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5.1 INTRUDUGTIUN

As the final step in the “standards-to-permits” process, develop-
ment of permit requirements is often the culmination of the
activities discussed in the preceding chapters.  This chapter
describes the basic principles of effluent variability and permit
limit derivation and provides recommendations for deriving limits
from various types of wasteload allocation outputs such that
water quality standards are protected. It also addresses important
considerations in the expression of iimits and other types of
permit requirements including toxicity reduction evaluations.
The first portion of the chapter deais principally with aquatic iife
protectlon Permlttlng for protection of human health is found in

5.1.1  Regulatory Requirements

There are both mandatory and discretionary elements associated
with the development of water quality-based permit limits to
control toxic poliutants and toxicity. The mandatory elements are
described in the revisions to the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Surface Water Toxics Control Pro-
gram regulations (54 FR 23868, June 2, 1989). The regulations at
40 CFR 122.44(d)(1) require that regulatory authorities first deter-
mine whether a discharge causes, has the reasonabie potentiai to
cause, or contributes to an excursion above water quality stan-

dards (narrative or numeric).

regulatory authorities must use a procedure that accounts for
effluent vanahlht\/’ exlst_gnn controls on nnlm and nnnnmnt saurces
of pollution, available dllutlon, and (when using toxicity testing)
species sensitivity. Each of these regulations were previously

discussed in Chapter 3.
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There is a degree of flexibility in the specific procedures a regula-
tory authority uses in determining whether an excursion occurs or
is reasonably expected to occur and in the weight given to the
various factors in conducting the evaluation of a speciﬁc dis-
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for maklng these determinations is contained in the recommen-

There are also several EPA nnln:neg that reflect these rmulatnrv
requirements, including the ”Natuonal Policy for the Development
of Water Quality-Based Limits for Toxic Poliutants” (Appendix B-
2) and EPA's “Whole Effluent Toxicity Permitting Principles and
Enforcement Strategy,” (Appendix B-4). This strategy states that
“all major permits and minors of concern must be evaluated for
potential or known toxicity (chronic or acute if more limiting).” In
addition, the strategy states that “[f]inal whote effiuent toxicity
limits must be included in permlts where necessary to ensure that
State Water Qualiity Standards are met. These limits must prop-
erly account for effluent variability, available dilution, and species
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There is an element of judgment inherent in the specific permit
limit derivation procedures used for an individual discharger once
a decision has been maae to oevelop a SpéCITIC [ype of limit.
Case-specific considerations will usually dictate the most appro-
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the various assumptions used in the permit limit development
process should be consistent with the assumn(gons and nrlnrlnlm
inherent in the effluent characterization and exposure assessment
steps preceding permit limit development. The permit limit
derivation procedure used by the permitting authority should
be fully enforceable and should adequately account for efflu-
ent variability, consider available receiving water dilution,
protect against acute and chronic impacts, account for com-
pliance monitoring sampling frequency, and protect the
wasteload allocation (WLA) and ultimately water quality stan-
dards. To accompiish these objectives, EPA recommends that
permitting authorities use the statistical permit limit deriva-
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either steady state or the dynamic wasteload allocation mod-
eling
eling.

5.2  BASIC PRINCIPLES OF EFFLUENT

VARIABILITY

An understanding of the basic principies of effluent variability is
central to water quality-based permitting. Many of the concepts
are the same as those considered in the development of technol-
ogy-based limits. However, the process for applying the prin-
ciples is substantiaily different, as explained beiow.

.2.1  Variations in Effluent Quality
Effluent quality and guantity vary over time in terms of volumes
cuent quanty andg gquaniity vary ovel VOIUl

discharged and constituent concentrations. Variations occur due
to a number of factors, including changes in human activity over
a 24-hour period for publicly owned treatment works (POTWs),
changes in production cycles for industries, variation in responses
of wastewater treatment systems to influent changes, variation in
treatment system performance, and changes in climate. Very few
effluents remain constant over long periods of time. Even in
industries that operate continuous processes, variations in the
quaiity of raw materiais and activities, such as back-washing of
filters, cause peaks in effluent constituent concentrations and
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a typlcal POTW are plotted against time, the daily concentratlon
variations can be seen (see Figure 5-1, left-hand graphs). This
behavior can be described by constructing frequency-concentra-
tion plots of the same data (see Figure 5-1, right-hand graphs).
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Figure 5-1. Data Relative Frequency Distributions for Ceriodaphnia Toxicity, Daphnia Toxicity,
and Zinc Concentrations for Three Different Effluents
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5.2.2 Statistical Parameters and Relationship to Permit
Limits

