the data 

against the New Mexico water quality standards (Total PCB < 0.00064 ug/L).  

 

(e) If data from the confirmation sampling indicate that reasonable potential exists (RP = “Yes”) at 

one or more of the outfalls identified in Table 1, then DOE/Triad shall monitor for Total PCBs 

once per year at the outfall(s) for the remainder of the permit term. If data indicate “No” RP, then 

no additional monitoring is required.  

 

Table 1. Summary of Reasonable Potential (RP) Information for PCBs at NPDES Outfalls 
Outfall 

ID 

Long-

Term 

Average 

(ug/L)a  

RP 

Y/N 

Basis of RP Determination Total PCB 

Maximum 

Discharge 

Limitation  

(ug/L)b 

Monitoring 

Requirements 

Monitoring 

Frequency 

001 0.002654 Yes • DMR Monitoring Data 

using EPA 1668 

• “Believed Present” 

0.00064 24-hour 

composite 

1/Year 

13S ND Yes • “Believed Present” 0.00064 24-hour 

composite 

1/Year 

03A027 0.001335 Yes • DMR Monitoring Data 

using EPA 1668 

• “Believed Present” 

0.00064 Grab sample 1/Year 
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Outfall 

ID 

Long-

Term 

Average 

(ug/L)a  

RP 

Y/N 

Basis of RP Determination Total PCB 

Maximum 

Discharge 

Limitation  

(ug/L)b 

Monitoring 

Requirements 

Monitoring 

Frequency 

051 0.000000 No • DMR Monitoring Data 

using EPA 1668 

• “Believed Present” 

N/A None – data 

indicate no RP 

N/A 

03A048 ND UNK • No data 

• Composition of the 

discharge is potable water and 

water treatment chemicals 

that do not contain PCBs 

• “Believed Absent” 

• Impaired 

0.00064 “Believed 

Absent” 

confirmation 

sample 

required for 

impairment. 

1/permit 

termc 

03A113 ND UNK 0.00064 “Believed 

Absent” 

confirmation 

sample 

required for 

impairment. 

1/permit 

termc 

03A160 ND UNK 0.00064 “Believed 

Absent” 

confirmation 

sample 

required for 

impairment. 

1/permit 

termc 

03A181 ND UNK 0.00064 “Believed 

Absent” 

confirmation 

sample 

required for 

impairment. 

1/permit 

termc 

03A199 ND UNK 0.00064 “Believed 

Absent” 

confirmation 

sample 

required for 

impairment. 

1/permit 

termc 

03A022 ND UNK • No data 

• Composition of the 

discharge is potable water and 

water treatment chemicals 

that do not contain PCBs, and 

stormwater from a roof 

• “Believed Absent” 

• Impaired 

0.00064 “Believed 

Absent” 

confirmation 

sample 

required for 

impairment. 

1/permit 

termc 

a. Long-Term Average based upon monitoring data collected at the outfall during the current permit term and 

analyzed using EPA Method 

1668. 

b. NMWQS = 0.00064 ug/L 

c. If data indicate that reasonable potential exists, then TRIAD/DOE shall monitor for Total PCBs once per 

year for the remainder of the permit 
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Outfall 

ID 

Long-

Term 

Average 

(ug/L)a  

RP 

Y/N 

Basis of RP Determination Total PCB 

Maximum 

Discharge 

Limitation  

(ug/L)b 

Monitoring 

Requirements 

Monitoring 

Frequency 

term. If data indicate no RP, then no additional monitoring is required. 

NMWQS = New Mexico Water Quality Standard; ND = no data; UNK = Unknown; RP = Reasonable Potential 

 

 

EPA Response: Monitoring requirements for PCBs are added to the final permit in order to comply with 

conditions of certification as required by 40 CFR §124.55(a)(2). 

 

Condition #2: Based on NMED’s review of the Reasonable Potential (RP) spreadsheets public noticed 

with the draft permit and data submitted to EPA by the Permittees, it appears that limitations for 

Thallium are necessary at several outfalls. Monitoring requirements shall exist in the final permit at 

outfalls where there is an impairment in the receiving waterbody, regardless of whether RP exists. 

 

  

Outfall Added Limits/Monitoring  Monitoring 

Frequency 

001 
Limit for thallium; monitoring for temperature – compliance 

schedule ok. 
1/year 

13S Limit for thallium; monitoring for gross alpha. 1/year 

03A027 No additional limits or monitoring.  N/A 

03A048 
No RP for limits but monitoring for all impairments:  gross alpha; 

cyanide; total mercury; total selenium. 
1/year 

03A113 No additional limits or monitoring. 1/year 

03A160 No additional limits or monitoring. 1/year 

03A181 
RP must be determined for copper. Add limits and/or monitoring 

requirements based on RP determination.   

1/year if RP 

determined 

03A199 Add limit for thallium.  1/year 

03A022 Retain monitoring requirements for copper.  1/year 

05A055 No additional limits or monitoring.  N/A 

051 Add limit for thallium. 1/year 

 

EPA Response: EPA has added limits and monitoring requirements to the final permit in order to 

comply with conditions of certification as required by 40 CFR § 124.55(a)(2). The Permittee submitted 

two sets of effluent data in their permit renewal Application package. Additionally, the permittee 

submitted updated data during the comment period since there was equipment changes and discharges 

that occurred during the one-year comment period. EPA re-ran RP with the updated set of data and 

added some limits/monitoring requirements.  

 

Updated Limits/Monitoring on each outfall are as follows:  

Outfall No Added Limits/Monitoring 

001   Limit for thallium, compliance schedule for temperature. 

13S  Limit for thallium; monitoring for gross alpha. 

03A027    No additional limits or monitoring. 
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Outfall No Added Limits/Monitoring 

03A048    Monitoring for impairments: gross alpha; cyanide; mercury; selenium. 

Limit for chromium VI since RP was detected. 

03A113 Limit for chromium VI since RP was detected. 

03A160    RP was re-ran. 

Limit for thallium. 

Monitoring for impairment: gross alpha. 

Chromium VI was deleted since no RP was detected. 

No RP detected for mercury, selenium and cyanide nor impaired.  

03A181     RP was re-ran. 

No RP detected for copper.  

Monitoring for impairments: copper; gross alpha. 

Chromium VI was deleted since no RP was detected. 

03A199    Limit for thallium.  

Removed zinc and copper limit as no RP was detected. 

Monitoring for impairment: copper. 

03A022 Monitoring for impairments: copper; gross alpha; mercury. 

05A055 No additional limits or monitoring.  

051   Limit for thallium, corrected limit for copper. 

 

Comments from New Mexico Environment Department 

 

Comment #1: There appears to be a typo in Footnote 5 for Outfall 001. NMED proposes revision to 

delete last sentence "6T3 Temperature of 20°C (68°F) shall not be exceeded for six or more consecutive 

hours in a 24-hour period on more than three consecutive days. Daily maximum temperature shall be 

determined by 6T3 temperature record when 6T3 temperature."   

 

EPA Response: EPA concurs and deleted the typo. 

 

Comment #2: Please ensure that all the notices of change submitted by LANL since the 2019 NPDES 

Permit Re-Application was submitted on March 26, 2019, are incorporated.   

 

• Revision 3 to Outfall 03A048 fact sheet to add a Chlorine monitoring system, submitted July 

14, 2020 (EPC-DO: 20-222) 

• Revision 3 to the Outfall 001 Flow Diagram which addresses improvements made to reduce 

the temperature of effluent discharged to the outfall as follows:   

o Piping modification to allow for effluent stored in the Reuse Tank to be routed (as 

needed) to the power plant cooling tower prior to discharge.  

o Piping modification to allow for blowdown associated with the Strategic Computing 

Complex (SCC) Cooling Towers to be routed to the Reuse Tank where (as needed) it 

can either be recycled to SERF or routed to the power plant cooling tower prior to 

discharge.  

This change will not increase the volume or impact the effluent quality (i.e., no new chemicals) other 

than to reduce the temperature.  This change was submitted as a notice of change on July 16, 2020 

(EPC-DO: 20-221). 
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• Renovation of the power plant. This change was submitted as a notice of change on 

November 26, 2019 (EPC-DO: 19-430).  This will increase the volumes at Outfall 001 as 

indicated below and were incorporated into the antidegradation calculations. 

 
 

• Startup of 5 additional Cooling Towers at the SCC. This modification was included as a 

future change in the 2019 NPDES Permit Application submitted March 26, 2019 (see EPC-

DO: 19-106).  

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. Above noted process modifications are reflected in the 

descriptions of outfalls in the final permit. RP screenings for these two outfalls reflect new flow 

information. 

 

Comment #3: NMED suggests that the downstream user Pueblo of San Ildefonso be included in the 

reporting requirements as found in Part I.C Reporting of Monitoring Results, Part II.B 24-hour Oral 

Reporting, and for any noncompliance which may endanger public health of the environment. The 

contact information for Pueblo of San Ildefonso is:  

 

Raymond Martinez,  

Director of Environment and Cultural Preservation 

02 Tunyo Po 

Santa Fe, NM87506 

rmartinez@sanipueblo.org 

505-455-4127 

 

EPA Response: EPA will add the downstream Pueblo of San Ildefonso Tribe to be included in the 24-

hour oral reporting requirements.  

 

Comments Received at Public Hearing on January 15, 2020 

 

Comment #1: James Bearzi, Glorieta Geoscience, an environmental and water resources consulting firm 

for the Buckman Direct Diversion Board, the governing body for the Buckman Direct Diversion. The 

Buckman Direct Diversion is on the Rio Grande, approximately three miles downstream of Otowi Bridge, 

near the location of the confluence of Los Alamos Canyon and the Rio Grande.The board is,therefore, 

mailto:rmartinez@sanipueblo.org
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understandably concerned about runoff Los Alamos Canyon and its tributaries. NPDES Permit No. 

NM0028355 covers 11 outfalls or locations of discharge of industrial pollutants to waters of the U.S., in 

this case, the Rio Grande. One of those outfalls, known as T-53 03A048, discharges treated cooling water 

that originates at TA-53 to a tributary of Los Alamos Canyon and is, therefore, of particular interest to the 

board. Our comments concern two areas. One is how EPA determined the effluent limits and the 

constituents that would be subject to them in the permit, and then the second area is those limits 

themselves. We have found certain discrepancies between the fact sheet and the permit that need to be 

clarified before a final permit is issued. We also have noted that the approach for determining reasonable 

potential appears to change throughout the fact sheet from the beginning to the end depending on the 

findings as one goes through the fact sheet. We would appreciate EPA clarifying how they calculated 

reasonable potential, particularly as it relates to consistency between the approach used between outfalls 

and among constituents for each outfall. The current permit for this outfall has effluent limitations for 

TRA, Total Arsenic, Dissolved Copper, Total Mercury, and Dissolved Mercury. EPA proposes to delete 

limitations and monitoring requirements from the final permit based on its analysis. The current permit 

also has monitoring requirements for gross alpha and chromium (VI). EPA proposes to remove those 

monitoring requirements also, subject to their analysis. Because of the confusion that I’ve already alluded 

to, the Board is concerned that these proposed changes to the permit may not sufficiently protect the 

BDD, and we urge EPA to retain the more stringent monitoring and effluent limitations in the existing 

permit.  

 

EPA Response:  EPA regulations at § 122.44(d)(1)(i) state, “Limitations must control all pollutants or 

pollutant parameters (either conventional, nonconventional, or toxic pollutants) which the Director 

determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or 

contribute to an excursion above any state water quality standard, including [s]tate narrative criteria for 

water quality.” Whether a specific pollutant would be limited or not is based on whether the loading of 

that pollutant demonstrates reasonable potential (RP) or not. If the combined loading of the discharge and 

the loading of the upstream receiving waterbody will cause the downstream water to exceed the 

applicable water quality, that specific pollutant has demonstrated “RP” and effluent limitations would be 

established for that pollutant. The limitation is the value for that discharge not to cause exceedance of 

water quality standard during the low flow condition. Therefore, effluent limitations are conservative in 

protection of receiving waters. EPA performed RP for all pollutants reported in the Application Form 2C. 

RP Calculation spread sheet for outfalls are available at EPA Final NPDES website  

https://www.epa.gov/nm/los-alamos-national-laboratory-lanl-industrial-wastewater-permit-final-npdes-

permit-no-nm0028355.  

 

Please see Condition of Certification #2, this final permit has corrected all the incongruencies found in 

the draft permit. If an outfall discharge contains the pollutant of concern but demonstrates no RP, 

monitoring only will be established in the final permit. If the pollutant of concern was not detected or 

EPA determines the discharge is unlikely to contain the pollutant of concern, EPA determines that no 

monitoring is required. If TMDLs for these impaired waterbodies are approved in the future, EPA will 

establish effluent limitations accordingly. Please see Response to Triad Comment #3. 

 

Comment #2: Joni Arends, with Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety. Thanked EPA for the extension 

of the comment period and will be submitting written comments.  

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. 
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Comments Received from Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS), Honor our Pueblo 

Existence (HOPE), and New Mexico Acequia Association (NMAA) 

 

Comment #1: a) Renewal of the Permit #NM0028355 should not include Outfall 051 since LANL 

operates the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) at Technical Area 50 within the 

LANL site. The RLWTF treats low-level and transuranic radioactive and hazardous liquid waste. Such 

wastes contain hazardous constituents and come within the definition of solid and hazardous waste 

under RCRA. LANL has consistently scheduled Outfall 051 to remain in the NPDES permit. Despite the 

modifications to achieve zero liquid discharge, LANL has sought to maintain the RCRA exemption for 

the RLWTF. 

 

b) Other unused outfall should not be included in a permit renewal. Other outfalls are included in the 

permit renewal application, even though DOE and Triad do not now discharge from them nor propose to 

discharge from them. Outfalls 13S, 03A027, 03A113, 03A160, 05A055 are not used for the discharge of 

pollutants, and they are outside the scope of NPDES permitting.  

 

c) Governing law precludes a permit for non-discharging outfalls. Whether to issue a NPDES permit that 

includes Outfall 051 and other unused outfalls is governed by CWA, RCRA and regulations issued by 

EPA under these laws. The CWA forbids the discharge of pollutants into the waters of the United States. 

RCRA authorizes EPA to issue regulations requiring each person owning or operating an existing 

facility or planning to construct a new facility to have a permit issued pursuant to this section. RCRA is 

enforced in New Mexico through the HWA, which NMED is authorized to enforce pursuant to EPA 

authorization. There is no dispute that the RLWTF managed hazardous waste, and RCRA directs that a 

facility managing hazardous waste must have a hazardous waste permit. Should RCRA be applicable to 

the RLWTF, which regulates discharges, be deemed applicable to the non-discharging RLWTF, to 

render it exempt from RCRA regulation? In 2017 EPA Region 6 resolved the conflict by expanding the 

application of the CWA beyond its clear limits ignoring RCRA. EPA Region 6 in 2015 and again in 

2017 strived to create a conflict with RCRA, without any explanation or justification, to break through 

the jurisdictional limits of the CWA holding that because a discharge “could occur” the CWA somehow 

requires a permit for Outfall 051. EPA may not “pick and choose” the federal law that it will apply; 

rather; it must, in interpreting two statues. Instead, EPA expressly disregarded RCRA, stating flatly that 

RCRA, and hazardous waste regulation are “outside the scope of our decision and have no bearing on 

EPA’s NPDES permitting decisions” The CWA permit for Outfall 051 and other non-discharging 

outfalls has no legal basis and should be denied.  

 

(Note: the list of Exhibits A – BBB, submitted with this comment, is available at 

https://www.epa.gov/nm/los-alamos-national-laboratory-lanl-industrial-wastewater-permit-final-npdes-

permit-no-nm0028355). 

 

EPA Response: Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any 

pollutant.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential 

discharges and does not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits 

for potential or future discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. 

Under the CWA, it is generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in 

place before they discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that 

are not yet actual.  In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See 

CWA § 309, 33 U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a 
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remote chance of discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges 

serves the Act’s goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that 

those needing to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that 

waste, with the quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 

599 F.2d 368, 373 (10th Cir. 1979). 

  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.    

  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from at least one of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from 

the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA 

that it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on 

March 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.” 

 

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160. DMRs show regular discharges from Outfall 03A113 since 2019. 

  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.   

 

Comments from Triad National Security, LLC (Triad) 

 

Comment #1: Part I.A Pages 1, 2, 4, 5, 16, 17 and Fact Sheet Page 15. Congener Method 1668 for PCBs 

is not an approved EPA Method listed in 40 CFR 136.  Triad and DOE support the use of the PCB 

congener method for reporting purposes only but not for compliance purposes. The EPA issued a 

proposal (FR Vol. 75, No. 222, November 18, 2010) to incorporate the method into 40 CFR Part 136 

and accepted comments addressing the validity of the method. The EPA received comments from 35 

respondents: only five supported inclusion into Part 136. On May 18, 2012, EPA withdrew the proposed 

incorporation of the method (FR Vol. 77 No. 97, May 18, 2012). The Los Alamos National Laboratory 

(LANL) is the only facility in New Mexico where use of the Congener Method 1668 is required to 

determine compliance with an NPDES permit limit. The proposal to use Method 1668 for monitoring 

and reporting only is consistent with other New Mexico NPDES permits.  Triad and DOE request the 

removal of the Congener Method 1668 for determining effluent permit compliance from the draft 

permit.  Triad and DOE request that Congener Method 1668 analysis be changed to EPA approved 

method Aroclor Method 8082 analysis for PCB effluent limit monitoring and reporting at NPDES 

Outfall 001. 

 



Response to Comments (NM0028355)      Page 12 
 

 

 

EPA Response: To use Method 1668C Revision for PCBs monitoring and compliance was required by 

the State 401 Condition of Certification. Since the Method 1668C is not a 40 CFR 136 approved 

method, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) has re-certify the condition to require 

Method 1668C to be used for compliance purposes.   

 

Comment #2: Part I.A., Page 1, 16, and 22. The following bullets summarize the evolution of the 6T3 

requirement in the LANL NPDES permit: 

- In 2005, the Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) adopted the Upper Sandia Canyon 

Assessment Unit (AU) as a classified water of the State with the designated use of cold-water 

aquatic life and the segment-specific temperature criteria of 24oC.  The decision to adopt the 

segment-specific temperature criteria was based on the 2002 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS 2002) study that included continuous temperature recording within the Upper Sandia 

Canyon AU during the summer of 1997.  The study concluded that a cold-water aquatic life 

designated use, defined by a site-specific maximum temperature of 24oC was appropriate.  

NMED SWQB prepared a UAA (NMED 2007) detailing the attainable aquatic life uses for the 

new Segment and submitted it to EPA for approval.  EPA approved Segment 20.6.4.126 NMAC 

in September of 2007.   

- In 2010, as part of a revision of the New Mexico Water Quality Standards, the WQCC 

discontinued site-specific temperature listings when they did not differ from the cold water 

temperature criteria contained in 20.6.4.900.H NMAC. The Upper Sandia Canyon AU site-

specific maximum temperature standard of 24oC was eliminated and replaced with the general 

cold water temperature criteria contained in 20.6.4.900.H NMAC.  This criterion specifies a 

maximum temperature of 24oC, but includes the criterion that a temperature of 20oC not be 

exceeded for six or more consecutive hours in a 24-hour period on more than three consecutive 

days (6T3).   

- The 6T3 criteria was added to the NPDES Permit for Outfall 001 that became effective on 

October 1, 2014, and became applicable on September 30, 2019 as part of a compliance 

schedule.   

 

Elevated air temperatures continue to heat the receiving water in Upper Sandia Canyon causing it to be 

naturally warmer than the 6T3 standard during the months of June through August.  Triad and DOE in 

cooperation with the NMED have collected data to document this issue.  Triad and DOE have initiated 

the regulatory rule making process to demonstrate that the application of the 6T3 cold-water temperature 

criteria from NMAC 20.6.4.900.H is not attainable in Upper Sandia Canyon.  Analytical data have been 

provided to EPA and NMED in the Semi-Annual Report (Ref. EPC-DO-20-062).  Additionally, on 

February 10, 2020, Triad and DOE submitted a Work Plan for developing a Use Attainability Analysis 

(UAA) for 6T3 in Sandia Canyon to the NMED (Ref.  EPC-DO-20-040).  NMED has indicated it will 

take approximately 30-60 days to review and approve the Work Plan.  Upon NMED approval, Triad and 

DOE will develop the UAA for public comment.  While this rule making effort is pending, Triad and 

DOE request that EPA provide Triad and DOE additional time (i.e. compliance schedule) to meet the 

6T3 requirement. 