Based upon the shape of the curve of a frequency-concentration
plot, the data can be described in terms of a particular type of
statistical distribution. The choices for statistical distributions
include normal (bell-shaped), lognormal (positively skewed), or
other variations on the lognormal distribution. From the vast
amount of data that EPA has examined, it is reasonable to assume
(unless specific data show otherwise) that treated effluent data
follow a lognormal distribution. This is because effluent values
are non-negative and treatment efficiency at the low end of the
concentration scale is limited, while effluent concentrations may
vary widely at the high end of the scale, reflecting various degrees
of treatment system performance and loadings. These factors
combine to produce the characteristically positively skewed ap-
pearance of the lognormal curve when data are plotted in a
frequency histogram. Appendix E discusses the basis for conclud-
ing that effluent data are typically lognormally distributed, as well
as recommendations for handling data sets from treatment plants
that follow some other type of distribution.

Effluent data from any treatment system may be described using
standard descriptive statistics, such as the mean concentration of
the pollutant or pollutant parameter (i.e., the long-term average
[LTA] and the coefficient of variation [CV]). The CV is a standard
statistical measure of the relative variations of a distribution or set
of data, defined as the ratio of the standard deviation to the
mean. Using a statistical model, such as the lognormal, an entire
distribution of values can be projected from limited data, and
limits can be set at a specified prabability of occurrence. Figure 5-
1 shows the frequency-concentration curve and the relative posi-
tions of the concentrations corresponding to the mean for the
data.
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Figure 5-2a. Relationship Between a Single Wasteload
Allocation and Two Long-Term Averages
for Different Coefficients of Variation

Long-Term Average

All permit {imits, whether technology-based or water quality-
based, are set at the upper bounds of acceptable performance.
The purpose of a permit limit is to specify an upper bound of
acceptable effluent quality. For technology-based requirements,
the limits are based on proper operation of a treatment system.
For water quality-based requirements, the limits are based on
maintaining the effluent quality at a level that will comply with
water quality standards, even during critical conditions in the
receiving water. These requirements are determined by the WLA.
The WLA dictates the required effluent quality which defines the
desired level of treatment plant performance or target LTA.

In the development of technology-based effluent limits guide-
lines, the operating records of various wastewater treatment facili-
ties for a particular category of discharger are examined. Based
on the effluent data for the treatment facilities, a composite mean
or LTA value for the parameter is determined. This LTA value,
with relevant estimates of variability, is then used to derive efflu-
ent limit guidelines, which lead directly to permit limits.

In contrast, the process operates in reverse for water quality-based
permit {imits. The WLA, determined from water quality stan-
dards, defines the appropriate discharge level, which in turn
determines the requisite target LTA for the treatment facility in
order to meet that WLA. Permit limits may then be derived from
this targeted LTA and CV. Figure 5-2 illustrates the relationship
among the various statistical parameters. As these figures show,
highly variable effluents require a much lower targeted LTA to
meet the WLA and account for the variability that occurs in
effluent concentration above the LTA.

It is extremely important to recognize that the various statistical
principles and relationships discussed above operate in any dis-
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Figure 5-2b. Long-Term Average Per Unit Wasteload
Allocation as a Function of the Coefficient of Variation
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charge situation—whether or not they are specifically recognized
or accounted for. Where a permit limit derivation procedure does
not address these principles specifically, the permit writer will be
implicitly assuming that there are enough conservative assump-
tions built into other steps in the process (e.g., water quality
models, “buffer” between permit limits and actual operating
conditions) to ensure that there will be no reasonable potential for
excursions above water quality standards.

5.2.3 Expression of Permit Limits

The NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.45(d) require that all permit
limits be expressed, unless impracticable, as both average monthly
and maximum daily values for all discharges other than POTWs
and as average weekly and average monthly limits for POTWs,
The maximum daily permit limit (MDL) is the highest allowable
discharge measured during a calendar day or 24-hour period
representing a calendar day. The average monthly permit limit
(AML}) is the highest allowable value for the average of daily
discharges obtained over a calendar month. The average weekly
permit limit (AWL) is the highest allowable value for the average
of daily discharges obtained over a calendar week.

EPA believes that a maximum daily permit limit can be directly
used to express an effluent limit for all toxic pollutants or pollutant
parameters except chronic whole effluent toxicity. The typical
toxicity test used to measure chronic toxicity consists of samples
collected from at least 3 different days over a 7-day period.
Therefore, the test does not measure toxicity in any given 24-hour
period or calendar day, but rather measures toxicity over a 7-day
period. The toxicity could be caused by any one sample or a
combination of samples. To address this situation, EPA recom-
mends that the permit contain a notation indicating that
when chronic toxicity tests are required in a permit, the MDL
should be interpreted as signifying the maximum test result
for the month.

Additionally, in lieu of an AWL for POTWs, EPA recommends
establishing an MDL (or a maximum test result for chronic toxic-
ity) for toxic pollutants and pollutant parameters in water quality
permitting. This is appropriate for at least two reasons. First, the
basis for the 7-day average for POTWs derives from the secondary
treatment requirements. This basis is not related to the need for
assuring achievement of water quality standards. Second, a 7-day
average, which could comprise up to seven or more daily samples,
could average out peak toxic concentrations and therefore the
discharge’s potential for causing acute toxic effects would be
missed. A MDL, which is measured by a grab sample, would be
toxicologically protective of potential acute toxicity impacts.

5.3  ENSURING CONSISTENCY WITH THE

WASTELOAD ALLOCATION

The WLA provides a definition of effluent quality that is necessary
to meet the water quality standards of the receiving water. The
WLA is based on ambient criteria and the exposure of the resident
aquatic community or humans to texic conditions. Once a WLA
has been developed, accounting for all appropriate consider-

ations, a water quality-based permit limit may be derived to
enforce the WLA. The method used to derive the permit limits
must be consistent with the nature of the WLA.

The WLA addresses variability in effluent quality. For example, a
WLA for human health pollutants is typically expressed as a single
level of receiving water quality necessary to provide protection
against long-term or chronic effects. On the other hand, a WLA
for toxic pollutants affecting aquatic life (with corresponding
duration and frequency requirements) should describe levels nec-
essary to provide protection against both short-term and long-
term effects.

5.3.1 Statistical Considerations of WLAs

Direct use of a WLA as a permit limit creates a significant risk that
the WLA will be enforced incorrectly, since effluent variability and
the probability basis for the limit are not considered specifically.
For example, the use of a steady state WLA typically establishes a
level of effluent quality with the assumption that it is a value never
to be exceeded. The same value used directly as a permit limit
could allow the WLA to be exceeded without observing permit
violations if compliance monitoring was infrequent. Confusion
can also result in translating a longer duration WLA requirement
(e.g., for chronic protection) into maximum daily and average
monthly permit limits. The permit writer must ensure that permit
limits are derived to implement a WLA requirement correctly.
Potential problem areas are as follows:

e The WLA must be enforced in a regulatory context by
translating it into MDLs and AMLs; then and only then, will
compliance monitoring associated with permit limits allow
the regulatory authority to determine whether or not such
permit limits are violated.

* The WLA that assumes that the discharge is steady state
(i.e., not changing over time) requires a limit derivation
assumption regarding how the effluent may vary.

* MDLs and AMLs average monthly limits must be developed
so that they are consistent with each other and mandate
the required level of wastewater treatment facility perfor-
mance.

» If the acute WLA is used alone directly as the MDL, the limit
will not necessarily be protective against chronic effects. If
the acute WLA is used alone directly as the AML, the limit
can allow excursions above the WLA within each month.

* If the chronic WLA is used alone as an MDL, the limit will be
protective against acute and chronic effects but at the
expense of being overly stringent. If the chronic WLA is
used alone as the AML, the limit may be protective against
acute and chronic effects depending upon effluent variabil-

ity.