 

EPA Response: After consulting with NMED, a 3-year Compliance Schedule is approved in the final 

permit.   

 

Comment #3: Part I.A and Section VI CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. The draft permit inconsistently 

assigns monitoring requirements and/or permit limits to outfalls that discharge to impaired waters.  

Specifically, it is inconsistent for those pollutants that were not detected and/or for which the RP 
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Analysis was negative.  The outfalls, discharge locations, and impairments are provided below: 

• Outfall 001: Sandia Canyon [NMAC 20.4.6.126] impaired for Temperature, Total Recoverable 

Aluminum, Dissolved Copper, PCB, and Adjusted Gross Alpha. 

• Outfall 03A027: Sandia Canyon [NMAC 20.4.6.126] impaired for Temperature, Total 

Recoverable Aluminum, Dissolved Copper, PCB, and Adjusted Gross Alpha. 

• Outfall 03A199: Sandia Canyon [NMAC 20.4.6.126] impaired for Temperature, Total 

Recoverable Aluminum, Dissolved Copper, PCB, and Adjusted Gross Alpha.  

• Outfall 03A022:  Mortandad Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Dissolved Copper, PCBs, 

Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total Mercury. 

• Outfall 051:  Mortandad Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Dissolved Copper, PCBs, 

Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total Mercury. 

• Outfall 03A181:  Mortandad Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Dissolved Copper, PCBs, 

Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total Mercury. 

• Outfall 13S:  Canada del Buey [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for PCBs and Adjusted Gross 

Alpha. 

• Outfall 05A055: Canon de Valle [NAMC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Adjusted Gross Alpha. 

• Outfall 03A048: Los Alamos Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for PCBs, Total 

Recoverable Cyanide, Total Recoverable Selenium, Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total Mercury. 

• Outfall 03A113: Sandia Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for PCBs, Total Recoverable 

Aluminum, Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total Mercury. 

• Outfall 160:  Ten Site Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for PCBs and Adjusted Gross 

Alpha. 

 

Please amend the inconsistencies in Part I.A as follows: 

- Delete permit limits at those outfalls where the pollutant was not detected and the RP 

Analysis was negative.   

- Reduce to permit monitoring “report only” at those outfalls where the pollutant was detected 

and the RP Analysis was negative.  Recommend a frequency of 1/year.  

 

Please revise Section VI to reflect all applicable impaired waters and the methodology/approached used 

to assign permit requirements based upon discharges to them. 

 

EPA Response: In the draft permit, EPA conducted RP for each outfall and established effluent 

limitations from forms 2C and Fact Sheet information provided by the permittee in 2019. Since the 

comment period lasted a year, new equipment’s were installed and new data became available for 

multiple outfalls during the year 2020, the permittee submitted updated information that EPA used to re-

run RP. NMED has requested that EPA requires monitoring of pollutants which caused impairment at 

outfalls where those were detected in the effluent (Condition #2). Monitoring requirements shall exist in 

the final permit at outfalls where there is an impairment in the receiving waterbody, regardless of 

whether RP exists. EPA proposes monitoring only requirement of 1/Year (except for temperature, 

1/quarter) for those pollutants because effluent data have demonstrated no RP.  If an outfall discharge 

contains the pollutant of concern but demonstrates no RP, monitoring only will be established in the 

final permit. If the pollutant of concern was not detected or EPA determines the discharge is unlikely to 

contain the pollutant of concern, EPA determines that no monitoring is required. If TMDLs for these 

impaired waterbodies are approved in the future, EPA will establish effluent limitations accordingly.  
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Comment #4: Part III.D.4. Triad requests a waiver from the requirement to use NetDMR to submit 

Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) results due to the complications associated with reporting for 

multiple outfalls; the inability of NetDMR to record WET test results and retests; and the inability to of 

NetDMR to report 6T3 exceedances for temperature at Outfall 001.  If the EPA grants the waiver, Triad 

proposes to continue to submit paper DMRs on EPA No. 3320-1.   

 

If the EPA decides not to grant the waiver, then Triad requests the requirement to implement NetDMR 

be amended to allow for implementation under a compliance schedule.  This will allow Triad to work 

with NetDMR to create the custom parameters, storet codes, and limits that will be required to 

implement the NetDMR system at LANL.  A compliance schedule would also provide Triad time to 

develop modifications to the Electronic Information Management System at LANL so that it can auto 

populate the DMR reports without errors or inconsistencies. 

 

EPA Response: Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) results shall be electronically reported to EPA per 

40 CFR 127.16. To obtain a waiver, the permittee may contact EPA Region 6 Enforcement Division for 

waiver request in accordance with the provision set in the Proposed Permit Part III.D.4. If paper 

reporting is granted temporarily, the permittee shall submit the original DMR signed and certified as 

required and all other reports required by Part III.D. to the EPA and copies to NMED as required.  

 

Comment #5: Fact Sheet pg. 8, Part B, 5th paragraph. There was combination of ELG and BPJ used on 

this permit and the paragraph as written conflicts with the information stated for each outfall. 

Please revise the paragraph as follows: 

“Following are the summary of the Technology Based Effluent limitations included in the 

administratively continued permit and EPA proposes to retain them in the permit:”   

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. 

 

Comment #6: Fact Sheet pg. 12, Item C4, 1st paragraph. Please revise the last sentence as follows: “The 

initial screening results show that the following discharges have RP to exceed the WQS for the 

designated uses in 20.6.4.126 and 20.6.4.128:”  

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. 

 

Comment #7: Part II.B. Please revise the list of pollutants for which 24-hour oral reporting is required to 

reflect only those that have a permit limit.  Those that have monitoring “report only” requirements 

should be deleted and include the following: 
- Adjusted Gross Alpha 

- Chromium VI (see comments on Outfall 03A160) 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted. EPA has included the list of pollutants to reflect only those that have a 

permit limit.  

 

Comment #8: Part II, Section F. Please add the following test methods for radiological analysis.  These 

methods are not currently listed in 40 CFR 136.3: 

• EPA 900/SW846 9310 – Gross Alpha and Gross Beta 

• EPA 900_CALC – Adjusted Gross Alpha 

• EPA 903.1 – Radium 226 

• EPA 904 – Radium 228 
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• EPA 905 – Strontium 90 

• EPA 906 - Tritium 

HASL 300 – Isotopic Radiological Data (e.g., Am-241, Pu238, Pu239, Pu240,U234, U238) 

 

EPA Response: The analytical methods for radiological analyses are added to the final permit. 

 

Comment #9: Part I.A and Part II, Section H. Please revise the WET test sampling requirements for 

Outfall 051 and 05A055 for the following reasons: 

- Outfall 051 and 05A055 are discharged from a mixed tank in batches.  The samples cannot be 

collected as a 3-hour composite sample.  They are collected as a grab sample from the recirculation 

line as the tank is discharged to the outfall.  The tank is mixed and the grab sample is representative 

of the contents.   

- A sample to provide fresh effluent for the 24-hour renewal step of the WET test cannot be collected 

on a separate day because effluent is discharged to the outfall as a batch operation instead of a 

continuous flow. 

 

[See Comment Nos. 58, 66, 91) 

 

EPA Response: EPA changed Part I, Outfall 051 and 05A055 to grabs. The permittee may collect the 

required 2 samples during the duration of the batch discharge. 

 

Comment #10: Part I.A, Page 1, Outfall 001. Please revise the outfall description to be consistent with 

the 2019 Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018), Supplemental Information Package 

1 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-299), and Notices of Change (Ref. Enclosure 6):  

  

"During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of 

the permit (unless otherwise noted) the permittee is authorized to discharge cooling tower blowdown, 

boiler blowdown, demineralizer backwash, RO reject and once through cooling water from the Power 

Plant; treated sanitary effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) Facility; recycled 

sanitary effluent from the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility (SERF), and treated cooling tower 

blowdown from the Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) to Sandia Canyon in Segment Number 

20.6.4.126 of the Rio Grande Basin.  The discharge from this outfall creates a perennial portion of 

Sandia Canyon that is effluent dominated." 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record, and change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 

001 description. 

 

Comment #11: Part I.A, Page 1, Outfall 001. Please delete the requirement to monitor for Total 

Recoverable Aluminum at Outfall 001.  Total Recoverable Aluminum was not detected in the effluent 

(Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and the RP Analysis was negative.   

 

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response: See Response to Comment No. 3. Total Recoverable Aluminum monitoring only is 

required at this discharge since it was detected at the effluent with a concentration of 19.3 ug/L. RP 

Analysis was negative, no limits are required at this time. If an outfall discharge contains a pollutant of 

concern for an impairment listing in the receiving waterbody but demonstrates no RP, monitoring only is 

established in the final permit.  



Response to Comments (NM0028355)      Page 16 
 

 

 

 

Comment #12: Part I.A, Page 1, Outfall 001. A PCB sample was collected from Outfall 001 in May 

2019 and analyzed using the Congener Method as required by the permit.  The result from that sample 

was 0 ug/L for Total PCBs as reported in the September 2019 Discharge Monitoring Report (Ref. EPC-

DO-19-394).  Please change the permit requirement for PCBs at Outfall 001 to monitoring and “report 

only”.  If the PCB limit is continued in the permit, then revise the analytical method to include the 

Aroclor Method 8082 for monitoring and reporting consistent with 40 CFR 136.  

 

[See Comment No. 1] 

 

EPA Response: PCB has been added as required by the Condition of Certification #1 above.  

 

Comment #13: Part I.A, Page 2 and FS page 18, Outfall 001. Please correct the fact sheet to match the 

draft permit Part I.A.  The Fact Sheet states that 7-day chronic test required for Pimephales promelas 

will be performed at a frequency of 1/year.  The draft permit Part I.A says the frequency is 1/5-years 

 

EPA Response: The frequency in the fact sheet was correct. The final permit will reflect the frequency 

of 1/year consistent with NMIP Table 11: WET testing requirements.  

 

Comment #14: FS, page 4, Outfall 001.  Please revise the outfall description to be consistent with the 

2019 Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018), Supplemental Information Package 1 

(Ref. EPC-DO-19-299), and Notices of Change (Ref. Enclosure 6). 

 

[See Comment No. 11] 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. Also see response to comment #3.  

 

Comment #15: FS, page 4, 3rd sentence. Please revise to be consistent with the 2019 Permit Re-

Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018), Supplemental Information Package 1 (Ref. EPC-DO-

19-299), and Notices of Change (Ref. Enclosure 6) as follows:  

"Disinfected water from the SWWS facility is pumped to the Reuse Tank and is dechlorinated ……" 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. Also see response to comment #3. 

 

Comment #16: FS, page 5, Outfall 001. Please revise the long-term average flow rate/volume used in the 

text and RP analysis to be consistent with the Notice of Change submitted to the EPA on November 27, 

2019 (Ref. Enclosure 6).  The revised long term average flow rate/volume is: 

Long Term Average: 310,595 GPD (365 days/year) [Ref. Enclosure 6] 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. Also see response to comment #3. 

 

Comment #17: FS, page 5, Outfall 001. Please revise the bullets to be consistent with the Notice of 

Change submitted to the EPA on November 27, 2019 (Ref. Enclosure 6) as follows: 

- The SCC is currently adding 5 more cooling towers to its cooling system.  These towers will 

utilize the existing water treatment system and makeup water supply and will increase the 

long-term average discharge volume to Outfall 001.   
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A Power Plant renovation will resume co-generation power/steam operations and this will increase the 

long-term average volume of water discharge to Outfall 001.  The renovation will include the discharge 

of reverse osmosis concentrate, demineralizer regeneration, steam condensate blowdown, boiler 

blowdown, and cooling tower blowdown to Outfall 001 either directly or indirectly after it has been 

treated at the SWWS facility. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. Also see response to comment #3. 

 

Comment #18: FS, page 11, Outfall 001. Revise volume/flow rate in the text and RP analysis to be 

consistent with Notice of Change submitted to the EPA on November 27, 2019 (Ref. Enclosure 6).   

Long Term Average: 310,595 GPD (365 days/year) [Ref. Enclosure 6]   

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. Also see response to comment #3. 

 

Comment #19: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 001 discharges to Sandia Canyon 

[NMAC 20.4.6.126], which is impaired for Temperature, Total Recoverable Aluminum, Dissolved 

Copper, PCB, and Adjusted Gross Alpha.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and 

Section VI to reflect the methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 001 due to 

impaired waters.     

 

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response: See Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #20: RP Analysis, page 3, Outfall 001. The Permit Re-Application Form 2C (Ref. ESHQSS-

19-018) provided a Total Chromium value of <3 ug/L.  This value was below the MDL of 3 ug/L and 

the EPA MQL of 10 ug/L.  Please correct the RP Analysis to indicate that Dissolved Chromium 

(including Cr III and Cr VI) were not detected in the effluent. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. See Response to Comment No. 3. RP analysis did not 

show RP for chromium in any form in Outfall 001.  

 

Comment #21: RP Analysis, page 2/3. The RP Analysis did not provide a calculation for dissolved 

copper and it is unclear what the source of the number used for dissolved copper is.  The long-term 

average for dissolved copper from the DMR summary provided with the 2019 Permit Re-Application is 

3.7 ug/L (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018).  The calculated value using the spreadsheet and the Total Copper 

concentration of 5.45 ug/L that was provided on the Permit Re-Application Form 2C (Ref. ESHQSS-19-

018) is 2.429667405 ug/L.  Both of these values are different that the concentration used in the RP 

Analysis (2.945 ug/L). Please clarify and/or correct. 

 

EPA Response: EPA re-ran RP using the Total Copper concentration of 5.45 ug/l that was provided on 

the Form 2C and a limit has been established in the final permit.  

 

Comment #22: Part I.A, page 4, Outfall 13S. Please revise the description to be consistent with the 2019 

Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and Supplemental Information Package 1 

(Ref. EPC-DO-19-299) as follows:   

“During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of 

the permit (unless otherwise noted), the permittee is authorized to discharge treated sanitary wastewater 
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effluent from the Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) Facility to Canada del Buey in Segment 

Number 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin.  The discharge may also be routed to Outfall 001 in Sandia 

Canyon in Segment Number 20.6.4.126 of the Rio Grande Basin to support reuse/recycle.   

 

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

reporting are not required at 13S if the effluent is reused/recycle or discharged to Outfall 001).”   

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record, and change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 

13S description. 

 

Comment #23: Part I.A, page 5, footnote 3, Outfall 13S. Please clarify footnote 3 to be consistent with 

the 2019 Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and Supplemental Information 

Package 1 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-299) as follows: 

“If the wastewater is discharged directly to Outfall 001, as effluent from the SERF facility to Outfall 

001, or as reused/recycled blowdown from the SCC Cooling towers to Outfall 001 or 03A027, it shall 

comply with effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for PCBs as established for Outfall 13S.” 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. EPA accepts and adopts the footnote for clarifying 

purposes.  

 

Comment #24: Part I.A, page 5, footnote 4, Outfall 13S. Please clarify footnote 4 as follows:   

 

“The limit is based on the human health-organism only” based water quality standard. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. Footnote changed to: Limit is required by NMED CWA 

401 Condition of Certification.  

 

Comment #25: FS, Section V.C, Outfalls 13S and 001. Please clarify that this facility’s discharges 

qualify as Minor (sanitary waste discharge with flow over 0.1 MGD but less than 1.0 MGD) and replace 

Part IV Instructions to Permittees Major – Sewage Sludge Requirements with Part IV Instructions to 

Permittees Minor – Sewage Sludge Requirements.    

 

EPA Response: The combined sanitary wastewater from 13S and 001 is 0.5 MGD, falling into the minor 

discharge category. Part IV Instructions to Permittees Minor – Sewage Sludge Requirements is 

incorporated into the final permit. 

 

Comment #26: Part IV currently provides instructions for a Major – Sewage Sludge Requirements.  The 

SWWS facility associated with Outfall 13S and 001 is a Minor.  Please correct Part IV to provide the 

Minor – Sewage Sludge Requirements. 

 

EPA Response: Please see response to comment #25 above.  

 

Comment #27: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water.  Outfall 13S discharges to Canada del Buey 

[NMAC 20.4.6.128], which is impaired for PCBs and Adjusted Gross Alpha.  Please revise the permit 

requirements in Section I.A and Section VI to reflect the methodology/approach used to assign permit 

requirements to Outfall 13S due to impaired waters.   

 

[See Comment No. 3] 
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EPA Response: Please see Response to Condition of Certification No. 1 & 2.  

 

Comment #28: Part I.A, page 16, Outfall 03A027. Please revise the description to be consistent with the 

Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and Supplemental Information Package 1 

(Ref. EPC-DO-19-299) as follows:   

“During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of 

the permit (unless otherwise noted), the permittee is authorized to discharge cooling tower blowdown to 

Sandia Canyon, in Segment number 20.6.4.126 of the Rio Grande Basin.” 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record, and change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 

03A027 description.  

 

Comment #29: Part I.A, page 17, footnote 2, Outfall 03A027. Effluent from Outfall 13S is not rerouted 

directly to Outfall 03A027.  Suggest revising the footnote to say the following:  "Effluent limitations and 

monitoring requirements only apply when SWWS effluent treated at the SERF; used as makeup water in 

the SCC Cooling Towers; and discharged as blowdown to Outfall 03A027." 

 

EPA Response: Change made accordingly. 

  

Comment #30: Part I.A, page 17, footnote 5, Outfall 03A027. Outfall 03A027 does not have a 

continuous 6T3 recorder for temperature.   

 

EPA Response:  Change made accordingly. An instantaneous grab sample is required to record 

temperature.  

 

Comment #31: FS, page 5, Outfall 03A027. Please revise the following sentence: "If discharges occur, 

the potential average flow rate is 0.051 MGD and the daily maximum flow is 0.105 MGD.  Outfall 

03A027 did not discharge from September 2016 through May 2019, so older monitoring data was 

submitted."   

 

The sentence should say, "Outfall 03A027 effluent is currently routed to Outfall 001 and has not 

discharged since September 2016.  If discharges occur, the potential average flow rate is 0.051 MGD 

and the daily maximum flow is 0.105 MGD.  An operational sample was collected from the cooling 

tower blowdown to provide data for the permit application and this data was used in the RP analysis." 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. See also Response to Comment #3.  

 

Comment #32: FS, page 5, 3rd paragraph, 3rd sentence, Outfall 03A027. Please revise the description for 

Outfall 03A027 as follows: 

“Blowdown from the SCC Cooling Towers may be routed to Outfall 03A027, Outfall 001, SERF or the 

SWWS as needed to allow for water recycling, construction, and or maintenance activities.” 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record.  

 

Comment #33: Section VI, CWA 303(d), Impaired Water. Outfall 03A027 discharges to Sandia Canyon 

[NMAC 20.4.6.126], which is impaired for Temperature, Total Recoverable Aluminum, Dissolved 

Copper, PCB, and Adjusted Gross Alpha.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and 
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Section VI to reflect the methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 03A027 

due to impaired waters.   

 

[See Comment No. 3]   

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Condition of Certification No. 1 & 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #34: RP Analysis, page 1, Outfall 03A027. The average temperature used in the RP Analysis 

(23 ℃) does not match the Permit Re-Application Form 2C.  Please revise to 22.8℃. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. EPA re-ran RP with revised temperature of 22.8℃. No 

change on the final permit is necessary.  

 

Comment #35: RP Analysis, page 2, Outfall 03A027. The RP Analysis did not provide a calculation for 

dissolved copper.   The Permit Re-Application Form 2C indicated a detected concentration of total 

copper in the effluent of 16.3 ug/L.  Based on the RP calculation the dissolved concentration should be 

7.2667 ug/L.  Please correct. 

 

EPA Response:  Dissolved copper value was calculated based on dissolved copper data provided in 

Outfall 03A027 Fact Sheet. RP was re-done using data from Form 2C of 16.3 ug/L Total Copper and RP 

exists for Total Copper and limit is maintained in the final permit.   

 

Comment #36: RP Analysis, page 3, Outfall 03A027. The RP Analysis currently uses a dissolved copper 

concentration of 13.57 ug/L.  The dissolved copper concentration should be 7.2667 ug/L based upon the 

total copper concentration of 16.3 ug/L provided on the Permit Application Form 2C.  Please correct or 

clarify why different data was used 

 

EPA Response: Please see Response to Comment #35 above. 