The objective is to establish permit limits that result in the effluent
meeting the WLA under normal operating conditions virtually all
the time. It is not possible to guarantee, through permit limits,
that a WLA will never be exceeded. It is possible, however, using
the recommended permit limit derivation procedures, tc account
for extreme values and to estabilish low probabilities of exceedence
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of the WLA in conformance with the duration and frequency
requirements of the water quality standards. This is not to sug-
gest that permit writers should assume a probability of exceedence

af tha \ AN A hat rathar that thag chaold dovalan Bonite that vl
G tNE vviA, OUL Fatner, that gy Sinouia GEVRISP 1iimit thatl win

make an exceedance a very small likelihood.

Since effluents are variable and permit limits are developed based
on a low probability of exceedence, the permit limits should
consider effluent variability and ensure that the requisite loading
from the WLA is not exceeded under normal conditions. In effect
then, the limits must “force” treatment plant performance, which,
after considering acceptable effluent variability, will only have a
low statistical probability of exceeding the WLA and will achieve
the desired loadings.

Figure 5-3 shows a number of important aspects of the relation-
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the most limiting LTA (after comparing the LTAs derived from

hoth acute and chronic WLAs) has been chosen for the chronic

limiting condition. The more restrictive LTA will automatically
meet both WLA requirements. {f the effluent “fingerprint” for this
LTA (and asscciated CV) is projected, it can be seen that the
distribution of daily effluent values will not exceed the acute or
chronic wasteload allocations for unacceptable periods of time.
The duration and frequency reguirements of the acute and chronic
criteria for the pollutant or pollutant parameter will not be ex-
ceeded. This figure also illustrates permit limits derived from the
more fimiting LTA. (Note that for the scenario depicted in Figure
5-3, the MDL is lower than the acute WLA and the average
moﬁtllly |IIl]Il. I& IUWEr T.Ilarl LIIE LllfoniL VVLI"\ Illis Scenal‘io Will
occur when a 99-percent probability basis is used to calculate the

ITA and a 95-percent probability basis is used to calculate the
LiA and a Yo-percent protasiily pasis useg e Cacuiate

permit limits from the lower of the acute and chronic LTA. For
other probability assumptions, these relationships will differ.)
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Each of the two major types of water quality models, steady-state
and dynamic, and their WLA outputs have specific implications

5.3.2
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for the subsequent permit limit development process. These
impiications are discussed in detaii below. EPA recommends
that steady-state WLA analyses generally be used by permit-
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whole effluent toxicity or specific chemical measurements are
available, or where r_!allv regglvmn water flow records are not
available. Two-value, steady-state models, although potentially
more protective than necessary, can provide toxicologically pro-
tective results and are relatively simple to use. If adequate
receiving water flow and effluent concentration data are avail-
able to estimate frequency distributions, EPA recommends
that one of the dynamic WLA modeling techniques be used to
derive WLAs that will more exactly maintain water quality
standards.

Steady-State Modeling

Traditional single-value or two-value steady-state WLA models
calculate WLAs at critical conditions, which are ||c||allv combina-

tions of worst-case assumptions of flow, effluent, and environ-
mental effects. For example, a steady-state model for ammonia
considers the maximum effluent discharge to occur on the day of
lowest river flow, highest upstream concentration, highest pH,
and highest temperature. Each condition by itself has a low
probability of occurrence; the combination of conditions may
rarely or never occur. Permit limits derived from a steady-state
WLA model will be protective of water quality standards at the
critical conditions and for all environmental conditions less than
critical. However, such permit limits may be more stringent than
necessary to meet the return frequency requirements of the water
quality criterion for the pollutant of concern.

On the other hand, a steady-state model approach may involve
simplifying assumptions for other factors, such as ambient back-
ground concentrations of a toxicant, multiple source discharges
of a toxicant, number of pollutants causing toxicity, incorrect
effluent variability assumptions, and infrequent compliance moni-
toring. The effect of these types of factors, especially if unaccounted
for in the WLA determination, can reduce the level of protective-
ness provided by the critical condition assumptions of the steady-
state modei approach. Therefore, when using a steady-state WiLA
model, the permitting authority should be aware of the different
assumptions and factors invoived and should consider these as-
sumptions and factors adequately consideration when develop-

ing nermit limitc
ing permit imits.