 

Comment #37: RP Analysis, page 4, Outfall 03A027. The Permit Re-Application Form 2C for Outfall 

03A027 (ESHQSS-19-018) indicates that bromoform, chlorodibromomethane, chloroform, and 

dichlorobromomethane were not detected above the MDL and the EPA MQL.   Please delete the 

effluent data that was used in the RP Analysis for these potential pollutants. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. RP analysis was re-done without these pollutants. No RP 

was detected. 

 

Comment #38: Part I.A, page 22, Outfall 03A199. Please delete "and other wastewater" from the 

description to be consistent with the 2019 Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and 

Supplemental Information Package 1 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-299).  This outfall discharges only treated 

cooling tower blowdown to the outfall. 

 

EPA Response:  Change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 03A199 description. 

 

Comment #39: Part I.A, page 22, Outfall 03A199. Please clarify why the draft permit includes a 

requirement to monitor Temperature (1/Quarter) at Outfall 03A199.  This outfall converges with Sandia 

Canyon downstream of Outfall 001 and 03A027.  [Related to Comment No.2] 
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EPA Response: Outfall 03A199: Sandia Canyon [NMAC 20.4.6.126] is impaired for Temperature. See 

comment #3. See Condition of Certification #2, which says: Monitoring requirements shall exist in the 

final permit at outfalls where there is an impairment in the receiving waterbody, regardless of whether 

RP exists. 

 

Comment #40: Part I.A, page 22, Outfall 03A199. Please delete the requirement to monitor for Total 

Recoverable Aluminum at Outfall 03A199.  Total Recoverable Aluminum was not detected in the 

effluent (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and the RP Analysis was negative.   

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. Monitoring 

requirements for total recoverable aluminum is due to impair of receiving water and was detected (19.3 

ug/L in effluent).   

 

Comment #41: Part I.A, page 22, Outfall 03A199. Please delete the permit limit for copper.  The RP 

Analysis does not indicate RP for copper at Outfall 03A199.   

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response: See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3.  Limit for copper 

has been deleted in the final permit as no RP existed, but a monitoring requirement is established due to 

impairment of receiving water.  

 

Comment #42: Part I.A, page 22, Outfall 03A199. Please delete the permit limit for zinc.  The RP 

Analysis does not indicate RP for zinc at Outfall 03A199.   

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Comment No. 3. Limit for zinc has been deleted in the final permit as 

no RP existed.  

 

Comment #43: Part I.A, page 23, footnote 4, Outfall 03A199. Outfall 03A199 does not have a 

continuous 6T3 recorder for temperature.   

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. Temperature will be collected as instantaneous grab 

sample. 

 

Comment #44: *Commenter skipped this number. No Response needed. * 

 

Comment #45: FS, page 11, Outfall 03A199. Please revise the following sentence so that it references 

20.6.4.126 instead of 20.6.4.128:  "However, because the discharge at Outfall 03A199 is to a storm 

water drain prior to reaching Sandia Canyon, an additional RP was conducted against WQS for 

20.6.4.126 waterbody." 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. No change required in the final permit.  

 

Comment #46: FS, page 14, 1st paragraph, Outfall 03A199. Please revise the last 2 sentences of this 

paragraph as follows:  "EPA proposes to establish copper and zinc limits at Outfall 03A199.  In addition, 

the EPA proposes to establish monitoring requirements and limits for copper, zinc, and PCBs at Outfall 
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03A027 if effluent is discharged to the outfall.  Currently, Outfall 03A027 does not discharge because its 

effluent is routed to Outfall 001.”   

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record.  

 

Comment #47: FS, page 14, 4th paragraph, Outfall 03A199. Please delete the 4th paragraph.  The 2019 

Permit Re-Application Form 2C [Ref. ESHQSS-19-018] for Outfall 03A199 indicates that selenium and 

cyanide were not detected above the MDL and the EPA MQL.  The RP Analysis was also negative for 

selenium and cyanide. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. See Response to Comment No. 3.  

 

Comment #48: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 03A199 discharges to Sandia Canyon 

[NMAC 20.4.6.126], which is impaired for Temperature, Total Recoverable Aluminum, Dissolved 

Copper, PCB, and Adjusted Gross Alpha.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and 

Section VI to reflect methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 03A199 due 

to impaired waters.   

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #49: RP Analysis, Page 1, Outfall 03A199. Please revise the stream segment to 20.6.4.126. 

[Ref. ESHQSS-19-018] 

 

EPA Response:  EPA re-ran RP with the correct stream segment 20.6.4.126. No changes resulted from 

the new RP analyses.  

 

Comment #50: RP Analysis, Page 1, Outfall 03A199. Please correct the RP Analysis.  The notes next to 

TSS, Hardness and long-term flow indicate the data is for Outfall 001.  The data is actually for Outfall 

03A199.   

 

EPA Response: EPA re-ran the RP with the correct data for Outfall 03A199. No changes resulted from 

the new RP analyses.  

 

Comment #51: RP Analysis, Page 2, Outfall 03A199. The RP Analysis did not calculate a concentration 

for dissolved copper. The 2019 Permit Re-Application Form 2C (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018] indicated a 

detected concentration of total copper in the effluent of 3.15 ug/L.  Based on the RP calculation the 

dissolved concentration should be 1.45999395 ug/L.  Please correct.   

 

EPA Response:  Please see Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. EPA re-

ran RP with revised concentration for dissolved copper. No RP existed for the pollutant, nevertheless 

monitoring will be required for total copper as per Condition of Certification No. 2.  

 

Comment #52: The RP Analysis currently uses a dissolved copper concentration of 1.845 ug/L.  The 

dissolved copper concentration should be 1.459 ug/L based upon the total copper concentration of 3.15 

ug/L provided on the Permit Application Form 2C.  Please correct. 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Comment No. 51 above. 
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Comment #53: RP Analysis, Page 3, Outfall 03A199. The RP analysis includes an effluent 

concentration for phenol of 3.36 ug/L.  The 2019 Permit Application Form 2C indicates that phenol was 

less than the MDL and the EPA MQL. Please correct the RP Analysis. 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Comment No. 3. EPA re-ran RP without phenol concentration as it 

was less than the MDL and EPA MQL.  

 

Comment #54: RP Analysis, General. The table provided on Page 12 of the fact sheet includes data for 

RP analysis at the outfall point of discharge and when it converges with the existing stream generated by 

Outfall 001/03A027.  The RP calculation at the convergence was not provided for review.   

 

EPA Response:  For development of the final permit EPA used updated data to re-run RP for the Outfall 

and not the convergence. RP limits on the final permit are based on the re-run RP and Condition of 

Certification No. 2. Monitoring for Copper is included since the discharge reaches the waterbody that is 

listed by the NMED with an impairment for Copper.  

 

Comment #55: Please revise the Outfall 051 description to be consistent with the 2019 Permit Re-

Application (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and Supplemental Package 2 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-301) as follows: 

“During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and last through the expiration date of the 

permit (unless otherwise noted), the permittee is authorized to discharged treated effluent from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) to Mortandad Canyon in Segment number 

20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin.” 

 

EPA Response:  Change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 051 description.  

 

Comment #56: Part I.A, Page 6. The Copper limit (5 ug/L) provided for Outfall 051 is the calculated 

limit using a hardness of 50 mg/L for Chronic Aquatic Life.  Outfall 051 discharges to Mortandad 

Canyon (NMAC 20.6.4.128).  NMAC 20.6.4.128 has a designated use of limited aquatic life, therefore, 

the chronic aquatic life criteria does not apply (NMAC 20.6.4.900.H.7).  Please revise the permit limit to 

the calculated Acute Aquatic Life limit of 7 ug/L (applicable under NMAC 20.6.4.900.7), which is the 

calculated limit at 50 mg/L hardness. 

 

EPA Response:  EPA re-ran RP for Outfall 051 using acute aquatic life criteria. RP for Copper still 

exists based on acute aquatic life criteria and a limit is included in final permit. 

 

Comment #57: Part I.A, Page 7, Outfall 051. Please revise the WET test sampling requirements for 

Outfall 051 for the following reasons: 

 

- Outfall 051 is discharged from a mixed tank in batches.  The samples cannot be collected as a 3-

hour composite sample.  It can be collected as a grab sample from the recirculation line as the 

tank is discharged to the outfall.  The tank is mixed and the grab sample is representative of the 

contents.   

- A sample to provide fresh effluent for the 24-hour renewal step of the WET test cannot be 

collected on a separate day because effluent is discharged to the outfall as a batch operation 

instead of a continuous flow. 

[See Comment No. 9] 
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EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. See Response to Comment No. 9.  

 

Comment #58: FS, Page 7, Outfall 051. Please delete the following sentence:  

 "The facility has a mechanical evaporation system and Outfall 051 has not discharged since 2014 (Note: 

Discharges to the outfall were performed on June 18, 2019, March 10, 2020, and August 18, 2020)."   

The sentence is no longer applicable. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. See Response to Comment No. 3.  

 

Comment #59: FS, Page 9, Outfall 051. The technology based effluent limits discussed on page 5 of the 

fact sheet include Total Chromium and Total lead, however, the limits were not added to the Part I.A 

requirements.  The RP analysis for chromium and lead indicate that there is no reasonable potential for 

these metals in the effluent.  Please provide a footnote to this section indicating that the negative RP is 

the justification for NOT assigning an effluent limit to the permit. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment Noted for the record. New RP analysis also was negative for chromium and 

lead.  

Comment #60: FS, Page 9. The draft permit Part I.A, fact sheet, and RP analysis utilize three different 

hardness values for Outfall 051. 

- Part I.A – 50 mg/L hardness limit 

- Fact Sheet Table on Page 12 -  is 17.3 mg/L 

- RP Analysis - 77.4 mg/L (from June 19, 2019 Effluent Discharge).   

Please clarify how hardness was used to determine the permit monitoring and/or limits provided in Part 

I. 

 

EPA Response:  EPA re-ran RP using updated data from Enclosures 1 and 2 provided with the 

permittees comments (hardness 83.8 mg/L). Updated limits are established in the final NPDES permit.   

 

Comment #61: FS, Page 12, Outfall 051. LANL has performed additional analysis that includes data for 

Thallium at an MDL below the EPA MQL.  An operational sample collected from RLWTF effluent on 

December 17, 2019 indicated that Thallium was not detected at a lower MDL of 0.051 ug/L.  This MDL 

is lower than the EPA MQL of 0.5 ug/L.  Please do not add a monitoring requirement for Thallium for 

Outfall 051. [See Enclosure 2] 

 

EPA Response:  Please see Condition of Certification #2. Effluent limitation for thallium is condition for 

certification and must be included for this permit. (40 CFR §124.55(a)(2)). 

 

Comment #62: FS, Page 12, Outfall 051. LANL performed additional analysis that includes data for 

Mercury at an MDL below the EPA MQL.  The operational sample collected from the effluent on 

December 17, 2019 shows a value of 0.0021 ug/L Mercury with a revised MDL of 0.0003 ug/L.  Please 

clarify.  [See Enclosure 2] 

 

EPA Response:  EPA re-ran RP using updated data from permittee. No limits are established for 

Mercury. See Response to Comment No. 3.  
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Comment #63: FS, Page 14, last paragraph. Please delete the first sentence "The effluent is evaporated 

through a mechanical evaporator and has not discharge since November 2010."  Outfall 051 received a 

discharges on June 18, 2019; March 10, 2020; and August 18, 2020.   

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. See Response to Comment No. 3.  

 

Comment #64: FS, Page 15, Outfall 051. It appears that the limits provided in Part I.A were not adjusted 

to reflect the revised analytical results from June 2019.  The permit requires a minimum hardness of 50 

mg/L.  The calculated Acute Aquatic Life limit at that hardness is 7.0 mg/L (NMAC 20.6.4.900.J.1.  The 

RP Analysis used the hardness (77.4 mg/L) from Supplemental Data Package 2 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-301).  

The calculated Acute Aquatic Life limit at the RP Analysis hardness is 10.6 mg/L.  Please clarify what 

data was used to determine the copper limit provided Part I.A. 

 

EPA Response:  Hardness of 83.8 mg/L was used for RP analysis. Please see Response No. 60 above.  

 

Comment #65: FS, Page 18, Outfall 051. Please revise the following requirement:  

 

 "Since the flow from this outfall is intermittent, a 3-hour composite rather than a 24-hour composite 

sample is established because the discharge is intermittent. The term "3-hour composite sample" means 

a sample consisting of a minimum of one (1) aliquot of effluent collected at a one-hour interval over a 

period of up to 3-hour discharge."   

 

The revision is appropriate due to the following reasons: 

- Outfall 051 is discharged from a mixed tank in batches.  The samples cannot be collected as a 3-

hour composite sample.  It can be collected as a grab sample from the recirculation line as the 

tank is discharged to the outfall.  The tank is mixed and the grab sample is representative of the 

contents.  A sample to provide fresh effluent for the 24-hour renewal step of the WET test 

cannot be collected on a separate day because effluent is discharged to the outfall as a batch 

operation instead of a continuous flow. 

[See Comment No. 9] 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. Please see Response to Comment No. 9.  

 

Comment #66: RP Analysis, Page 3, Outfall 051. Please revise the RP analysis to include the dissolved 

Manganese result provided in Supplemental Package 2 submitted on August 19, 2019 (Ref.  EPA-DO-

19-301).   

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. EPA re-ran RP with a dissolved manganese result of 

21.4 ug/L provided by the permittee. No RP existed for the pollutant. No  manganese limit or monitoring 

is required in the final permit for Outfall 051.  

 

Comment #67: RP Analysis, Page 4, Outfall 051. Please update the RP Analysis with the Low MDL 

Mercury and Thallium results provided above and in the attached analytical reports. 

[See Comment No. 60 and 61] 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. EPA re-ran RP and included limit for thallium, which 

was also required as a Condition of Certification No. 2.  
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Comment #68: RP Analysis, Page 4, Outfall 051. The effluent concentration data provided for Total and 

Dissolved Molybdenum was not updated to the data provided in Supplemental Package 2 submitted on 

August 19, 2019 (Ref. EPA-DO-19-301).  Supplemental package 2 provides the analytical data collected 

from the discharge to Outfall 051 that was performed on June 18, 2019.  Please revise. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. EPA re-ran RP using updated Total Molybdenum of 0.2 

ug/L concentration. No changes in the final permit are required.  

 

Comment #69: Fact Sheet, Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 051 discharges to 

Mortandad Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Dissolved Copper, PCBs, Adjusted Gross Alpha, 

and Total Mercury.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and Fact Sheet Section VI to 

reflect the methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 051 due to impaired 

waters.   

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. See Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #70: Part I.A, Page 12, Outfall 03A181. Please revise the description to be consistent with the 

Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and Supplemental Information Package 1 

(Ref. EPC-DO-19-299) as follows: 

“During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of 

the permit (unless otherwise noted), the permittee is authorized to discharge treated cooling tower 

blowdown to Mortandad Canyon, in Segment number 20.6.4.128.” 

 

EPA Response:  Change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 03A181 description.  

 

Comment #71: FS, Page 6, 3rd Paragraph, Outfall 03A181. Please delete the last two sentences.  The 

project to route the cooling tower blowdown to the Reuse tank has been cancelled. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. See also Response to Comment No. 3.  

 

Comment #72: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 03A181 discharges to Mortandad 

Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Dissolved Copper, PCBs, Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total 

Mercury.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and Section VI to reflect the 

methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 03A181 due to impaired waters.     

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #73: Part I.A, Page 12, Outfall 03A181. LANL has performed additional analysis that 

includes data for a dissolved Chromium VI. The result indicated that Chromium VI was not detected 

below the MDL of 3 ug/L.  Please delete the requirement to monitor for Chromium VI at Outfall 

03A181.  [See Enclosure 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. EPA re-ran RP 

with updated data from Enclosure #3 and Outfall 03A181 RP for Chromium VI was negative and no 

limit or monitoring is required in the final permit.  
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Comment #74: Part I.A, Page 18, Outfall 03A048. Please delete "and other wastewater" from the 

description to be consistent with the Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and 

Supplemental Information Package 1 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-299).  This outfall only discharges treated 

cooling tower blowdown to the outfall. 

 

EPA Response:  Change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 03A048 description.  

 

Comment #75: Part I.A, Page 14 and FS, Page 14 & 20, Outfall 03A048. There is an inconsistency 

regarding when the requirement to monitor for “impaired water” contaminates is applied to each outfall.  

The impairments were not added to Part I.A for Outfall 03A048 but were added to Outfall 03A113 

regardless of whether the RP Analysis was negative.  Please clarify. 

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3.  

 

Comment #76: Section IV, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 03A048 discharges to Los Alamos 

Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for PCBs, Total Recoverable Cyanide, Total Recoverable 

Selenium, Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total Mercury.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section 

I.A and Section VI to reflect the methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 

03A048 due to impaired waters.     

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Comment No. 3.  

 

Comment #77: Part I.A, Page 14, Outfall 03A113. Please delete "and other wastewater" from the 

description to be consistent with the Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and 

Supplemental Information Package 1 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-299).  This outfall only discharges treated 

cooling tower blowdown that can be isolated for sampling at the outfall prior to comingling with storm 

water. 

 

EPA Response:  Change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 03A113 description.  

 

Comment #78: Part I.A, Page 14, Outfall 03A113. The description does not include the discharge of 

storm water.  This is inconsistent with Page 5 of the Fact sheet.  Please revise the description to include 

stormwater. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. EPA revised the description of Outfall 03A113 and 

added “and stormwater" to the final permit.  

 

Comment #79: FS, Page 14 and 20, Outfall 03A113. There is a conflict between Part I.A, Page 14, and 

Page 20 regarding the inclusion of Total Recoverable Aluminum, Total Mercury, and Adjusted Gross 

Alpha.  The fact sheet indicates that Total Recoverable Aluminum and Adjusted Gross Alpha are 

proposed to be removed from the permit for this outfall.  This appears to be inconsistent with Section VI 

on Page 20, which indicates that Total Recoverable Aluminum, mercury, and Adjusted Gross Alpha are 

included due to impaired waters.  If there is no reasonable potential and the waste stream is not variable 

(i.e., single routine source) does the requirement to sample and report due to impaired waters need to be 

included?  Please clarify or remove the requirement to sample and report.   

[See Comment No. 3] 
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EPA Response:  See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. If an outfall 

discharge contains impairments pollutants of concern but demonstrates no RP, monitoring only will be 

established in the final permit. 

 

Comment #80: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 03A113 discharges to Sandia Canyon 

[NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for PCBs, Total Recoverable Aluminum, Adjusted Gross Alpha, and 

Total Mercury.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and Section VI to reflect the 

methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 03A113 due to impaired waters.     

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Comment No. 3.  

 

Comment #81: RP Analysis. The RP Analysis indicates that there is RP for Copper at this outfall.  Is 

there a reason it was not included in the Part I.A for Outfall 03A113? 

 

[See Comment No. 3] 

EPA Response:  The file named 2019Outfall03A113NewData.xlxs shows no RP for Copper but does 

show RP for Chromium VI which is right above Copper. The final permit retains the proposed limit for 

Chromium VI, but based on the RP analysis no limit for Copper is required.  

 

Comment #82: Part I.A, Page 10, Outfall 03A022. Please revise the outfall description to be more 

consistent the Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and Supplemental Information 

Package 1 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-299) as follows: 

“During the period beginning the effective date of the permit and lasting through the expiration date of 

the permit (unless otherwise noted), the permittee is authorized to discharge storm water from roof 

drains, once through cooling water, and once-through cooling water from emergency use only to 

Mortandad Canyon, in segment number 20.6.4.128 of the Rio Grande Basin.  (Cooling tower blowdown 

is not authorized for discharge at this outfall.)” 

 

EPA Response: Change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 03A022 description.  

 

Comment #83: FS, Page 9, Outfall 03A022. Please delete the ELGs for a Type Outfall 04A from the 

draft permit.  The Outfall 04A022 has been renamed 03A022 and there are no longer any 04A outfalls at 

LANL. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. 

 

Comment #84: FS, Page 14, 6th paragraph, Outfall 03A022. This paragraph states, “…WQ based 

effluent limitations and monitoring requirements (total recoverable aluminum, dissolved copper, and 

gross alpha, except for TRC as described above) in the current permit are proposed to be removed from 

these outfalls.”  Part I.A retains the requirement to monitor for copper.  Please clarify. 

 

EPA Response:  See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #85: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 03A022 discharges to Mortandad 

Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Dissolved Copper, PCBs, Adjusted Gross Alpha, and Total 
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Mercury.  Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and Section VI to reflect the 

methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 03A022 due to impaired waters.     

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response:  See Conditions of Certification No. 1 & 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #86: Part I.A, Page 20, Outfall 03A160. Please delete "and other wastewater" from the 

description to be consistent with the Permit Re-Application Fact Sheet (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018) and 

Supplemental Information Package 1 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-299).  This outfall only discharges treated 

cooling tower blowdown to the outfall (Ref. ESHQSS-19-018). 

 

EPA Response:  Change made accordingly to correctly reflect Outfall 03A160 description.  

 

Comment #87: Part I.A, Page 20 and RP Analysis, Outfall 03A160. The data provided for the NPDES 

Permit application was old data from blowdown operations to the outfall prior to routing it to SWWS 

and prior to the installation and startup of the new wastewater treatment system outlined in a Notice of 

Change provided in Supplemental Information Package No. 3 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-302).  New data from 

the cooling tower blowdown was provided for the Waste Stream Profile (WSP) to the SWWS Facility.    

The following bullets provide new data for three potential pollutants: 

• These results showed a ND for Se using the SW846 Method at an MDL of 2.0 ug/L.  This is 

below the EPA MQL of 5 ug/L.  Please consider removing the requirements for Selenium from 

the permit. 

• These results showed an ND for Cyanide using the EPA Method at an MDL of 1.67 ug/L.  This 

is below the EPA MQL of 10 ug/L.  Please consider removing the requirements for Cyanide 

from the permit. 

• These results showed a lower Total Chromium concentration 6.15 ug/L using the SW 846 

Method.  The EPA MQL for Total Chromium is 10 ug/L.  Please consider removing the 

requirements for Chromium VI from the permit. 

 

Please revise the RP analysis and permit limits/requirements based upon the data provided in the bullets 

above.  [See Enclosure 4] 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. 

EPA re-ran the RP and removed the limit for Chromium VI and added limit for Total Thallium in the 

final permit.   

 

Comment #88: FS, Page 6, Outfall 03A160. Please delete the last sentence.  The notice of change for the 

water treatment system was submitted to the EPA on June 12, 2019 and was provided in Supplemental 

Package No. 3 (Ref. EPC-DO-19-302). 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. 

 

Comment #89: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 03A160 discharges to Ten Site 

Canyon [NMAC 20.6.4.128] impaired for PCBs and Adjusted Gross Alpha. 

Please revise the permit requirements in Section I.A and Section VI to reflect the methodology/approach 

used to assign permit requirements to Outfall 03A160 due to impaired waters.     

[See Comment No. 3] 
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EPA Response:  See Conditions of Certification No. 1 & 2 and Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #90: Part I.A, Page 9, Outfall 05A055. Please revise the WET test sampling requirements for 

05A055 for the following reasons: 

- Outfall 05A055 is discharged from a mixed tank in batches.  The sample cannot be collected as 

a 3-hour composite sample.  It can be collected as a grab sample from the recirculation line as 

the tank is discharged to the outfall.  The tank is mixed and the grab sample is representative of 

the contents.   

[See Comment No. 9] 

 

EPA Response:  See Response to Comment No. 9. 

 

Comment #91: FS, Page 7, 1st paragraph, Outfall 05A055. Please revise the first line to the following:  

“…tanks, and facilities at TA-9, TA-11, and TA-16.  The average….”  A waste stream profile for water 

from TA-11 was approved after the permit application was submitted to the EPA. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. 

Comment #92: FS, Page 7, 1st Paragraph, Outfall 05A055. Please clarify the last sentence to indicate that 

the operational sampling data was used in the RP analysis as  follows:  “Operational samples were 

submitted for analytical testing and those results were used in the RP Analysis.”   

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. 

 

Comment #93: FS, Page 15, 2nd Paragraph, Outfall 05A055. Please revise this paragraph to the 

following:   

“There has been no discharge from the High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility (HEWTF) at 

Outfall 05A055 since November 2007.  Normal operations since November 2007 have discharged 

effluent to an electric evaporator.  The applicant intends to continue to operate the HEWTF using the 

evaporator except under abnormal conditions (i.e., maintenance or malfunction of the evaporator) or to 

ensure operability of the discharge equipment.  There is RP for…….”   

 

The HEWTF did not resume discharges to Outfall 05A055 in the fall of 2019. 

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. 

 

Comment #94: Section VI, CWA 303(d) Impaired Water. Outfall 05A055 discharges to Canon de Valle 

[NAMC 20.6.4.128] impaired for Adjusted Gross Alpha.  Please revise the permit requirements in 

Section I.A and Section VI to reflect the methodology/approach used to assign permit requirements to 

Outfall 05A055 due to impaired waters.   

[See Comment No. 3] 

 

EPA Response: See Response to Comment No. 3. 

 

Comment #95: RP Analysis, Outfall 051. Additional analysis has been performed for Outfall 051 using 

samples that were collected from three RLWTF effluent discharges (June 2019, March 2020, and 

August 2020) that occurred after the 2019 Permit Reapplication was submitted.  Enclosure 5 provides 

the analytical data.  Please revise the RP analysis to include this analytical data. 
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EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. See Condition of Certification No. 2 and Response to 

Comment No. 3. EPA re-ran RP with updated data collected during the comment period.   

 

Comment #96: FS & RP Analysis, Outfall 001. There have been two Notice of Planned Change 

submitted for Outfall 001 since the Draft permit was issued in November 2019.  Please see Enclosure 6 

for the details and revise the fact sheet and RP analysis. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. RP analysis was re-run, no changes are necessary to final 

permit limits for Outfall 001.  

 

Comment #97: FS, Outfall 03A048. There has been one Notice of Planned Change submitted for Outfall 

03A048 since the Draft permit was issued in November 2019.  Please see Enclosure 7 for the details and 

revise the fact sheet. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. 

 

 

Comments from John E. Wilks, III, Veterans for Peace Chapter 63 

 

Comment #1: Veterans For Peace, Chapter #63, strongly object to the flagrant attempt by the Los 

Alamos National Laboratory to circumvent the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by 

listing on its application five (05) facilities that not have a discharge and therefore are not eligible for 

inclusion on the Clean Water Act regulation. The five entities inappropriately listed clearly fall into the 

purview of the RCRA. 

 

The Clean Water Act addresses entities that involve “discharge or any  pollutant, or combination or 

pollutants.” The five entities that we are urging you to remove from any permit you issue, do not 

discharge and therefore are inappropriate for inclusion. Kindly, delete from the Clean Water Act permit 

those five facilities that involve handling, treating, and storing hazardous wastes, rather than discharges 

within the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act. The entities for which I request deletion are, as follows:   

 

  Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF); 

  Strategic Computing Complex; 

  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility; 

  National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and 

  High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

 

EPA Response:  Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any 

pollutant.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential 

discharges and does not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits 

for potential or future discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. 

Under the CWA, it is generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in 

place before they discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that 

are not yet actual.  In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See 

CWA § 309, 33 U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a 
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remote chance of discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges 

serves the Act’s goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that 

those needing to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that 

waste, with the quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 

599 F.2d 368, 373 (10th Cir. 1979).    
  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     
  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  
  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 
  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 

Comment from Basia Miller, Ph.D, CCNS Board Member 

 

Comment #1: Clean Water Act permit. I object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat 

and store hazardous waste, but do not discharge. This is just a way for LANL to get around the more 

stringent RCRA hazardous waste laws and regulations which should be regulating these facilities. It is 

against the regulations and totally illegitimate to exempt such LANL facilities from RCRA. That LANL 

continues to apply for Clean Water Act permits for these facilities only shows that the Lab is not a good 

neighbor to the surrounding communities, as it is seeking to weasel out—yet again—from its 

environmental responsibilities. LANL has a long history of just this kind of irresponsible, illegal and 

reckless behavior as year after year they do everything possible to avoid their responsibilities toward the 

communities that surround them—whether it is to limit their EJSCREEN radii essentially to Los Alamos 

County—possibly the richest county in the country—while ignoring the majority/minority makeup of 

poorer, local pueblos and the Espanola Valley and beyond—an area that LANL has already 

contaminated with their past discharges; or venting tritium gas with no care or even study of effects on 

the same local population because it's the cheapest way for the Lab to check off one of the boxes on 

their contract; or shipping waste to WIPP that, through total incompetence and greed, has become 

explosive, with no care at all for safety. LANL has not improved their safety culture at all despite 
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numerous demands from affected communities, government oversight entities, and state and local 

agencies. If EPA is truly in the business of protecting the environment, letting LANL continue to 

avoid proper regulation is not the way to go. EPA should require proper permit applications that meet 

the regulations instead of rubber stamping these illegal permits. Therefore I object to EPA issuing a 

permit for those LANL facilities that have not discharged, such as the 

 

• Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF), 

• Strategic Computing Complex; 

• Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility; 

• National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and 

• High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

 

Please delete those facilities that are in the business of handling, treating, and storing hazardous waste 

but do not discharge, from the Clean Water Act permit so that they can be properly regulated by the 

more stringent RCRA regulations ,and LANL can show that they actually understand what safety means 

and that they are willing to operate the Lab in a safe manner. 

 

EPA Response: EPA considered communities that may be affected by this discharge during the public 

notice period. For example, EPA: offered Tribal Consultation to Tribes adjacent to LANL, extended the 

comment period for one year, translated Public Notice document to Spanish and offered a Public 

Meeting and Hearing to the community.   

 

Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any pollutant.” 33 

U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential discharges and does 

not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits for potential or future 

discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. Under the CWA, it is 

generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) 

and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in place before they 

discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that are not yet actual.  

In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See CWA § 309, 33 

U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a remote chance of 

discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges serves the Act’s 

goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that those needing 

to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that waste, with the 

quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 599 F.2d 368, 

373 (10th Cir. 1979).    
  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     
  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 
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down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  
  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 
  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 

Comment from Rev. Jean Siegfried Darling, Minister Emerita, Peoples Church of Chicago 

 

Comment #1: I object to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) asking the Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) to issue a Clean Water Act permit for industrial facilities that have not discharged 

wastewater to the environment for years, if not decades.  Clean Water Act permits may be granted only 

for “the discharge of any pollutant, or combination of pollutants.”  Some LANL facilities have no 

discharge from a “point source,” also known as an outfall.   These facilities should no longer be on the 

permit.  I object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous waste, but do 

not discharge.  Such Clean Water Act permitting confers an exemption from more stringent Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste laws and regulations.  The only reason to 

issue a Clean Water Act permit is to illegitimately exempt LANL facilities from RCRA.  

I object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have not discharged, such as the  

 

•        Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF),  

•        Strategic Computing Complex;  

•        Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility;  

•        National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and  

•        High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.   

 

Please delete from the Clean Water Act permit those facilities that are in the business of handling, 

treating, and storing hazardous waste, but do not discharge.  Open the door to their proper and more 

stringent regulation under RCRA.   

 

EPA Response: Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any 

pollutant.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential 

discharges and does not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits 

for potential or future discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. 

Under the CWA, it is generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in 

place before they discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that 

are not yet actual.  In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See 

CWA § 309, 33 U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a 

remote chance of discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges 

serves the Act’s goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that 
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those needing to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that 

waste, with the quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 

599 F.2d 368, 373 (10th Cir. 1979).    
  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     
  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  
  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 
  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 

Comment from James Eagle 

 

Comment #1: I object to Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) asking the Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) to issue a Clean Water Act permit for industrial facilities that have not discharged 

wastewater to the environment for years, if not decades.  Clean Water Act permits may be granted only 

for “the discharge of any pollutant, or combination of pollutants.”  Some LANL facilities have no 

discharge from a “point source,” also known as an outfall.   These facilities should no longer be on the 

permit.  I object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous waste, but do 

not discharge.  Such Clean Water Act permitting confers an exemption from more stringent Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste laws and regulations.  The only reason to 

issue a Clean Water Act permit is to illegitimately exempt LANL facilities from RCRA.  

I object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have not discharged, such as the  

 

•        Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF),  

•        Strategic Computing Complex;  

•        Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility;  

•        National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and  

•        High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.   
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Please delete from the Clean Water Act permit those facilities that are in the business of handling, 

treating, and storing hazardous waste, but do not discharge.  Open the door to their proper and more 

stringent regulation under RCRA.   

 

EPA Response:   Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any 

pollutant.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential 

discharges and does not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits 

for potential or future discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. 

Under the CWA, it is generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in 

place before they discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that 

are not yet actual.  In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See 

CWA § 309, 33 U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a 

remote chance of discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges 

serves the Act’s goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that 

those needing to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that 

waste, with the quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 

599 F.2d 368, 373 (10th Cir. 1979).    
  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     
  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  
  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 
  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 

Comment from Maj-Britt Eagle 

 

Comment #1: As the wife of a US Nuclear Submarine officer for 47 years, and the mother of two, 
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as well as a League of Women Voter member of the nuclear waste disposal study group, I've acquired 

some knowledge of the effects of radiation release into the Earth ecosystem, on life broader than only 

human, and urge you to shut down any attempt to (1) release tritium into the atmosphere, and (2) allow 

the discharge of radioactive water into our surroundings here in Los Alamos and Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

  

Further reasoning on the water discharge and permit are below: 

  

Safety bases for both National Nuclear Security Administration and Environmental Management 

facilities at Los Alamos National Laboratory do not consistently or appropriately consider a potential 

energetic chemical reaction involving transuranic waste.   

  

• Hazard analyses lack systematic evaluations of the chemical compatibility of transuranic 

waste streams.  These analyses are needed to fully identify potential chemical reaction 

hazards associated with waste constituents. 

• Accident analyses are not bounding, assume inappropriate initial conditions, and do not 

defensibly establish the quantity of radioactive material that may be released due to an 

energetic chemical reaction.  As such, additional credited safety controls may be 

necessary to protect workers and the public.  

·        

Some facilities store transuranic waste without any engineered controls beyond the waste container.  The 

radiological release events that occurred at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and Idaho National 

Laboratory have demonstrated the importance of incorporating multiple layers of protection to reduce 

the consequences of an accident.  

 

EPA Response:  Comment noted for the record. LANL’s compliance with RCRA, regulation of waste 

management and air emissions are outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.   

 

Comments from David McCoy: 

 

Citizen Action New Mexico is opposed to the continued issuance of an NPDES permit under the Clean 

Water Act from at least the following five facilities at Los Alamos National Laboratory: 

1.       The Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility.  This key facility, located across 

the street from the Plutonium Facility, treats liquid radioactive and hazardous waste 

contaminated by the fabrication of plutonium pits, or the triggers, for nuclear weapons.  In 

1963, discharges began through Outfall 051 into a tributary of Mortandad Canyon.  In the 

late 1990’s LANL instituted a “zero liquid discharge” plan to eliminate the discharge.  

2.     The Strategic Computing Complex (no discharge between September 2016 and to at 

least May 2019);  

3.     The Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, (facility cooling towers are 

no longer in use);  

4.     The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory (treated water being “discharged” to 

the Sanitary Wastewater System (SWWS) Plant); and  

5.     The High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility (since November 2007 an 

electric evaporator(s) has been in use). 
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All of these facilities should be regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

and the areas adjacent to these non-discharge facilities should be required to clean up the contaminated 

soil from past operations.   

It is high time for the EPA to discontinue the fiction that these discharge permits should be issued where 

there is no discharge.  EPA should not accommodate a lesser standard of protection for public health and 

environmental safety than could be obtained under RCRA.  The continued issuance of such permits in 

the absence of discharge is contrary to law. 

 

EPA Response:  Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any 

pollutant.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential 

discharges and does not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits 

for potential or future discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. 

Under the CWA, it is generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in 

place before they discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that 

are not yet actual.  In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See 

CWA § 309, 33 U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a 

remote chance of discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges 

serves the Act’s goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that 

those needing to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that 

waste, with the quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 

599 F.2d 368, 373 (10th Cir. 1979).    

  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     

  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  

  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 
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from Outfall 03A160 

  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    
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Comments received on the limited re-opening comment period on January 30, 2021 
 

Comments from Triad National Security, LLC (Triad) EPC-DO-21-057 

 

I. Citizen Organizations Have Misconstrued the Applicable Law 

The citizen organizations’ Comments offer mistaken interpretations of the Clean Water Act (CWA), 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and the relationship between the two 

statutes, as they have in the past before the EPA Environmental Appeals Board and several federal 

courts. First, they erroneously assert that EPA lacks authority under the CWA to issue a discharge 

permit for outfalls that have not been utilized recently and/or continuously in the past and have not 

been described as meeting immediate future needs. Second, they mistakenly contend that the 

wastewater treatment unit (WWTU) exemption under RCRA applies only when the unit has been 

issued a discharge permit under the CWA. They string together these two misconceptions in order to 

construct an erroneous conclusion that EPA must deny LANL’s application for a CWA permit, 

which will lead to a duty for the State of New Mexico to commence the permitting process for the 

RLWTF under RCRA. The discussion below addresses each point in turn. 

 

 A. EPA Has Clear Authority Under the CWA to Issue the Permit. 

 

The CWA provides that EPA “may…issue a permit for the discharge of any pollutant…upon 

condition that such discharge will meet” various statutory limitations. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a). This 

language only makes sense if it is forward looking – i.e., the issuance of a permit for future 

discharges that “will” comply  with the statutory requirements. It would be pointless for 

Congress to authorize EPA to grant permission for discharges that have already occurred, and it 

would be impossible for the Agency to ensure that such past discharges “will meet” effluent 

limitations. Clearly, Congress envisioned that EPA would first grant permission, conditioned as 

directed in the statute, and that thereafter such discharges would be legally sanctioned. 

 

The citizen organizations nonetheless appear to contend that there must be an imminent future 

discharge in order that EPA would have such authority. They maintain that “the CWA contains 

no authority to issue a permit for a discharge that ‘could occur,’ nor for a ‘potential’ or a 

‘capability’ to discharge.” Comments at 24. They assert that the LANL intention to discharge “in 

event of unavailability of evaporation equipment” falls into these categories for which EPA is 

powerless to issue a permit. Nothing in the statute or EPA’s longstanding practice supports this 

contention. 

 

The citizen organizations’ contention boils down to an argument that the applicant must show it 

has an unconditional intention to discharge in the near future, regardless of circumstances, or at 

least has demonstrated that a discharge is likely, before EPA would have authority to grant the 

application. Id. We demonstrate below in Section II.A.1 that LANL satisfies even this extreme 

and erroneous test. But the statute does not mention such a limit on EPA’s authority, and for 
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good reason. Permit applicants who envision even the possibility of a discharge in unusual or 

rare circumstances are in fact meeting their responsibility to avoid unpermitted, and unlawful, 

discharges by ensuring they have permit authorization to cover such possibilities. It would be 

bizarre, to say the least, if Congress had imposed on EPA an obligation to assess the likelihood 

that circumstances would arise necessitating a discharge, and to issue a permit only when 

satisfied that the probabilities were sufficiently large. In the context of such a requirement, EPA 

could hardly justify enforcing the statute’s prohibition on unpermitted discharges if it had 

previously deemed such discharges to be too remote to justify issuing a permit. The statutory 

scheme makes no provision for such a scenario. 

 

The citizen organizations apparently reach their remarkable position by misapplying the holdings 

in two decisions from the Second and Fifth Circuits. Comments, 25-28. Those decisions have 

nothing to do with whether EPA has authority to issue a requested permit under the CWA. 

  

In the first decision, industry petitioners challenged a provision in EPA’s programmatic 

regulation governing Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) that had required 

CAFO owners and operators to apply for a CWA discharge permit if there was a “potential to 

discharge” from their operations.Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc. v. U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, 399 F.3d 486 (2d Cir. 2005). EPA had termed this requirement a “duty to apply,” and 

said the duty was based on a presumption that every CAFO has the potential to discharge. See 

Comments at 25, n. 42. Thus, the “duty to apply” was an EPA command requiring that all 

CAFOs must submit themselves to regulation that would control and constrain their means of 

operating their businesses. The “duty to apply” was itself an enforceable requirement, punishable 

by civil and criminal penalties independent of whether there had been any discharge of pollutants 

from the CAFOs. The Second Circuit concluded that the CWA conferred no authority on EPA to 

compel the filing of a permit application in the absence of an actualdischarge. Because a mere 

potential to discharge lacks all of the elements triggering the statute’s prohibition against 

unpermitted discharges (actual addition of pollutants to navigable waters from a point source), 

the court said there was “no statutory obligation of point sources to seek or obtain a [CWA] 

permit in the first instance.” Waterkeeper Alliance, 399 F.3d at 505. Thus, there could be “no 

duty to apply” based on a mere potential to discharge, but the court never addressed whether 

EPA could issue a permit in response to a voluntary permit application. The court did not address 

that question because no petitioner had raised it. 