In general, steady-state analyses tend to be more conservative
than dynamic models because they rely on worst case assump-
tions. Thus, permit limits derived from these outputs will gener-
ally be lower than limits derived from dynamic models.

a) Single Value From a Steady-State Analysis

Some single-vaiue, steady-state modeling has been used to calcu-
late only chronic WLAs. These models produce a single effluent
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value WLAs are typically based upon older State water quality

standards that do not cnar;f\; levels for both acute and chronic
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protection but only mclude one level of protection. Such outputs
also would be found where a model is based upon protection of
human health, since only a single long-term ambient value is of
concern.
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b) Two Values from Steady-State Analysis

Steady-state modeling for protection of aquatic life can specify
two sets of calculations—one for protection against acute effects
and one for protection against chronic effects. These models
must use water quality criteria specifying two leveis of protection.
In addition, these models include considerations of mixing zones
when developing WLAs to afford two levels of protection. Like
the single-value, steady-state models, these models do not pro-
duce any information about acceptable effluent variability and
may require additional calculations to be translated into permit
limits.

For complex discharge situations (i.e., muitiple dischargers or
complex environmental factors needing consideration), water qual-
ity models and associated WLAs are typically developed by spe-
cialized water quality analysts in the regulatory authority. How-
ever, the permit writer is often required to develop a water quality
model and WLA prior to permit limit derivation. In the latter
situation, water quality modeling usually consists of simple steady-
state dilution models using worst-case assumptions.

Dynamic Modeling

Dynamic models use estimates of effluent variability and the
variability of receiving water assimilation factors to develop efflu-
ent requirements in terms of concentration and variability. The
outputs from dynamic models can be used to base permit limits
on probability estimates of receiving water concentrations rather
than worst-case conditions. The advantages and disadvantages
of various types of dynamic models are provided in Chapter 4.

In general, dynamic models account for the daily variations of and
relationships between flow, effluent, and environmental condi-
tions and therefore directly determine the actual probability that a
water quality standards exceedence will occur. Because of this,
dynamic models can be used to develop WLAs that maintain the
water quality standards exactly at the return frequency require-
ments of the standards. Since this return frequency is usually one
event in 3 years, WLAs developed by dynamic models are typically
higher than those developed by steady-state models.

A targeted long-term average performance level and coefficient of
variation can be derived from each type of dynamic model out-
put, but same of the outputs require some additional manipula-
tion of the data to develop the LTA and the CV. These parameters
are also the starting point for the statistical permit limit derivation
procedures discussed in the next section. Continuous Simula-
tion models offer an array of effluent data that require further
manipulation to develop an LTA and a CV. Both Monte Carlo
and Lognormal Probabilistic models produce an LTA and CV,
which can be used directly in developing permit limits. Chapter 4
details the different dynamic models. Specific instructions for the
use of dynamic models are available in the references listed at the
end of Chapter 4.

5.4  PERMIT LIMIT DERIVATION

There are a number of different approaches currently being used
by permitting authorities to develop water quality-based limits for

toxic pollutants and toxicity. Differences in approaches are often
attributable to the need for consistency between permit limit
derivation procedures and the assumptions inherent in various
types of water quality models and WLA outputs. In addition,
permitting autharities also are constrained by legal requirements
and policy decisions that may apply to a given permitting situa-
tion. In some instances, however, permitting procedures have
been adopted without careful consideration of the toxicological
principles involved or the advantages and disadvantages of the
procedure.

To avoid this problem, EPA recommends that the statistical
permit limit derivation procedure described in this chapter be
used for the derivation of both chemical-specific and whole
effluent toxicity limits for NPDES permits. The type of WLA
chosen from which to derive the limits is a matter of case-by-case
application, as determined by the permitting authority. Although
there are advantages and disadvantages associated with each of
the procedures, EPA believes that the statistical derivation proce-
dures will result in the most defensible and protective water
quality-based permit limits for both specific chemicals and whole
effluent toxicity.