 

Despite this context and with no regard for the limits of the case or controversy before the court, 

the citizen organizations focus on a single sentence in the Second Circuit’s decision, calling it a 

“categorical ruling”: the court said “the Clean Water Act gives EPA jurisdiction to regulate and 

control only actual discharges—not potential discharges, and certainly not point sources 

themselves.” Id. See Comments at 25-26. The citizen organizations work to utilize the court’s 

language – “jurisdiction to regulate and control” – in support of their theory that EPA’s permit 

issuance authority depends on the high likelihood of a discharge. The citizen organizations’ 

reliance on this passage misuses the court’s language and should be disregarded.  
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First, because no party had brought a challenge to EPA’s authority to issue permits (as opposed 

to its authority to compel submission of permit applications), the court had no occasion to 

address it, and interpreting the court’s language to cover EPA’s permit-issuance authority, as the 

citizen organizations endeavor to do, renders the court’s passage mere dictum. Monod v. Futura, 

Inc., 415 F.2d 1170, 1173 (10th Cir. 1969) (“Because this issue was not properly before that 

court the conclusion is mere dicta and must be read as such.”) Tokoph v. United States, 774F.3d 

1300, 1303 (10th Cir. 2014) (“[D]icta are statements and comments in an opinion concerning 

some rule of law or legal proposition not necessarily involved nor essential to determination of 

the case in hand.”) (quoting United States v.Villarreal-Ortiz, 553 F.3d 1326, 1328 n.3 (10th Cir. 

2009)). Reading a court’s language so as to reduce it to dicta can hardly be seen as a plausible 

interpretation. 

 

Second, the context of the case leads to a different interpretation of the court’s language -- one 

that supports the common-sense notion that EPA has jurisdiction to require the “regulat[ion] and 

control” of private activity only when that activity would otherwise be unlawful (e.g., the 

prohibited discharge of a pollutant without a permit). The court was dealing with an EPA effort 

to compel CAFOs’ submission to a regulatory regime. EPA sought to unilaterally impose 

requirements on CAFOs, in the absence of pollutant discharges or any otherwise unlawful 

actions, by requiring them to seek a permit which, according to the regulations, inevitably would 

restrict the CAFOs’ operations. This is what the Second Circuit said could not be done, and the 

quoted passage stands for no more than that. 

 

In the second decision, industry petitioners had challenged EPA’s attempt to draft around the 

limitation that had been imposed by the Second Circuit. National Pork Producers Council v. U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, 635 F.3d 738(5th Cir. 2011). Instead of regulating a CAFO 

with the “potential to discharge,” EPA revised the CAFO regulation to enforce its “duty to 

apply” where a CAFO “proposes to discharge,” and EPA defined that phrase as being a CAFO 

“designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in a manner such that the CAFO will 

discharge….” Id., 635 F.3d 738, 750. The Fifth Circuit rejected this attempt. As with the Second 

Circuit’s decision in Waterkeeper, the Fifth Circuit in National Pork addressed only the EPA’s 

authority to compel permit applications in the absence of actual discharges, not the Agency’s 

quite different authority to issue a CWA permit in response to a voluntary application. 

 

Other prominent features of the statute also underscore that EPA has jurisdiction to issue permits 

where discharges might or might not occur depending on external circumstances and irrespective 

of the applicant’s aspirations or plans. EPA can exercise its jurisdiction whenever a person 

applies for a permit in order to remain in compliance with the law if circumstances make a 

discharge necessary. Nowhere is this authority better illustrated than in the storm water 

permitting provisions of the Act. 

 

Storm water permitting represents a central feature of the Section 402 NPDES program. The 

statutory authority to permit future, episodic discharges of storm water has existed in the CWA 
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since passage of the landmark 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments, which 

later became known as the CWA. Pub. L. No. 92-500, 86 Stat. 816 (1972). The 1972 legislation 

established the Section 301 prohibition on unpermitted pollutant discharges and the Section 402 

NPDES permit program. Id. at 844, 880. The same, original statutory commands and definitions 

that provide EPA's authority to permit discharges from LANL's Outfall 051 also provide the 

basis for permitting episodic storm water discharges. 

 

In 1987, Congress enacted amendments to the CWA that required EPA to undertake rulemaking 

and implement comprehensive permitting for these pollutant sources. Water Quality Act of 1987, 

Pub. L. No. 100-4, 101 Stat. 7 (1987). While  the 1987 amendments breathed new life into 

EPA’s storm water permitting program, they did not augment the original statutory authority to 

deal with these future, episodic discharges. The amendments added subsection 402(p), which 

directs EPA  to issue permits that will authorize future storm water discharges from municipal 

and industrial point sources in the event that precipitation, together with other circumstances at a 

facility, necessitate a discharge. Pub. L. No. 100-4, 101 Stat. 7, 69- 70 (1987) (codified as 

amended at 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(B)—(D)). 

 

The CWA stormwater permitting program is vast. The National Academy of Sciences estimated 

in 2009 that EPA and delegated States had provided NPDES storm water discharge 

authorizations to about 7,000 municipalities and 100,000 industrial facilities. Committee on 

Reducing Stormwater Discharge Contributions to Water Pollution, National Academy of 

Sciences, Urban Stormwater Management in the United States 36 (2009). In addition, NPDES 

storm water permit coverage is authorized for about 200,000 construction projects each year. Id. 

Storm water discharge permit holders are required to implement a variety of best management 

practices to retard, retain and control the runoff of storm water containing pollutants ranging 

from eroded soil at construction sites to petroleum and chemicals at industrial sites. Id. 

 

Because the large number of industrial facilities requiring NPDES storm water authorizations 

could easily overwhelm State and federal permitting agencies, EPA has issued and periodically 

updates a Multi-Sector General Permit ("MSGP") and associated guidance documents to provide 

permit coverage for industrial dischargers. Final 2015 MSGP Documents, U.S. EPA,  

https://www.epa.govinpdes/final-2015-msgp-documents. The MSGP provides that dischargers 

must employ control measures to "divert, infiltrate, reuse, contain, or otherwise reduce 

stormwater runoff to minimize pollutants" in their discharges.U.S. EPA, Multi-Sector General 

Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity 18, § 2.1.2.6 (2015). 

These measures must be specified in the facility's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

("SWPPP"). Id. at 33, § 5.2.4. And they must be described in detail in the discharger's permit 

application. See 40C.F.R. § 122.26(c). 

 

Detention basins are a typical and widely used example of control measures that capture 

sediment and other pollutants washed by precipitation runoff from the facility property. 

Detention basins are designed to impound storm water for a time sufficient for the pollutants to 
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settle out and leave the storm water clean enough to be discharged by pumping the cleaner water 

near the basin's surface into receiving waters (thus, also creating capacity to contain runoff from 

the next storm). 3 Michael L. Clar, Billy J. Barfield & Thomas P. O'Connor, Stormwater Best 

Management Practice Design Guide: Basin Best Management Practices § 222 (2004). Detention 

basins are designed to control precipitation events of a certain size—e.g., the 25-year storm or 

the 50-year storm. Id. at § 2-2. In other words, if a future precipitation event does not exceed the 

“design storm,” the control measure will be sufficient to promote settling of pollutants, and will 

result in a discharge that meets water quality objectives. 

 

Thus, the CWA authorizes EPA to issue permits authorizing future discharges—both expected 

discharges based upon approved design criteria (emptying the basin following a smaller storm), 

and unexpected discharges that were neither planned for nor intended (overflow from a storm 

larger than the basin’s design basis). Unexpected discharges can occur due to a number of factors 

beyond the discharger's control, but EPA is not required to deny a permit application because it 

believes the circumstances that would result in a discharge may be remote. 

 

For storm water permitting, the relevant circumstances include extreme swings between periods 

of normal-to-heavy precipitation and periods of drought. It is not uncommon for extended 

periods of time to pass without any discharge pursuant to the discharge authorization granted by 

a storm water permit. See generally Drought Monitoring, National Weather Service,  

https://www.weather.gov/ilm/drought. Extreme and prolonged drought conditions can leave 

geographic areas with no precipitation for years, especially in the arid Western and Southwestern 

regions of the United States. Id. If prolonged periods devoid of discharges were to provide a 

basis for denying applications for renewal of NPDES permits, EPA's Section 402(p) permitting 

program would be in shambles. Unanticipated storms do occur, and when they do, there will be 

discharges. 

 

For some years, LANL has occupied a similar situation here. It has designed the evaporation 

equipment to handle the currently expected volume of wastewater. 

  

The operating principle has been that, if the evaporation equipment operates reliably and 

continuously, and if the wastewater volume does not increase due to a change in the Laboratory's 

mission, then Outfall 051 should not be needed. But if the evaporation equipment becomes 

unavailable due to malfunction or maintenance needs, and/or there is an increase in treatment 

demands, the LANL would need an authorization to discharge treated wastewater. LANL has 

made this perfectly clear in its submissions, as the citizen organizations acknowledge. Like the 

storm water discharger in an arid region, the operating plan has been that LANL might not 

discharge via Outfall 051 for extended periods, but LANL has consistently sought a permit that 

specifically authorizes the use of Outfall 051 in anticipation of circumstances that will make a 

discharge necessary -- a permit that will make that discharge lawful. 
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In sum, the CWA does not withhold authorization for EPA to permit future discharges in 

circumstances that, while they may be rare, have been anticipated and stated in the permit 

application. The citizen organizations’ contrary interpretation of the statute should be rejected. 

 

Furthermore, as explained below in Section II.A.1, LANL now envisions a more integral role for 

Outfall 051 than it has in the past. Whereas the outfall will remain as a back-up alternative when 

evaporation equipment is unavailable, as before, the outfall will henceforth be utilized even 

when evaporation equipment is on line but influent volume is of a magnitude that operational 

efficiency makes it advisable to rely on both the evaporation equipment and Outfall 051 

simultaneously for short or longer-term periods of time. 

 

B. The RLWTF is Exempt From RCRA Permitting Regardless of Whether EPA issues the 

Permit for Outfall 051. 

 

The citizen organizations also misunderstand the applicable legal requirements in arguing that 

EPA should not renew the CWA permit because EPA’s issuance of the permit gives effect to the 

WWTU exemption from RCRA permitting. Comments at 4, 23-24. They point to 40 CFR § 

264.1(g)(6), which exempts the tanks and associated ancillary equipment at the RLWTF from the 

substantive RCRA standards. But they never mention 40 CFR § 270.1(c)(2)(v), which provides 

that owners and operators of wastewater treatment units “are not required to obtain a RCRA 

permit.” Both section 264 and section 270 contribute to the WWTU exemption, one for 

substantive RCRA requirements, and one for RCRA permitting. Both provisions point to section 

260.10 for the definition of a “wastewater treatment unit.” The key element of that definition is 

that such a unit must be “subject to regulation under either section 402 or 307(b)” of the Clean 

Water Act. 40 CFR § 260.10. 

  

EPA has a long standing and consistent interpretation of what is meant by this definition in its 

regulation. Nearly 30 years ago, EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 

(OSWER) issued an official directive addressing the issue. Exemption from Permitting 

Requirements for Waste Water Treatment Units, OSWER 9522.1992(01), 1992 WL 754630 

(January 16, 1992) (ATTACHMENTA). OSWER emphasized that: 

 

It is important to note that it is not necessary that the Clean Water Act permits actually be 

issued for the units to be eligible for the RCRA exemption; it is sufficient that the facility 

be subject to the requirements of the Clean Water Act. 

 

Id. at 1. Explaining further, OSWER made clear that “subject to regulation under Section 402” of 

the CWA covers facilities “which are permitted, were ever permitted, or should have been 

permitted under NPDES.” Id. 

OSWER went further, moreover, in explaining the exemption’s applicability to so-called “zero 

discharge” facilities: 
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With regard to the question of a "zero discharge" facility, EPA would like to clarify the 

difference between a facility that produces no treated wastewater as a direct result of 

Clean Water Act requirements and units that are not required to obtain an NPDES permit 

because they do not discharge treated effluent. In the first case, the facility would have 

had a surface water discharge at one time, but has since eliminated the discharge as a 

result of, or by exceeding, NPDES or pretreatment requirements. Such facility would 

qualify for the waste water treatment unit exemption under RCRA. In the second case, 

the facility never had a surface water discharge, and therefore was never subject to 

NPDES permitting or Clean Water Act requirements. The RCRA exemption is not 

available in these cases. 

 

Id. at 2. 

The Agency’s directive settles the question of whether the RLWTF is exempt from RCRA 

permitting under 40 CFR §§ 270.1 and 260.10. Because LANL has held an NPDES permit for 

Outfall 051 in the past, and clearly was required to do so, the directive concludes that the 

exemption applies. And if, as the citizen organizations erroneously maintain, the RLWTF has 

“eliminated” its discharge by employing treatment technology (evaporation equipment) that 

meets or exceeds NPDES requirements, then the directive deems it a “zero discharge” facility, 

and it likewise is entitled to the exemption. 

 

As the citizen organizations point out, in the past LANL also had erroneously assumed that 

continuous renewal of the NPDES permit for Outfall 051 was necessary in order for the WWTU 

exemption to apply. Comments at 5-7. LANL was mistaken then, just as the citizen organizations 

are mistaken now. 

 

EPA Response: Triad’s comments are largely in response to comments submitted by other commenters, 

which EPA has responded to elsewhere in these responses to comments.  Triad’s comments are noted 

for the record. 

 

II. The Citizen Organizations’ Comments are Replete with Material Errors 

Finally, the discussion below addresses a number of factual errors and misconceptions in the citizen 

organizations’ Comments that bear on LANL’s use of other outfalls, LANL’s flow estimates for 

Outfall 051, and statements lifted from prior LANL submissions to EPA. 

 

A. Facts Concerning Discharges From LANL Outfalls. 

 

The citizen organizations’ Comments contain numerous factual errors in describing discharges from 

various LANL outfalls. Those errors are corrected in the discussion below. 

1. Outfall 051. The Comments state that, since 2010, LANL has made only a single discharge, on 

June 18, 2019, from Outfall 051. See, e.g., Comments at 4, 18. That is incorrect. LANL has 

discharged from Outfall 051 on June 18, 2019, March 10, 2020, and August 18, 2020. These 
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discharges are documented in Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) submitted to EPA. The citizen 

organizations’ error may be due to their misplaced reliance on quarterly reports submitted to the 

New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Ground Water Quality Bureau, which does not 

have jurisdiction over discharges to surface waters, rather than the DMRs LANL has submitted to 

EPA, which does. 

 

The discharges in March and August of 2020 are especially noteworthy. As the citizen organizations 

acknowledge, LANL has made it clear that Outfall 051 is needed, and will be used, when necessary 

because the evaporation equipment is unavailable or when increased treatment needs arise that 

would not be handled in the most efficient manner by utilizing the evaporation equipment alone. 

Comments at 12. Since the solar evaporation tanks are not in service, the key equipment is the 

mechanical evaporator. On March 10, 2020, LANL discharged via Outfall 051 because influent 

volumes made that advisable even though the mechanical evaporator was in service. On August 18, 

2020, LANL utilized Outfall 051 because the mechanical evaporator was down for maintenance, 

including maintenance on the burners. Thus, Outfall 051 is being used precisely as LANL   has said 

it would be – as a back-up or supplemental alternative when circumstances require. Had Outfall 051 

not been permitted to discharge on those dates, LANL would have encountered a choice of either 

violating the CWA or curtailing operations at one of DOE’s most important laboratories. 

 

The citizen organizations are plainly wrong in their repeated assertion that such events are “highly 

unlikely,” see Comments at 20. Discharges from Outfall 051 are not merely events that “could 

occur.” See Comments at 15. These discharges have occurred in the recent past, and they will occur 

as required by operations in the future, within the limits allowed by the permit. 

 

In this regard, we note that LANL has recently adjusted its wastewater treatment operational plan so 

as to utilize Outfall 051 as an integral component of its operations, rather than solely as a backup, 

and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and frequent in the future. As 

explained in the Affidavit of Stuart A. McKernan, Facility Operations Director at LANL 

(ATTACHMENT B), with the evaporation tanks not in service, there will be occasions on which 

influent to the RLWTF will be significant enough that LANL will choose to use both the mechanical 

evaporator and Outfall 051 simultaneously. Outfall 051 thus provides both operational flexibility and 

back-up capability. 

 

2. Outfall 13S. The Comments assert that “Outfall 13S did not discharge between October 2014 

and September 2018 and analytical results were taken from operational flows.” This statement 

misrepresents the information provided in the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application. Outfall 13S is 

associated with the LANL sanitary wastewater system (SWWS) treatment facility. This facility and 

Outfall 13S are located at a lower elevation than all of the other outfalls at LANL, and the 2019 

Permit NPDES Permit Re-Application clearly states that treated effluent from the SWWS can be 

discharged to Outfall 13S or pumped to the Power Plant Reuse Tank (located at a higher elevation). 

Treated SWWS effluent that is pumped to the Power Plant Reuse Tank is either discharged to 

Outfall 001 or treated for reuse at the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility (SERF). Outfall 13S is 
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routinely maintained, has an automatic flow meter, automatic sampler, and is fully capable of 

receiving SWWS treated effluent based upon demand, volume, and availability of equipment to 

pump, store, discharge, and/or treat using facilities and equipment located at an elevation that is 

much higher than SWWS. The outfall provides operational flexibility for maintenance, repair, and 

replacement of equipment (i.e., pumps, SERF, Reuse Tank, Outfall 001) and serves as a critical 

backup should LANL be unable to pump to a higher elevation due to equipment failure or an 

increase in treated effluent volume. The analytical data provided on the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-

Application Form 2C were from recently collected representative samples of the SWWS effluent 

before it was pumped to the Power Plant Reuse Tank or SWWS de-chlorination for discharge to 

Outfall 13S. The samples were collected on September 19-20, 2018 and February 22, 2019 (13S Fact 

Sheet Section 5.1). 

 

3. Outfall 03A027. The Comments assert that “Outfall 03A027 did not discharge from September 

2016 to at least May 2019, so older monitoring data was submitted.” Comments at 20, (quoting from 

03A027 LANL Fact Sheet). This statement misrepresents the information provided in the 2019 

NPDES Permit Re- Application. Outfall 03A027 is located approximately 30 feet downstream from 

Outfall 001 and continues to be capable of receiving SCC Cooling Tower blowdown discharges. In 

September 2016, the valving on the blowdown line was modified to allow discharge to Outfall 

03A027, Outfall 001, the Reuse Tank at the Power Plant for recycle at SERF, or the SWWS 

treatment plant (03A160 Fact Sheet Section 2.2 and Attachment B) based upon demand, volume, 

and outfall/equipment availability. The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application Form 2C included  

analytical data from DMR submittals and representative samples collected on August 29, 2018 and 

February 4, 2019 from a sample port on the SCC Cooling Tower blowdown line (03A160 Fact Sheet 

Section 5.1). 

 

4. Outfall 03A113. The Comments assert that LANL does not discharge or propose to discharge 

from Outfall 03A113. Comments at 20-21. This conclusion apparently was derived from a statement 

in the Fact Sheet explaining that the cooling towers served by this outfall are not currently in use. Id. 

at 21. The Comments misrepresent the information provided in the 2019 NPDES Permit Re- 

Application. Outfall 03A113 receives stormwater and cooling tower blowdown from TA-53-293 and 

TA-53-952 (Fact Sheet Attachment B). The TA-53-952 cooling tower discharges routinely to the 

outfall as shown in Fact Sheet  Attachment D and the various Discharge Monitoring Reports 

Submitted for the current permit term of October 2014 - Present. The outfall discharged 529,234 

gallons in 2017, 436,400 gallons in 2018, 198,530 gallons in 2019, and 154,390 gallons as of 

October 30, 2020. Cooling Tower TA-53-293 is in operational standby and is currently not 

discharging to the outfall, but the permit application proposes this as a future discharge source to the 

outfall. 