The following section explains EPA’s recommended permitting
procedures and highlights advantages and disadvantages of vari-
ous other approaches. With this information, permitting authori-
ties will be better informed when deciding on the most appropri-
ate permit limit derivation approach. For example, permitting
authorities may decide to derive water quality-based permit limits
for all dischargers using a steady-state WLA model as a baseline
limit determination. If time and resources are available or if the
discharger itself takes the initiative (after approval by the reguia-
tory authority), dynamic modeling could be conducted to further
refine the WLA from which final permit limits would be derived.
Box 5-1 presents example permit limit calculations for each of the
principal types of WLA outputs discussed in Section 5.4.1. Permit
limits derived from dynamic modeling are usually higher than
those based upon steady-state modeling. The difference is re-
flected in Box 5-1 and has been observed in actual applications [1,
2, 3). In addition, the case studies in Chapter 7 illustrate how
water quality-based permit limits are derived and compare the
results of limits derived from steady state and dynamic wasteload
allocations.

5.4.1  EPA Recommendations for Permitting tor Aquatic

Lite Protection

Permit Limit Derivation from Two-Value, Steady-State Out-
puts for Acute and Chronic Protection

A number of WLAs have two results: acute and chronic require-
ments. These types of allocations will be developed more often as
States begin to adopt water quality standards that provide both
acute and chronic protection for aquatic life. These WLA outputs
need to be translated into MDLs and AMLs. The following
methodology is designed to derive permit limits for specific chemi-
cals as well as whole effluent toxicity to achieve these WL As.

¢ A treatment performance level (LTA and CV) that wilt allow
the effluent to meet the WLA requirement is calculated.
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Box 5-1. Sample Caiculations of Permit Limits for Whole Effluent Toxicity
trom Different Wasteload Ailocation Data
L AvalbleDan_
Two Value wasteload Dynamic model Single wasteload
L_ — _ allocation output __ _allocation |
| Wasteload Allocation (WLA) ——— - 143
Acute Wasteload Allocation (WLAa) 2.60 - -
Chronic Wasteload Alfocation (WLAc) 14.3 - —-
1 Acute-Chronic Ratio 4.62 - -
x Coefficient of Variation (CV) 0.8 0.8 0.8
, Number of Samples per Month (n) 4 4 4 |
| Long Term Average (LTA) - 9.44 . J
’”  From twovalue steady state wasteload affocation _‘] f " From dynamic model output _ T
Il I
| WLA, c= WLA,°ACR = 2.6004.62 =12.0 i

’ LTAc = WLAcoe [0.5042-2.3260,4] = 14.390.440 (from Table 5-1) = 6.29 MD

CLTAac = WLA, cve [0.562-2.3260]= 12.000.249
(from Table 5-1) =299

‘ MDL = LTA, e [2.3265-0.502] = 2.99+4.01 (from Table 5-2) =12.0

| AML = LTA, cve (2.32601-0.50n21= 2.99¢2.27 (from Table 5-2) = 6.79

l

From single wasteload allocation

‘option 1
; LTA = WlAee [0.502-2.3260]

MDL = LTAwe [2.3260-0.502]
1

= 14.3¢0.440 (from Table 5-1)
= 6.29¢4.01 (from Table 5-2)

AML = LTAee [2.3266n-0.50n2] =6.29¢2.27 (from Table 5-2)

'Option 2
" MDL - WLA
| AML = MDL/2

AML = LTA e [2.3260n-0.50n2]= 9.44¢2.27 (from Table 5-2)= 21.4 |

L =LTAcee [2.3260-0.502]= 9.444 01 (from Table 5-2)= 37.9
!
i

t

— e~ T

: :'52: ,  Note: All calcufations use the 99th

_ 14‘3 ] percentile z statistic for calculation

T of long-term averages and permit
Y fimnits.

=143 }

=75

Where two requirements are specified based on different
duration periods, two performance levels are calculated
(Box 5-2, Step 2).

For whole effluent toxicity only, the acute WLA is converted
into an equivalent chronic WLA by muiltiplying the acute
WLA by an acute-to-chronic ratio (ACR). This ratio should
optimally be based on effluent data, but also can be esti-
mated as 10, based on the information presented in Chap-
ter 1 and Appendix A.

Permit limits are then derived directly from whichever per-
formance level is more protective (Box 5-2, Steps 3 and 4).

Figure 5-4 presents a flow chart summarizing the various steps in
this procedure. In addition, the equations used in Box 5-2 are
based on the lognormal distribution, which is explained in more
detail in Appendix E. The principal advantages of this procedure
are described below.

* This procedure provides a mechanism for setting permit
limits that will be toxicologically protective. A steady-state
WHLA uses a single value to reflect the effluent loading and
thus is an inherent assumption that the actual effluent will
not exceed the calculated loading value. if the WLA is

simply adopted as the permit fimit, the possibility exists for
exceedance of the WLA due to effluent variability. Clearly,
however, effluents are variable. Therefore, permit limits are
established using a value corresponding to a percentile of
the selected probability distribution of the effluent (e.g.,
95th or 99th percentile).

it allows comparison of two independent WLAs (acute and
chronic) to determine which is more limiting for a dis-
charge. The WLA output provides two numbers for protec-
tion against two types of toxic effects, each based upon
different mixing conditions for different durations. Acute
effects are limited based upon 1-hour exposures at critical
conditions, close to the point of discharge, or where neces-
sary, at the end of the pipe. Chronic effects are limited
based on 4-day exposures after mixing at critical condi-
tions. These requirements yieid different effluent treatment
requirements that cannot be compared to each other with-
out calculating the LTA performance level the plant would
need to maintain in order to meet each requirement. With-
out this comparison (or in the absence of procedures that
address this comparison), the WLA representing the more
critical condition cannot be determined. A treatment sys-
tem will only need to be designed to meet one level of
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Box 5-2. Calculating Permit Limits Based on Two-Value Wasteload Allocation

steps:

To set maximum daily and average
monthly permit limits based on
acute and chronic wasteload
allocations, use the following four

Step 1 (for whole effluent toxicity only)

WLA,_ (in TU)=WLA, (inTU,)* ACR

Convert the acute wasteload
allocation to chronic toxic
units. Skip to Step 2 for
chemical-specific limits.

Calculate the long-term
average wasteload that will
satisfy the acute and chronic
wasteload allocations.

Determine the lower {more
limiting) of the two long-term
averages.

Calculate the maximum daily
and average monthly permit
limits using the lower (more
limiting) long-term average.

Step 2 (slart here for chemical specific limits)

0.50% -
LTA, . =WLA, e 20}

where o° = In{CVZ+1)
z = 1.645 for 95th percentile probability basis, and
z = 2.326 for 99th percentile probability basis

LTA, = WLA,+ ¢ (050" - 20

where % = In(CV¥/4 +1)
z = 1.645 for 95th percentile probability basis, and
z = 2.326 for 99th percentile probability basis

Step 3

LTA = min (LTA, LTA, )

Term  Meaning
cv Coefficient of variation
c Standard deviation
WLAa ¢ Acute wasteload allocation
' in chronic toxic units
WLAa Acute wasteload allocation
in acute toxic units
WLAc Chronic wasteload
allocation in chronic toxic
units
LTAa c Acute long-term average
wasteload in chronic units
LTA, Chronic long-term average
wasteload
TU a Acute toxic units
TU A Chronic toxic units
ACR Acute-to-chronic ratio
MDL Maximum daily limit
AML Average monthly limit

2 statistic

Step 4

MDL = LTA » g [20 - 0.50%]

where 6 = In(CV?+1)
z = 1.645 for 95th percentile probability basis, and
z = 2.326 for 99th percentile probability basis

AML = LTA « ¢ [20, - 050.7]

where 6, ” = In(CV’/n +1)
z = 1.645 for 95th percentile probability basis, and
z = 2.326 for 99th percentile probability basis

*Full details of this procedure are found in Appendix E.
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Two-Value Steady
State WLA

I

Calculate Chronic

Equivalent WLA
{whole sfftuent
toxicity only)

|

Back-Calculate
Chronic Equivalent
LTA, .