 

5. Outfall 03A160. The Comments erroneously assert that LANL does not propose to discharge 

from this outfall. Id. at 20-21. The statement from the Fact Sheet quoted by the citizen organizations 

plainly states that LANL intends to discharge from this outfall if an operational upset prevents the 

discharge of cooling water to the SWWS. The cooling tower blowdown discharged to Outfall 
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03A160 was routed to SWWS in May of 2018 to support the recycling of water through the SERF 

facility and to allow the NHMFL to construct a water treatment system and perform rehabilitation of 

the cooling system (i.e., replace heat exchangers, tank cleaning, tank integrity testing). The 2019 

NPDES Permit Re-Application proposed discharges to that outfall based upon historical data and the 

use of the outfall as an operational backup. The proposed water treatment system mentioned in the 

permit and the cooling system rehabilitation were completed in the summer of 2020. A 

representative sample of the cooling tower blowdown was recently collected, and those 

supplemental data were provided as an attachment to the Triad Comments on the Draft Industrial 

and Sanitary Wastewater NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 published for public comment on 

November 30, 2019. 

  

6. Outfall 05A055. The Comments assert that Outfall 05A055 did not discharge between October 

2014 and September 2018; that it has not discharged since November 2007, and that the analytical 

results were taken from operational flows. These statements misrepresent the information provided 

in the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application. Outfall 05A055 is associated with the High Explosives 

Waste Water Treatment Facility (HEWTF) and is located in a remote part of LANL. The 2019 

NPDES Permit Re-Application clearly states “The treatment process is designed to circulate the 

wastewater through the process multiple times prior to storage in the post treatment tanks and 

discharge to either electric evaporators or to Outfall 05A055” (05A055 Fact Sheet Section 2.2.). 

Outfall 05A055 is fully capable of receiving treated HEWTF effluent based upon demand, volume, 

and availability of evaporation equipment. The outfall provides operational flexibility for 

maintenance, repair and replacement of equipment (i.e., evaporator), and serves as a critical backup 

should LANL be unable to evaporate effluent. There will be occasions when the volume of effluent 

or equipment availability (i.e., evaporator) will require discharge to Outfall 05A055. This is 

demonstrated in the discharge monitoring reports submitted to the EPA for previous discharges to 

the outfall. The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application Form 2C included analytical data from 

representative samples of the effluent that were collected on September 26, 2018 and January 24, 

2019 (05A055 Fact Sheet Section 5.1). 

 

B. Renewal Application Flow Estimates. 

 

The citizen organizations’ Comments assert that LANL’s estimates of average and maximum flow 

rates at Outfall 051 “are inaccurate and are misstatements, since discharges from Outfall 051 ended 

in 2010 (with a single exception, termed an operational readiness discharge).” Comments at 18. As 

demonstrated by the discussion above, the premise of this assertion – that discharges from Outfall 

051 ended in 2010 – is incorrect. The flow-rate estimates are correct; the 2019 NPDES Permit Re-

Application provided volumes and frequencies on Form 2C Section II.C that were estimated based 

upon the total capacity of the two treated effluent tanks (20,000 gallons) at the RLWTF and a 

proposed operational scenario where one or both of those tanks discharged four days a week and 12 

months a year. The proposed discharge volume, therefore, was an estimated average volume of 

20,000 gallons/day or an estimated maximum volume of 40,000 gallons/day. 
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C. Misplaced Reliance on Documents Associated With Prior Permits.  

 

The citizen organizations’ Comments make extensive references to snippets of language from LANL 

submissions and associated documents dating back decades, and they emphasize the fact that LANL 

requested that some of its prior submissions be considered part of the 2019 re-application due to the 

complex nature of the NPDES Permit Re-Application and potential need for supplemental 

information. Comments at 19. In seeking to ensure that all available data are accessible to EPA, 

LANL obviously did not intend for the Agency to rely on outdated or inaccurate information where 

more recent data are available. Information submitted in connection with the 2019 Re-Application 

supersedes the data provided in previous applications to the extent there is conflict and/or overlap. 

 

EPA Response: Triad’s comments are largely in response to comments submitted by other 

commenters, which EPA has responded to elsewhere in these responses to comments.  Triad’s 

comments are noted for the record. 

  

Comments from Triad National Security, LLC (Triad) EPC-DO-21-058 

 

The purpose of this letter is to notify the EPA of the petition and supplemental filing for review of 

the State 401 Certification of NPDES Permit No. NM0028355 by the U.S. Department of Energy 

National Nuclear Security Administration (DOE/NNSA) and Triad National Security , LLC (Triad) 

("Permittees"). The petition and supplemental challenge Conditions 1 and 2 of the 401 State 

Certification. The Permittees requested the New Mexico Environment Department to withdraw these 

conditions on the basis that they are outside the scope of allowable state imposed conditions under 

the federal Clean Water Act and EPA's regulation of the Section 401 certification process. In 

addition, for the reasons stated in the Supplement and incorporated herein, the Permittees request 

that the EPA not include Condition 1 in the final NPDES permit. 

1. Condition 1 requires Triad/DOE to (a) "monitor and report [18] PFAS in effluent once during the 

first year of coverage, or when the facility next discharges if no discharge occurs during the first 

year;" (b) analyze samples "for all 18 PFAS analytes using EPA Method 537.1 (EPA 2018);" and (c) 

if PFOA or PFOS "are detected above the New Mexico screening level, additional monitoring and 

reporting shall occur annually." Condition 1 also recommends that Triad/DOE "take corrective 

action and identify ways to minimize, reduce, and eliminate PFAS from the industrial activity 

through product substitution and/or additional best management practices and operational control." 

As explained below, none of the 18 PFAS analytes are identified as toxic pollutants in the state 

surface water quality standards and the requirements in Condition 1 are not necessary to ensure 

compliance with applicable surface water quality standards under the federal Clean Water Act and 

the New Mexico Water Quality Act, and therefore exceed the limited scope of the New Mexico 

Environment Department's ("NMED") authority under federal and state law.  First, neither the Toxic 

Release Inventory's ("TRI") list of reportable chemicals or EPA's Toxic Substances and Disease 

Registry support the imposition of surface water discharge compliance requirements.  Second, 

NMED does not address the applicable technical criteria to support the 401 Certification's 

requirements for the 18 PFAS analytes to protect surface waters standards. 
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The process in the WQCC regulations requires NMED to undergo a process to determine whether 

the 18 PFAS analytes meet the criteria for toxicity for surface water protection. See 20.6.4.7 and 

20.6.4.13(f) NMAC. Third, even if PFAS could be regulated as proposed, NMED first must 

determine the amount of PFAS in surface waters that are toxic, given the location of the discharge 

and other factors, and then determine whether the discharge of PFAS has a "reasonable potential" to 

cause or contribute to an exceedance of that amount.  Finally, the analytical methods that Condition 

1 mandates, Methods 537 and 537.1, are not approved by EPA under 40 CFR Part 136, and 

therefore, cannot be used for 401 certifications or compliance determination. 

 

2. Condition 2, in part, sets an effluent limit for Polychlorinated Biphenyls ("PCBs") for Outfall 

051 and mandates that monitoring and reporting of PCBs from all of the outfalls be performed in 

accordance with Method 1668C. As explained below, effluent limits for Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

("PCBs") for Outfall 051 are not necessary to assure compliance with applicable requirements of 

federal and state law because (a) EPA did not determine that there is a reasonable potential to exceed 

applicable water quality standards for PCBs at Outfall 051, and therefore, there is no basis for 

requiring an effluent limitation for the discharge; and (b) NMED's justification for the condition 

does not demonstrate that discharges from Outfall 051 have a reasonable potential to cause or 

contribute to an exceedance of applicable water quality standards.  Additionally, the analytical 

method mandated by Condition 2, Method 1668C, is not approved for PCBs under 40 CFR Part 136, 

and therefore, cannot be used for 401 certifications or compliance determinations. 

 

EPA Response: The Final Stipulated Orders for the LANL challenges to the LANL industrial 

outfalls IP (NPDES NM0028355) were signed by all parties on December 30, 2021. A modified 

Conditions of Certification was received by EPA on January 31, 2022. Conditions of Certifications 

are added to the final permit in order to comply with 40 CFR § 124.55(a)(2). 

 

Comments from Triad National Security, LLC (Triad) EPC-DO-20-075 

 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. NM0028355 for the 

Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) and Triad National Security, LLC (Triad) requires the 

permittee(s) to notify the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of any physical alterations 

or additions to a permitted facility that could significantly change the nature or increase the quantity 

of pollutants discharged (see Part III.D.1.a.Report Requirements). 

 

This notice of planned change provides information regarding the following changes at the RLWTF: 

 

1. Updated Table 4 of the Fact Sheet for Outfall 051 with flow rates and volumes based upon actual 

data from the discharges to Outfall 051 in June 2019, March 2020, and August 2020 previously 

provided with the Triad comments on October 26, 2020. Attachment 1 provides a red line of the Fact 

Sheet. This change will not increase the quantity of pollutants in the effluent or the volume 

discharged to the outfall. 
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2. Updated Section 5.0 of the Fact Sheet for Outfall 051 to include the analytical data from the 

discharges to Outfall 051 in June 2019, March 2020, and August 2020 previously provided with the 

Triad comments on October 26, 2020. Attachment 1 provides a red line of the Fact Sheet. This 

change will not increase the quantity of pollutants in the effluent or the volume discharged to the 

outfall. 

 

3. Updated Table 3 of the Fact Sheet for Outfall 051 to add four new chemicals to the treatment 

process at the RLWTF.  The chemicals include sodium bicarbonate, calcium carbonate, magnesium 

chloride, and calcium chloride will be added each effluent tank prior to its discharge to Outfall 051.  

The addition of these chemicals will raise the pH, alkalinity, and hardness to 

improve effluent quality prior to discharge.  Attachment 1 provides a red line of the Fact Sheet. 

Attachment 2 provides Safety Data Sheets (SOS) for each chemical.  This change will not increase 

the quantity of pollutants in effluent or the volume discharged to the outfall. 

 

4. Updated Table 3 of the Fact Sheet for Outfall 051 to add sodium hypochlorite to the treatment 

process at the RLWTF.  Sodium hypochlorite will be used to clean and/or disinfect the reverse 

osmosis unit(s). Attachment 1 provides a red line of the Fact Sheet. Attachment 2 provides Safety 

Data Sheets (SOS). This change will not increase the quantity of pollutants in effluent or the volume 

discharged to the outfall. 

 

5. Piping modification to improve the effluent discharge line to Outfall 051. The modification will 

remove the flexible hose effluent line that currently connects to the outfall discharge line and replace 

it with hard pipe routed through an underground trench box to the outfall discharge line. Attachment 

3 provides drawings that show the existing flexible hose and the new piping and trench box. This 

change will not increase the quantity of pollutants in the effluent or the volume discharged to the 

outfall. 

 

The NNSA/DOE and Triad respectfully submit the contents of this notice of change in accordance 

with the existing NPDES Permit NM0028355 and request that the information be included in the 

record in accordance with the provisions identified in the Public Notice: Los Alamos National 

Laboratory (LANL) Limited Reopening of the Public Comment Period for NPDES Permit No. 

NM0028355. 

 

EPA Response: Comments noted for the record. EPA has considered these updates and/or 

modifications while the finalization of this permit.   

 

 

 

Comments Received from Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS), Honor our Pueblo 

Existence (HOPE), and New Mexico Acequia Association (NMAA) – February 23, 2021 
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The Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) public notice reopening the comment period states: 

On November 12, 2020, Triad, which is the operator of the LANL facility, and was only privy to the 

content of public comments after the comment period closed, requested that EPA reopen the 

comment period to allow submittal of additional information on the Record to address information 

provided in the comments believed by Triad to be incomplete, misleading, or technical[ly] 

inaccurate that would help EPA in responding to those comments and make a final permit decision. 

 

CCNS, H.O.P.E. and NMAA note that the “new” information referenced in our October 15, 2020 

Comments of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Honor Our Pueblo Existence, and New 

Mexico Acequia Association on Proposed Renewal of NPDES Permit # NM0028355 is not 

“incomplete, misleading, or technical[ly] inaccurate.” Our new information is based on Department 

of Energy and Triad National Security, LLC (and its predecessor) documents.  

 

EPA appears to have adopted an approach that authorizes interested parties to address submissions 

by other such parties. To permit such responses to be submitted equitably, we respectfully request 

EPA grant the public a three (3) week period of time to respond to the materials to be submitted by 

Triad. We request that the three (3) week comment period commencing when a public notice is 

released to the mailing list and when the Triad comments, and all comments submitted by others, are 

posted to the “Review associated documents” webpage at https://www.epa.gov/nm/los-alamos-

national-laboratory-lanl-limited-reopeningpublic-comment-period-npdes-permit-no-0 

 

We note that the current comment period ends on Sunday, February 28, 2021. Generally, when 

comment periods end on a Sunday, the comments are due the next day, or on Monday, March 1, 

2021.  

 

EPA Response: EPA granted CCNS et al. a comment period extension of four weeks instead of the 

three-week extension requested by the commenters. The comment period was extended from 

February 28, 2021, until March 29, 2021. EPA confirms that when a comment period ends on a 

Sunday, EPA accepts the comments on the following business day.  

 

Comments received by Robert Hake, Innocent Victim of Nuclear Technology:  

 

Hello Evelyn, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed release of poison from Los 

Alamos Labs.  Please register my objections to any release or discharge of any ionic waste from the 

Los Alamos Labs for any reason whatsoever. 

 

It would be more appropriate to take that stuff to Washington D.C. and bury it under the White 

House and the Pentagon.  Those monuments are being made into lies by such tactics as the legal 

ploys being used to get rid of the risk and bad karma it represents.  The government and official paid 

lackeys do not have the right to ruin the lands and lives of citizens of the world, that includes all 

life.  We the People ..... remember that document? 
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STOP THE POISONING OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE BEINGS OF THIS 

WORLD.   Science does not have to equal death, enough of that has already come from Los Alamos 

Labs. 

 

PLEASE STOP IT!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!.  

 Robert Hake, Innocent victim of nuclear technology, Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted for the record. Comments state an opinion and do not reference specific 

sections of the draft permit. Accordingly, no changes were made to the final permit in response to this 

comment.  

 

Comments received by Jean Stevens:  

 

I support the New Mexico Environment Department recommendation that all Los Alamos National 

Laboratory (LANL) discharge sites covered by the permit be sampled for PFASs.  I object to LANL 

asking the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to issue a Clean Water Act permit for industrial 

facilities that have not discharged wastewater to the environment for years, if not decades.   

 

Clean Water Act permits may be granted only for “the discharge of any pollutant, or combination of 

pollutants.”  Some LANL facilities have no discharge from a “point source,” also known as an outfall.   

These facilities should no longer be on the permit.   

 

I object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous waste, but do not 

discharge.  Such permitting confers an exemption from more stringent Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste laws and regulations.  The only reason to issue a Clean Water 

Act permit is to illegitimately exempt LANL facilities from RCRA. 

 

I object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have not discharged, such as the  

 

• Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF),  

• Strategic Computing Complex;  

• Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility;  

• National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and  

• High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.   

 

Please delete from the Clean Water Act permit those facilities that are in the business of handling, 

treating, and storing hazardous waste, but do not discharge.  Open the door to their proper and more 

stringent regulation under RCRA.  Thank you for your careful consideration of my comments. 

EPA Response: Comment noted on the PFAS monitoring. PFAS monitoring was deleted from the 

Conditions of Certification when the final stipulated orders were signed by NMED and LANL on 

December 30, 2021.  
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Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any pollutant.” 33 

U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential discharges and does 

not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits for potential or future 

discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. Under the CWA, it is 

generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) 

and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in place before they 

discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that are not yet actual.  

In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See CWA § 309, 33 

U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a remote chance of 

discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges serves the Act’s 

goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that those needing 

to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that waste, with the 

quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 599 F.2d 368, 

373 (10th Cir. 1979).    
  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     
  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  
  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 
  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 
 

 

 

Comments received by Castille Aguilar, YUCCA Leadership:  
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My name is Castille Aguilar, and I am a leader from YUCCA (Youth United for Climate Crisis Action); 

we are a youth led and primarily BIPOC organization that focuses on social and climate justice here in 

Northern NM. We support the New Mexico Environment Department’s recommendation that all Los 

Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) discharge sites covered by the permit be sampled for PFASs.  We 

object to LANL asking the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to issue a Clean Water Act permit 

for industrial facilities that have not discharged wastewater to the environment for years, if not decades.  

 

Clean Water Act permits may be granted only for “the discharge of any pollutant, or combination of 

pollutants.”  Some LANL facilities have no discharge from a “point source,” also known as an outfall.   

These facilities should no longer be on the permit.  

 

We object to EPA issuing a permit for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous waste, but do not 

discharge.  Such permitting confers an exemption from more stringent Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste laws and regulations.  The only reason to issue a Clean Water 

Act permit is to illegitimately exempt LANL facilities from RCRA. 

 

We object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that have not discharged, such as the 

 

·      Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF), 

·      Strategic Computing Complex; 

·      Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility; 

·      National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and 

·      High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.  

 

Please delete from the Clean Water Act permit those facilities that are in the business of handling, 

treating, and storing hazardous waste, but do not discharge.  Open the door to their proper and more 

stringent regulation under RCRA.  We need to make sure that our communities that bare the brunt of 

environmental racism and toxic dumping are not being further harmed by these issues; we need to stop 

turning a blind eye when industries and facilities are polluting our air, water, and land. 

 

Thank you for your careful consideration of my comments. 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted on the PFAS monitoring. PFAS monitoring was deleted from the 

Conditions of Certification when the final stipulated orders were signed by NMED and LANL on 

December 30, 2021.  

 

Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any pollutant.” 33 

U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential discharges and does 

not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits for potential or future 

discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. Under the CWA, it is 

generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) 

and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in place before they 
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discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that are not yet actual.  

In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See CWA § 309, 33 

U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a remote chance of 

discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges serves the Act’s 

goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that those needing 

to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that waste, with the 

quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 599 F.2d 368, 

373 (10th Cir. 1979).    

  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     

  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  

  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 

  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 

Comments received by John E. Wilks, Veterans for Peace:   

 

This public comment is timely electronically filed prior to the March 3rd deadline to file under the 

reopened Comment Period. Our organization filed a comment November 1, 2020, prior to the discovery 

of new information surfaced by the non-governmental entities Honor Our Pueblo Existence and the New 

Mexico Acequia Association. 

The Environmental Committee of Veterans For Peace, Chapter #63 (Albuquerque), urges your office to 

reject the application for a water discharge permit filed by Triad National Security, LLC, (Triad) on 
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behalf of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), as five or more entities listed on the application 

are not eligible permittees. 

 

The application under consideration lists five of six ineligible entities: 

  

 ~ Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) aka Outfall 051, 

 ~ Strategic Computing Complex, 

 ~ Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility, 

 ~ National High Magnetic Field Laboratory, and 

 ~ High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

  

The Clean Water Act provides for permits to be issued only for “the discharge of any pollutant, or 

combination of pollutants.” The five entities listed above do not discharge, rather they handle, treat, and 

store hazardous waste. Issuing a permit to these ineligible entities would create an exemption from the 

more stringent requirements found in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). By filing 

the pending application, the applicant is attempting to skirt the DOE’s more stringent regulations 

concerning hazardous waste.  

 

The Los Alamos National Laboratory is subject to multi-jurisdictional, dual oversight. For matter of 

wastes generated at the site, the Departments of Interior and Energy have joint responsibility. Also, for 

non-radioactive wastes, the New Mexico Environmental Department has a licensing role in the oversight 

at LANL. We believe that Triad hopes to persuade the EPA to provide an expedient avenue for Triad to 

avoid the more stringent regulations and statutes that address certain radioactive wastes. In our view, 

Triad is attempting to avoid DOE guidelines and requirements.  

 

We urge your office to reject the permit, require a new permit application to be filed prior LANL’s 

discharge of any additional waste water, and to investigate and identify the point source of the elevated 

levels of PFAS recently detected by New Mexico’s Environment Department in the canyons below the 

Pajarito Plateau. 

 

EPA Response:  Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any 

pollutant.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential 

discharges and does not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits 

for potential or future discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. 

Under the CWA, it is generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in 

place before they discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that 

are not yet actual.  In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See 

CWA § 309, 33 U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a 

remote chance of discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges 

serves the Act’s goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that 

those needing to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that 
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waste, with the quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 

599 F.2d 368, 373 (10th Cir. 1979).    
  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     
  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  
  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 
  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 

Comments received by Basia Miller, PhD: 

 

I support the New Mexico Environment Department recommendation that all Los Alamos National 

Laboratory (LANL) discharge sites covered by the permit are sampled for PFASs and PCBs at the most 

protective standards possible. This is a responsible and community-respecting position. 

 

However, I object to LANL asking the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to issue a Clean Water 

Act permit for industrial facilities that have not discharged treated wastewater to the environment for 

years, even decades.  Clean Water Act permits may be granted only for “the discharge of any pollutant, 

or combination of pollutants.”  These LANL facilities should no longer be covered by the permit.   

 

Likewise, I object to EPA issuing a permit to LANL for facilities that handle, treat and store hazardous 

waste, but do not discharge.  Such permitting confers an exemption from more protective hazardous 

waste laws and regulations.  The only reason to issue a Clean Water Act permit is to illegitimately 

exempt LANL facilities from hazardous waste laws and regulations and to deny the public the 

opportunity for a public hearing for the newly constructed low-level radioactive liquid waste treatment 

facility. 
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I object to EPA issuing a permit for those LANL facilities that do not discharge at present, including: 

 

• Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF),  

• Strategic Computing Complex;  

• Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex, or LANSCE, facility;  

• National High Magnetic Field Laboratory; and  

• High Explosive Wastewater Treatment Facility.   

 

Please delete these facilities from the Clean Water Act permit. They are in the business of handling, 

treating, and storing hazardous waste but do not discharge.  Open the door to their proper and more 

stringent regulation under RCRA and the opportunity for a public hearing about the newly constructed 

low-level radioactive liquid waste treatment facility.   

 

Thank you for your careful consideration of my comments. 

 

Sincerely, Basia Miller, Ph.D  2848 Vereda de Pueblo, Santa Fe, NM 87507 

 

EPA Response: Comment noted on the PFAS and PCB’s monitoring. PFAS monitoring was deleted 

from the Conditions of Certification when the final stipulated orders were signed by NMED and LANL 

on December 30, 2021. PCB monitoring and limits are added as specified on Conditions #2 from 

NMED.  

 

Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any pollutant.” 33 

U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential discharges and does 

not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits for potential or future 

discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. Under the CWA, it is 

generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) 

and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in place before they 

discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that are not yet actual.  

In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See CWA § 309, 33 

U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a remote chance of 

discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges serves the Act’s 

goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that those needing 

to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that waste, with the 

quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 599 F.2d 368, 

373 (10th Cir. 1979).    
  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     

 In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 
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Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  
  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 
  

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.    

 

Comments received by CCNS, HOPE and NMAA (Citizens): 

 

These supplemental comments on the proposed renewal of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (“NPDES”) Permit No. NM0028355 are filed on behalf of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear 

Safety (“CCNS”), Honor Our Pueblo Existence (“H.O.P.E.”), and the New Mexico Acequia Association 

(“NMAA”) (collectively, “Citizens”). 

 

1. The Department of Energy (“DOE”) has filed supplemental arguments (Feb. 25, 2021) (“Supp.”) 

in pursuit of renewal of an NPDES permit for Outfall 2 051 at the Radioactive Liquid Waste 

Treatment Facility (“RLWTF”). These materials state DOE’s current intentions as to the 

operation of that facility. 

 

2. As is detailed in Citizens’ Comments (Oct. 15, 2020), DOE adopted a “zero liquid discharge” 

program at the RLWTF in 1998 and carried out that program by installing mechanical evaporator 

equipment in about 2010 and constructing solar evaporation “tanks” in 2012. The tanks are still 

undergoing permitting. Despite the successful program to eliminate discharges, DOE seeks a 

renewed Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq. (“CWA”), permit under the NPDES, 33 

U.S.C. § 1342. 

 

3. The NPDES statute authorizes EPA to issue a permit for a “discharge,” and DOE is correct that 

the statutory and regulatory references to discharges are “forward-looking.” (Supp. 3). As to its 

intentions, DOE has stated that it seeks a permit for the RLWTF’s Outfall 051 for the purpose of 

discharging if the evaporation equipment is out of service or the quantity of wastewater is such 

that additional disposal methods, beyond the evaporation units, are required. DOE states:  
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The operating principle has been that, if the evaporation equipment operates reliably and 

continuously, and if the wastewater volume does not increase due to a change in the 

Laboratory’s mission, then Outfall 051 should not be needed.  

(Supp. 13. See also Supp. 3, 8; Citizen Comments, ¶ 37-41). In its supplemental comments, DOE 

adds only that it plans to operate Outfall 051 in an “integral” manner (Supp. 13, “integral role,” 

18, “integral component”) with the evaporation equipment. DOE does not explain this statement, 

but it clearly does not amount to a plan or proposal actually to discharge via the outfall in the 

future. DOE offers no commitment to use the outfall at any particular time or for discharge of 

any particular amount of wastewater or pollutants. 

 

4. In a Notice of Planned Change (Feb. 25, 2021), filed with the supplemental comments, DOE 

substitutes new data concerning the volume of possible discharges from Outfall 051 for the 

“estimates” previously provided. The previous “estimates” expressed only the quantity of 

discharges that is theoretically possible—not planned or proposed. The latest figures, derived 

from a discharge made in 2020, do not represent a quantity that DOE plans or proposes to 

discharge in the future. DOE’s position remains that it wishes to discharge via Outfall 051 only if 

the evaporation equipment is unavailable or its needs to discharge wastewater change. In 

proceedings held by the State of New Mexico, testimony from two expert witnesses has 

established that the occurrence of such circumstances is “highly unlikely.” (Ex. AAA to 

Citizens’ Comments). 

 

5. The Clean Water Act authorizes EPA only to issue a NPDES permit for a “discharge.” 33 U.S.C. 

§ 1342(a). DOE argues that its stated intention to discharge only if certain conditions occur—i.e., 

when and if evaporation equipment is unavailable or additional capacity is needed, if ever—is 

sufficient to support a NPDES permit. DOE also contends that, if it obtains a NPDES permit for 

Outfall 051, it would then be entitled to the Wastewater treatment unit exemption, 42 U.S.C. § 

6903(27); 40 C.F.R. § 260.10 (Tank system, Wastewater treatment unit); § 264.1(g)(6), from 

hazardous waste regulation under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. § 

6921 et seq. (“RCRA”), for the entire RLWTF. DOE is in error on both issues. 

 

6. DOE’s argument is presented entirely without reference to the applicable statute and regulations, 

which control here. Under the CWA, EPA’s only authority to grant a NPDES permit is § 1342, 

which authorizes EPA to issue a permit only for the “discharge of any pollutant, or combination 

of pollutants.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a). Numerous decisions have established that the statutory 

element of a “discharge” is clear under Chevron 1, Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Res. Def. 

Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843 n.9 (1984), analysis and is not met by anything less. Where 

there is no discharge, EPA has no authority to issue a permit. Recent cases are Waterkeeper 

Alliance, Inc. v. U.S. EPA, 399 F.3d 486 (2d Cir. 2005), and National Pork Producers Council v. 

U.S. EPA, 635 F.3d 738 (5th Cir. 2011). In unambiguous language, Waterkeeper states that the 

CWA requires a discharge to support an NPDES permit:  
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Congress left little room for doubt about the meaning of the term "discharge of any 

pollutant." The Act expressly defines the term to mean "(A) any addition of any pollutant 

to navigable waters from any point source, [or] (B) any addition of any pollutant to the 

waters of the contiguous zone or the ocean from any point source other than a vessel or 

other floating craft." 33 U.S.C. § 1362(12). Thus, in the absence of an actual addition of 

any pollutant to navigable waters from any point, there is no point source discharge, no 

statutory violation, no statutory obligation of point sources to comply with EPA 

regulations for point source discharges, and no statutory obligation of point sources to 

seek or obtain an NPDES permit in the first instance.  

Waterkeeper, 399 F.3d at 504-05. The Second Circuit emphasized that its decision was based on 

Chevron 1 analysis:  

 

For all these reasons, we believe that the Clean Water Act, on its face, prevents the EPA 

from imposing, upon CAFOs [concentrated animal feeding operations], the obligation to 

seek an NPDES permit or otherwise demonstrate that they have no potential to discharge. 

See Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 842-

43, 81 L. Ed. 2d 694, 104 S. Ct. 2778 (1984) (where Congress has “directly spoken to the 

precise question at issue” and “the intent of Congress is clear, that is the end of the 

matter; for the court, as well as the agency, must give effect to the unambiguously 

expressed intent of Congress.”). Id. 506 (footnote omitted). 

 

7. DOE asserts that Waterkeeper holds only that EPA may not require an NPDES application from 

a non-discharging entity. (Supp. 5). However, the decision is emphatic that a person who has 

only an asserted “potential” to discharge—as DOE claims the RLWTF does—is not subject to 

the CWA: 

The CAFO Rule violates this statutory scheme. It imposes obligations on all CAFOs 

regardless of whether or not they have, in fact, added any pollutants to the navigable 

waters, i.e., discharged any pollutants. After all, the Rule demands that every CAFO 

owner or operator either apply for a permit - and comply with the effluent limitations 

contained in the permit - or affirmatively demonstrate that no permit is      needed 

because there is "no potential to discharge." See 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.23(d) and (f). In the 

EPA's view, such demands are appropriate because all CAFOs have the potential to 

discharge pollutants. See Preamble to the Final Rule at 7202 ("The 'duty to apply' 

provision is based on the presumption that every CAFO has a potential to discharge."). 

While we appreciate the policy considerations underlying the EPA's approach in the 

CAFO Rule, however, we are without authority to permit it because it contravenes the 

regulatory scheme enacted by Congress; the Clean Water Act gives the EPA jurisdiction 

to regulate and control only actual discharges - not potential discharges, and certainly not 

point sources themselves. See National Resources Defense Council v. EPA, 273 U.S. 

App. D.C. 180, 859 F.2d 156, 170 (D.C. Cir. 1988) (noting that "the [Act] does not 
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empower the agency to regulate point sources themselves; rather, EPA's jurisdiction 

under the operative statute is limited to regulating the discharge of pollutants"). To the 

extent that policy considerations do warrant changing the statutory scheme, "such 

considerations address themselves to Congress, not to the courts."  MCI Telecomms. 

Corp. v. AT&T Co., 512 U.S. 218, 234, 129 L. Ed.2d 182, 114 S. Ct. 2223 (1994) 

(citation omitted). 

 

Waterkeeper, 399 F.3d at 505. 

 

8. In National Pork, the Fifth Circuit concurred with the Second Circuit’s reasoning and decision:  

 

The Second Circuit's decision is clear: without a discharge, the EPA has no authority and there can be no 

duty to apply for a permit. 

* * * 

Because the issues presented in Waterkeeper are similar to the issues presented here, we find the 

Second Circuit's analysis to be instructive and persuasive. Accordingly, we decline to uphold the 

EPA's requirement that CAFOs that propose to discharge apply for an NPDES permit. 

  

National Pork, 635 F.3d at 750. In Waterkeeper and National Pork EPA did not seek certiorari to 

challenge the court of appeals rulings and instead withdrew the contested regulations. EPA, Revised 

Regulation in Response to Waterkeeper Decision, 71 Fed. Reg. 37744 (June 30, 2006); EPA, 

Removal of Vacated Elements in Response to 2011 Court Decision, 77 Fed. Reg. 44494 (July 30, 

2012). EPA stated publicly that a non-discharging facility is outside its regulatory reach: 

 

The EPA accepts the decision of the Court that vacated the requirement that CAFOs that propose 

to discharge apply for NPDES permits and the EPA lacks the discretion to reach a different 

conclusion. 

 

77 Fed. Reg. 44494, 4496. 

 

9. DOE contends that Waterkeeper and National Pork “had nothing to do with EPA’s authority to issue 

CWA permits, but focused instead on EPA’s lack of authority to require persons to apply for 

permits in the absence of actual pollutant discharges—as if the questions were unrelated. Obviously, 

they are not unrelated, as those cases expressly state. Both decisions hold that EPA cannot lawfully 

issue a CWA permit for a so-called “potential” discharge, and therefore EPA cannot demand a 

permit application for a “potential” discharge. 

 

10. These court of appeals decisions follow the Chevron 1 principle that, if a court, employing 

traditional tools of statutory construction, ascertains that Congress had an intention on the precise 

question at issue, that intention is the law and must be given effect. Chevron, 467 U.S. at 843 n.9. 

See also INS v. Cardoza- Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421, 447 (1987). 
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11. The Supreme Court has elaborated concerning the clear language of 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a): 

The triggering statutory term here is not the word ‘discharge’ alone, but ‘discharge of a pollutant,’ a 

phrase made narrower by its specific definition requiring an ‘addition’ of a pollutant to the water. § 

1362(12). 

 

S.D.Warren Co. v. Maine Board of Environmental Protection, 547 U.S. 370, 381- 82 (2006). 

National Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 1982), accordingly holds 

that to require NPDES permits, five elements must be present (1) a pollutant must be (2) added 

(3) to navigable waters (4) from (5) a point source. 

 

National Wildlife Federation v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580 (D.C. Cir. 1988), restates the 

same principles. Id. at 583. As the Tenth Circuit has stated: 

The CWA sets forth guidelines for the NPDES permits for the discharge of pollutants in Section 

402, 33 U.S.C. § 1342. To establish a violation of these sections, a plaintiff must prove that the 

defendant (1) discharged (2) a pollutant (3) into navigable waters (4) from a point source (5) 

without a permit. 

 

Sierra Club v. El Paso Gold Mines, 421 F.3d 1133, 1141-1142 (10th Cir. 2005). Further, In re 

Lowell Vos, 2009 EPA ALJ Lexis 8 (2009), states that “EPA agrees that it cannot require one to 

obtain an NPDES permit on the basis of a mere potential to discharge.” Id. at *63. 

  

12. In addition, the CWA requires permits issued by EPA1 to be subject to these terms: 

(1) To issue permits which-- 

*  *  * 

(C) can be terminated or modified for cause including, but not limited to, the following: 

*  *  * 

(iii) change in any condition that requires either a temporary or permanent reduction or elimination 

of the permitted discharge . . . 

 

33 U.S.C. § 1342(b)(1). Thus, under the CWA, in the event that there is no discharge, the permit is 

subject to termination. 

 

13. Regulatory exclusions from the requirement of a permit for a discharge cannot stand. See, e.g., 

National Cotton Council v. U.S. EPA, 553 F.3d 927 (6th Cir. 2009) (regulatory exclusion for 

pesticides applied in accordance with Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act held 

in conflict with CWA); Northwest Environmental Advocates v. U.S. EPA, 537 F.3d 1006 (9th 

Cir. 2008) (exclusion for ship discharges held in conflict with CWA); Northern Plains Research 

Council v. Fidelity Exploration and Development Co., 325 F.3d 1155 (9th Cir. 2003) 

(exemption for disposal of produced water held preempted by CWA); League of Wilderness 

Defenders v. Forsgren, 309 F.3d 1181 (9th Cir. 2001) (EPA lacks authority to exempt point 
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source from permit requirement); Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Costle, 568 F.2d 

1369, 1377 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (exclusions for silvicultural, various animal feeding operations, and 

other operations held unauthorized). 

1The quoted language refers to authorized state programs. Under § 1342(a)(3), EPA’s federal program 

must contain the same requirements. 

  

14. The reviewing court in each case held the CWA unambiguous and, therefore, its analysis  

invoked Chevron 1: “The Clean Water Act is not ambiguous.  Further, it is a fundamental 

precept of this Court that we interpret unambiguous expressions of Congressional will as 

written.” National Cotton                    Council, 553 F.3d at 929. “The text of the statute clearly 

covers the discharge at issue here.” Northwest Environmental Advocates, 553 F.3d at 1021. 

“The reasons for our conclusion are apparent from the statute’s terms.” Northern Plains 

Research Council, 325 F.3d at 1160. “The Forest Service’s argument fails because the statute is 

clear and unambiguous.” League of Wilderness Defenders, 309 F.3d at 1185. “The wording of 

the statute, legislative history, and precedents are clear. . 

. . We find a plain Congressional intent to require permits in any situation of pollution from point 

sources.” Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Costle, 568 F.2d at 1377, 1383. 

 

15. If the CWA had left any room for doubt, Chevron 2 analysis shows that DOE’s argument is not 

a “permissible” reading of the statute. Where statutory language is ambiguous, the Court may 

“turn to the relevant regulatory definition in understanding the statutory meaning of [the] term.” 

Dalzell v. RP Steamboat Springs, LLC, 781 F.3d 1201, 1209 (10th Cir. 2015). In Seneca-

Cayuga Tribe of Oklahoma v. National Indian Gaming Commission, 327 F.3d 1019 (10th Cir. 

2003), the court pointed out that the responsible agency’s regulations offer important guidance 

as to the meaning of ambiguous terms, and, if reasonable, may be considered controlling: 

[C]onsiderable weight should be accorded to an executive department's construction of a 

statutory scheme it is entrusted to administer, and the principles of deference to 

administrative interpretations . . . consistently followed . . . whenever decision as to the 

meaning or reach of a statute [] involves reconciling conflicting policies, and a full 

understanding of the force of the statutory policy in the given situation [] depends upon more 

than ordinary knowledge respecting the matters subjected to agency regulations. 

 

Seneca-Cayuga Tribe, 327 F.3d at 1036. Thus, deference to an agency’s regulations rests upon 

“the notion that the ‘rule-making process bears some resemblance to the legislative process and 

serves to temper the resultant rules such that they are likely to withstand vigorous scrutiny.’” Id. 

at 1036. Finding the regulation a reasonable construction, the Court stated that “we therefore 

accord it ‘controlling weight’.” United States v. 162 Megamania Gambling Devices, 231 F.3d 

713, 718-19 (quoting Chevron, 467 U.S. at 842-44); see also Seneca-Cayuga Tribe, supra, at 

1040, 1043. 
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16. Here, EPA’s regulations offer a clarifying construction. EPA is authorized to “prescribe such 

regulations as are necessary to carry out the functions under this Act.” 33 U.S.C. § 1361(a). 

Under 40 C.F.R. § 122.21, a person who “discharges or proposes to discharge” a pollutant has a 

“duty to apply”—thus, a statutory requirement—to obtain an NPDES permit. To “propose” is to 

purpose, plan or intend. Webster’s New World Dictionary, 2d ed. Other regulatory language 

makes plain that a proposed discharge is one that is actually planned and thereafter carried out. 

See 40 C.F.R. § 122.21(c). Thus, one who proposes to discharge actually intends to do so; the 

proposal is not a hypothetical prospect, nor speculation about the possibility of a future 

discharge in prospective conditions; such would fall outside “the bounds of reasonable 

interpretation,” Arlington v. FCC, 569 U.S. 290, 296 (2013), because it would reduce what 

Congress enacted as a clear limit upon permit issuance to an unverifiable and meaningless 

product of the imagination. 

 

17. For such reasons the additional five outfalls that DOE seeks to include in a CWA permit, but 

which do not currently discharge nor propose to discharge, cannot lawfully be permitted under 

33 U.S.C. § 1342. The CWA does not regulate an outfall that serves only as a backup or 

potential discharge point, for use if certain conditions are met. The CWA regulates only an 

outfall that actually discharges    or proposes to discharge.2 

2Thus, the listed discharge points do not come within 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1) or 40 C.F.R. § 

122.21(a)(1): 

1.Outfall 13S: The supplemental comments state that this outfall “is fully capable of receiving 

SWWS (Sanitary Wastewater Treatment System) treated effluent based upon demand, volume, 

and availability of equipment to pump, store, discharge, and/or treat using facilities and 

equipment located at an elevation that is much higher than SWWS.” (Supp. 19 – 20). However, 

no discharge is claimed to be ongoing or proposed. 40 C.F.R. § 122.21(a). There is no legal basis 

for a permit for this outfall. The October 28, 2020 DOE submittal to EPA, titled “NPDES Permit 

No. NM0028355 Monthly Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs) for September 2020, 

Quarterly DMRs for July 2020 – September 2020, Yearly DMRs for October 2019 – September 

2020, and Term DMRs for October 2014 – September 2020,” states “No Discharge October 

2014 – September 2020,” “No discharge to Cañada del Buey,” and “No Discharge to Outfall 

During Monitoring Period.” EPC-DO: 20-346, LA-UR 20-28634. 

2. Outfall 03A027: This outfall is said to be “capable of receiving SCC Cooling Tower 

blowdown discharges.” (Supp. 20). Again, no discharge is claimed to be ongoing or proposed. 40 

C.F.R. § 122.21(a). There is no legal basis for a permit for this outfall. DOE also reported [No 

Data Indicator Code] NODI=C, meaning there was no discharge from the outfall. The monthly 

and quarterly DMRs report “The Outfall Pipe capped on 9/9/2016. No Discharge During 

Monitoring Period.” The yearly DMR states, “No Discharge to Outfall 027 this monitoring 

period.” Id. 

3. Outfall 03A113: The supplemental comments state that the outfall discharged certain amounts 

in 2017 through 2020, but adds: “Cooling Tower TA-53-293 is in operational standby and is no 

longer discharging to the outfall, but the permit application proposes this as a future discharge 
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source to the outfall.” (Supp. 21 – 22). Once again, no discharge is claimed to be ongoing or 

proposed. 40 C.F.R. § 122.21(a). There is no legal basis for a permit for this outfall. 

4. Outfall 03A160: The supplemental comments state: “The 2019 NPDES Permit Re-Application 

proposed discharges to that outfall based upon historical data and the use of the outfall as an 

operational backup.” (Supp. 22). Thus, no discharge is claimed to be ongoing or proposed. 40 

C.F.R. § 122.21(a). There is no legal basis for a permit for this outfall. DOE reported, “No 

Discharge During Monitoring Period,” on the monthly, quarterly and yearly DMRs. Id. 

5. Outfall 05A055: DOE states in its supplemental comments: “The outfall provides operational 

flexibility for maintenance, repair, and replacement of equipment (i.e., evaporator), and serves as 

a critical backup should LANL be unable to evaporate effluent.” (Supp. 23). Thus, no discharge 

is claimed to be ongoing or proposed. 40 C.F.R. § 122.21(a). There is no legal basis for a permit 

for this outfall. DOE reported, “No Discharge During Monitoring Period,” on the monthly, 

quarterly and yearly DMRs. Id. 

  

18. DOE also urges that the statutory limits enforced in Waterkeeper and National Pork must be  

ignored if the permit applicant requested the permit. (Supp. 5). DOE contends that Waterkeeper 

and National Pork say nothing about issuance of a NPDES permit to a person who “voluntarily” 

requests one. (Supp. 5 – 6).  That issue was not presented in those cases, because there a NPDES 

permit was not desired for its exemptive powers; here, it is. 

 

19. But the CWA does not authorize a permit that is “requested” as distinguished from a permit for 

a “discharge.” The statutory limitation to a discharge is a jurisdictional requirement. 

Waterkeeper, 399 F.3d at 505. If DOE’s theory is correct—that EPA may issue a NPDES permit 

to an entity that does not discharge nor propose to discharge, so long as the person requests a 

permit—then there would be no limitation on EPA’s power to issue a permit. (Supp. 5-6). Such 

a situation would violate the principle that Congress may not delegate legislative authority: 

[I]n Mistretta v. United States, 488 U.S. 361 (1989), we revisited the nondelegation doctrine 

and reaffirmed our longstanding principle that so long as Congress provides an 

administrative agency with standards guiding its actions such that a court could "ascertain 

whether the will of Congress has been obeyed," no delegation of legislative authority 

trenching on the principle of separation of powers has occurred. Id., at 379, quoting Yakus v. 

United States, 321 U.S. 414, 426 (1944). See American Power & Light Co. v. SEC, supra, at 

105 (It is "constitutionally sufficient if Congress clearly delineates the general policy, the 

public agency which is to apply it, and the boundaries of this delegated authority. Private 

rights are protected by access to the courts to test the application of the policy in the light of 

these legislative declarations"). 

Skinner v. Mid-America Pipeline Co., 490 U.S. 212, 218-19 (1989). Here, Congress delegated to 

EPA the authority to issue a permit only for a “discharge,” not for a possible future discharge 

that is not planned or expected but only imagined, and certainly not for a person who simply 

requests a permit for its own convenience. If Congress had authorized EPA to issue a permit on 



Response to Comments (NM0028355)      Page 69 
 

 

 

request, a serious question of unconstitutional delegation of authority without standards or policy 

direction would be presented. 

 

20. Moreover, the concept of a “voluntary” request for a permit cannot stand scrutiny. All permits 

are requested “voluntarily” in response to an applicant’s needs and the prevailing legal 

provisions. To seek indicia of “voluntariness” in order to uphold an unauthorized permit is a 

fool’s errand and would only encourage the fabrication of permitting history. Once the NPDES 

permit process begins, the regulatory structure is entirely mandatory. See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 

122.21(f), (g). The idea that EPA can disregard the statutory limits when an entity “requests” a 

sought-after permit not only would nullify the CWA’s jurisdictional limits but also would 

introduce profound mischief, e.g., by authorizing EPA to hand out unnecessary CWA permits to 

non-discharging entities, which permits would carry an exemption from hazardous waste 

regulation. This malign concept has no source in the law Congress enacted. 

 

21. DOE asserts that the possible need for an immediate discharge supports issuance of a permit 

“just in case” of an emergency. (Supp. 4). This argument simply ignores the statutory limitation 

that requires a “discharge.” Moreover, here such a need is imaginary. When the RLWTF was 

reconstructed for zero-liquid-discharge, indoor storage tanks sufficient to hold 300,000 gallons 

of effluent were installed. RLWTF Closure Plan, DP-1132 (July 2016) at 15 (AR0001597) and 

Appendix A, Table 7 at 50 (AR0001632). Even if both evaporation systems were somehow 

inoperative, the RLWTF has storage capacity in the solar evaporation tanks sufficient to hold 

more than seven months of output. Petition to EAB, Ex. 1 (AR0000198) (solar evaporation tank 

capacity is 754,036 gallons); see also Petition to EAB, Ex. 2 (AR0000204) (in 2009 RLWTF 

discharged 4,401,900 liters or 1,162,859 gallons). Talk of an emergency that compels a sudden 

discharge is simply a fantasy. 

 

22. Moreover, EPA in construing the CWA must consider the impact of its permitting action upon 

RCRA coverage. DOE argues (Supp. 16) that a CWA permit for Outfall 051 will confer upon 

the RLWTF an exemption from RCRA regulation under the Wastewater treatment unit 

exemption. Such is DOE’s evident motive in seeking a permit; thus, DOE seeks to set up a 

conflict between CWA and RCRA regulation. But EPA is charged with application of both 

CWA and RCRA. 33 U.S.C. § 1251(d); 42 U.S.C. § 6921. EPA has no authority to “pick and 

choose” the federal law that it will apply and, instead, must seek to give effect to both. Epic Sys. 

Corp. v. Lewis, 138 S. Ct. 1612, 1624 (2018); Morton v. Mancari, 417 U.S. 535, 551 (1974). 

EPA must consider the impact of a CWA permit on RCRA enforcement. DOE asks EPA to 

adopt an incorrect construction of the CWA requirement of a “discharge” that renders both 

statutes ineffective: The CWA permit would regulate nothing, because there is no discharge, 

but, by DOE’s reading, it would block the RCRA process, thwarting RCRA’s preventive 

purposes. To the contrary, where the CWA has no role to play, EPA should not uselessly expand 

the supposed jurisdiction of the CWA to bar RCRA from protecting human health and the 

environment. 
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23. Citizens do not agree that the Wastewater treatment unit exemption properly should apply to the 

RLWTF, as DOE contends (Supp. 16), even if a CWA permit were issued for Outfall 051. At 

present, substantially all of the wastewater from the RLWTF is disposed of by evaporation. The 

evaporation equipment— both the existing mechanical evaporator and the constructed, but not 

yet operational, solar evaporation tanks—is entirely unregulated, and it would not be regulated 

in the renewal permit. In contrast, under RCRA, all such equipment would be regulated under a 

permit. Moreover, contrary to DOE’s argument, EPA has issued its opinion letter, discussed 

below, stating that a facility like the  RLWTF is not an exempt Wastewater treatment unit. 

  

24. Specifically, a “Wastewater treatment unit” is defined in 40 C.F.R. § 260.10: 

Wastewater treatment unit means a device which: 

(1) Is part of a wastewater treatment facility that is subject to regulation under either section 

402 or 307(b) of the Clean Water Act; and 

(2) Receives and treats or stores an influent wastewater that is a hazardous waste as defined 

in § 261.3 of this chapter, . . . and 

(3) Meets the definition of tank or tank system in § 260.10 of this chapter. 

 

EPA explained in issuing the rule in 1988 that the exemption applies to a tank system that is part 

of a facility that is subject to CWA Section 302 regulation, but does not apply when the tank 

system is also used for a different purpose: 

[A]ny hazardous waste tank system that is used to store or treat the wastewater that is managed 

at an on-site wastewater treatment facility with a National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permit . . . . is exempt from the RCRA regulations. 

* * * 

EPA intends that this exemption apply to any tank system that manages hazardous wastewater 

and is dedicated for use with an on- site wastewater treatment facility. However, if a tank system, 

in addition to being used in conjunction with an on-site wastewater treatment facility, is used on 

a routine or occasional basis to store or treat a hazardous wastewater prior to shipment off-site 

for treatment, storage, or disposal, it is not covered by this exemption. 

 

53 Fed. Reg. 34079, 34080 (Sept. 2, 1988). 

 

25. In 1998, EPA issued an Agency opinion letter concerning a tank system that was used for 

wastewater treatment in certain months, and used for other purposes for the remainder of the 

year—just as the RLWTF is used to dispose of wastewater by evaporation, in addition to 

potentially using the CWA- permitted outfall. EPA stated that the Wastewater treatment unit 

exemption does not apply to such a tank system: 

You ask what EPA meant by the language “dedicated” [for use with an on-site wastewater 

treatment facility] and offer two possible interpretations. One interpretation, you suggest, is 

that the WWTU must be dedicated solely for wastewater treatment at all times. A second 
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interpretation, you suggest, is an “alternating use” scenario in which a WWTU may operate 

as a WWTU for a portion of the year, dedicated for wastewater treatment for that period of 

time in use, and then operate as an accumulation tank for a different part of the year. The 

Agency confirms the first interpretation, described above. That is, in order to satisfy the 

WWTU exemption, a tank must be dedicated solely for on-site wastewater treatment at all 

times and for no other purpose. EPA believes that the preamble language is clear on this 

point. EPA did not intend the WWTU exemption to apply in situations involving “dual use” 

of a tank (when a tank is concurrently used for wastewater treatment and for another 

purpose). Nor did EPA intend for the exemption to apply in situations, such as the one your 

letter describes, involving “alternating use” of the tank. 

 

Letter, E.A. Cosworth, OSW, to Susan Pendleton, ERM New England, Inc., RO 14262. 

Reflecting this interpretation, section 4.6 of the current Hazardous Waste Act (“HWA”) permit 

for LANL states that the Wastewater treatment unit exemption shall apply to the RLWTF only if 

all wastewater is discharged through the NPDES-regulated Outfall 051 or as authorized by that 

NPDES permit: 

 

The Permittees shall discharge all treated wastewater from the TA-50 Radioactive Liquid 

Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through the outfall permitted under Section 402 of 

the federal Clean Water Act, or as otherwise authorized by the terms of an applicable 

Clean Water Act permit that regulates the treatment and use of wastewater. If the 

Permittees intentionally discharge through a location other than the permitted outfall or as 

otherwise authorized, they will fail to comply with this requirement, and as a 

consequence the wastewater treatment unit exemption under 40 CFR § 264.1(g)(6) will 

no longer apply to the RLWTF. https://www.env.nm.gov/hazardous-waste/lanl-permit/ 

 

Since most of the RLWTF’s wastewater is disposed of not through Outfall 051 nor pursuant to 

the NPDES permit, but by evaporation, the exemption does not apply. 

 

26. DOE tells the Agency that the RLWTF is entitled to the Wastewater treatment unit exemption 

based upon a 1992 EPA opinion letter by S.K Lowrance to T.W. Cervino. (Supp. 15-16). The 

letter claims exemption of “facilities which are permitted, were ever permitted, or should have 

been permitted under NPDES,” and DOE asserts that such wording means that the RLWTF, 

which now has a NPDES permit for Outfall 051, is entitled to an exemption, because it was 

permitted—i.e., “ever.” So stating, DOE seeks to stretch the Agency’s statements to meet the 

RLWTF. Certainly, the RLWTF has historically been permitted. But neither the CWA nor its 

regulations authorize a perpetual permit. In 1998 LANL adopted the “zero-liquid-discharge” 

program, and the facility was changed and rebuilt; evaporation equipment was installed, and 

discharges effectively stopped. The fact that a facility was once permitted under the NPDES but 

was then changed to eliminate discharges, and so is not the same facility, does not support a new 

NPDES permit. 
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27. DOE elaborates upon its theory that EPA’s stormwater regulation program somehow proves that 

EPA may issue a NPDES permit for a non-discharging facility. DOE states that the stormwater 

program regulates “episodic” discharges. (Supp. 8 – 9). “Episodic” discharges occur at intervals, 

and the intervals may be unpredictable. But the point is: there will be actual stormwater 

discharges in the future, because there will be precipitation, although the weather dictates the 

timing. The stormwater program addresses the discharges attributable to such precipitation, 

which are significant. EPA in 1990 offered an assessment of the nature of the stormwater 

problem: 

The Assessment concluded that pollution from diffuse sources, such as runoff from 

agricultural, urban areas, construction sites, land disposal and resource extraction, is cited by 

the States as the leading cause of water quality impairment. These sources appear to be 

increasingly important contributors of use impairment as discharges of industrial process 

wastewaters and municipal sewage plants come under increased control and as intensified 

data collection efforts provide additional information. 

 

EPA, NPDES Permit Application Regulations for Storm Water Discharges, 55 Fed. Reg. 47990, 

Background and Water Quality Concerns (Nov. 16, 1990). The stormwater program clearly deals 

with massive discharges of contaminated waters. A very different question is presented by the 

current permit proposal: Whether a permit may issue where there is no discharge and no plan to 

discharge at all. The stormwater program offers no guidance on that question. 

 

CONCLUSION 

It is not for EPA to break through the jurisdictional limits of the CWA to issue a permit that blocks the 

application of federal hazardous waste laws to a facility that admittedly treats and stores hazardous 

waste, and is required under RCRA to adhere to stringent regulations in the handling of such dangerous 

substances. The CWA permit for outfalls that have no plan to discharge has no legal basis and should be 

denied. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

EPA Response: This comment is largely in response to comments submitted by other commenters, 

which EPA has responded to elsewhere in these responses to comments. 

 

EPA considered communities that may be affected by this discharge during the public notice period. For 

example, EPA: offered Tribal Consultation to Tribes adjacent to LANL, extended the comment period 

for one year, translated Public Notice document to Spanish and offered a Public Meeting and Hearing to 

the community.   

 

Section 402(a)(1) of the CWA allows EPA to issue “a permit for the discharge of any pollutant.” 33 

U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).   The CWA draws no distinction between actual and potential discharges and does 

not limit EPA’s authority on that basis.  Further, EPA’s authority to issue permits for potential or future 
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discharges is evident in the structure of the CWA’s NPDES permitting program. Under the CWA, it is 

generally illegal to discharge without a permit.  See CWA §§ 301(a) and 402(a), 33 U.S.C. §§ 1313 (a) 

and 1342 (a).  Therefore, to comply with the Act, facilities must have a permit in place before they 

discharge, which necessarily means that EPA must issue permits for discharges that are not yet actual.  

In addition, the CWA imposes stiff penalties for discharging without a permit.  See CWA § 309, 33 

U.S.C. § 1319.  This encourages facilities to obtain permits even if there is only a remote chance of 

discharge.  EPA’s ability under the CWA to issue permits to cover potential discharges serves the Act’s 

goal of protecting the Nation’s waters.  “The touchstone of the regulatory scheme is that those needing 

to use the waters for waste distribution must seek and obtain a permit to discharge that waste, with the 

quantity and quality of the discharge regulated.”  United States v. Earth Sciences, Inc., 599 F.2d 368, 

373 (10th Cir. 1979).    

  

LANL sought permit coverage for the five facilities referenced in this comment because the facilities 

have discharged or have the potential to discharge. EPA’s issuance of permit coverage for these facilities 

is in accordance with EPA’s statutory authority and the CWA’s stated goal, even if the potential for 

discharge from these facilities is remote/and or the discharge may be infrequent and/or irregular.     

  

In Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs), LANL reported to EPA that there have been recent 

discharges from several of these facilities.  On June 18, 2019, LANL discharged wastewater from the 

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) through Outfall 051. LANL informed EPA that 

it did so because its solar evaporators were unavailable.  LANL discharged from Outfall 051 on March 

18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so due to influent volumes.  LANL again discharged from 

Outfall 051 on August 18, 2020, and informed EPA that it did so because the mechanical evaporator was 

down for maintenance.  In public comments on this permit modification, captured below, LANL notes a 

change to facility operations such that Outfall 051 will be “an integral component of its operations, 

rather than solely as a backup, and discharges from the outfall are expected to be more routine and 

frequent in the future.”  

  

DMRs also show discharges from other the other facilities.  The Strategic Computing Complex (SCC) 

discharges monthly from Outfall 001.  Los Alamos Neutron Science Complex (LANSCE) discharges 

monthly from Outfall 03A048. The National High Magnetic Field Laboratory discharged in May 2018 

from Outfall 03A160 

  

EPA’s authority to issue NPDES permit authorization at the request of an applicant for a potential future 

discharge is not precluded under federal court holdings in National Pork Producers Council v. EPA, 635 

F.3d 738 (5th Cir. 2011)(“National Pork Producers”) and Waterkeeper Alliance, Inc. v. EPA, 399 F.3d 

486 (2d Cir. 2005)(“Waterkeeper”).  In each of these cases, the reviewing court examined EPA’s 

authority to require operators of Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) to apply for 

NPDES permit authorization when there had been no evidence of an actual discharge nor a request for 

authorization by the would-be permittee.  In Waterkeeper, the Second Circuit found that EPA had 

exceeded its statutory authority by requiring all CAFOS to apply for an NPDES permit whether or not 

they actually discharged.  The Waterkeeper court found that the CWA, “on its face, prevents the EPA 
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from imposing, upon CAFOs, the obligation to seek an NPDES permit or otherwise demonstrate that 

they have no potential to discharge.” Waterkeeper at 486.   Likewise, in National Pork Producers, the 

Fifth Circuit found that EPA could not mandate permit applications in cases where there was no actual 

discharge. The agency could require discharging CAFOs to obtain NPDES permits. National Pork 

Producers at 755-756.   

 

Both National Pork Producers and Waterkeeper place the burden on the CAFO owner and/or operator 

to determine whether to seek permit authorization or to risk liability in case of a discharge.  Neither case 

addresses EPA’s authority to issue a permit to a facility operator voluntarily requesting authorization for 

a recognized possible or potential discharge.  If a facility voluntarily seeks permit authorization for a 

possible or potential discharge of pollutants, CWA section 402(a) provides authority for EPA to issue a 

permit authorizing that possible or potential future discharge. In this instance, the permittees specifically 

sought permit authorization for discharges that may occur, albeit infrequently or irregularly.  

  

The 2003 CAFO rule required all CAFOs to apply for a permit unless they had received a determination 

by the permitting agency that the facility had “no potential to discharge.” This “duty to apply” provision 

was based on the presumption that every CAFO has a potential to discharge and therefore must seek 

coverage under an NPDES permit.  68 FR 7176 at 7202 (February 12, 2003). 

 

The Commentor also expressed concern that LANL is attempting to circumvent the requirements of the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) by seeking NPDES coverage for these five (5) 

facilities.  LANL’s compliance with RCRA is outside the scope of this NPDES permitting action.   The 

commenter cites EPA guidance, RO 14262, which addresses the availability of the wastewater treatment 

exemption at 40 CFR 264.1(g)(6) for “dual use” tanks.  EPA has received no information indicating any 

“dual use” tank (meaning a tank used for both treatment and some other purpose such as accumulation) 

discharges to Outfall 051. 
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