Back-Calculate
LTA,

is
Chronic

Equivalent
LTA .. Less
Than
LTC,

YES

Use
LTA.

Use
LTA, .

Calculate Maximum
Dally Limit

Calculate Average
Monthly Limtt

Figure 5-4. Flowchart for Calculating Permit Limits From
Two-Value, Steady-State Wasteload Allocation
for Aquatic Life Protection

treatment for effluent toxicity—treatment needed to controt
the most limiting toxic effect.

¢ The actual number of samples can be factored into permit limit
derivation procedures. The procedure provides the means to
accurately determine the AML based on the number of obser-
vations that will be taken.

The principal disadvantages of this approach are:

s Some permit writers have indicated that additional math-
ematical calculations associated with these procedures increase
the burden for the permit writer and add what is perceived to
be an unnecessary step.

¢ The use of a steady-state WLA may result in permit limits that
are more conservative due to the assumption of critical condi-
tions. However, these limits are still protective of water quality
criteria. The level of conservatism may be necessary in those
instances where fimited data prevent a more precise evaluation
of a WLA.

This procedure provides a toxicologically sound approach. To
help the permit writer, EPA has developed tabies (see Tables 5-1
and 5-2) to be used to quickly determine the necessary values. in
addition, some permit authorities have deveioped their own com-
puter programs to readily compute the necessary information
from the appropriate inputs.

Permit Limit Derivation From Dynamic Model Outputs

The least ambiguous and most exact way that a WLA for specific
chemicals or for whole effluent toxicity can be specified by using
dynamic modeling from which the WLA is expressed as a required
effluent performance in terms of the LTA and CV of the daily
values. When a WLA is expressed as such, there is no confusion
about assumptions used and the translation to permit limits. A
permit writer can readily design permit limits to achieve the WLA
objectives. The types of dynamic exposure analyses that yield a
WLA in terms of required performance are the continuous simula-
tion, Monte Carlo, and lognormai probabilities analyses. Chapter
4 provides a general discussion of these models. Guidance manu-
als for developing WLAs are listed in the references at the end of
Chapter 4. Once the WLA is determined, the permit limit deriva-
tion procedure which can be used for both whole effluent toxicity
and specific chemicals, is as follows:

e The WLA is first developed by iteratively running the dy-
namic modef with successively lower LTAs until the model
shows compliance with the water quality standards.

¢ The effluent LTA and CV must then be calculated from the
model effluent inputs used to show compliance with the
water quality standards. This step is only necessary for the
Monte Carlo and continuous simulation methods.

¢ The permit limit derivation procedures described in Box 5-
2, Step 4 are used to derive MDLs and AMLs from the
required effluent LTA and CV. Unlike these procedures for
steady-state WLAs, there is only a single LTA that provides
both acute and chronic protection, and, therefore, the
comparison step indicated in Figure 5-4 and Box 5-2 is
unnecessary.

The principal advantages of this procedure are:

¢ |t provides a mechanism for computing permit limits that
are toxicologically protective. As with the procedure sum-
marized below for two-value, steady-state WLA outputs,
the permit limit derivation procedures used with this type
of output consider effluent variability and derive permit
limits from a single limiting LTA and CV.

e Actual number of samples is factored into permit limit
derivation procedures. This procedure has the same ele-
ments as discussed for the statistical procedures in Option 2
below.

¢ Dynamic modeling determines an LTA that will be ad-
equately protective of the WLA, which relies on actual flow
data thereby reducing the need to rely on worst case critical
flow condition assumptions.
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Table 5-1. Back Calculations of Long-Term Average

e U
| ' WLA Multipliers |
I T e |
; 0.5 6°-206] I
‘ v e |
|
. 95th 99th
. Percentile ﬁ Percentile : Acute
P — - — —— ———— — 2
: 0.1 '+ 0883 | 0797
; 0.2 0736 | 0643 | 05 02-z0]
: 03 | 0.644 0.527 . LTA,.= WLA, . e[
. 04 ' o571 0.440 ‘ " i
05 | 0514 ’ 0.373 2
0.6 ;0488 - 0321 where 0 2= in[CV® + 1), ;
0.7 0.432 l 0.281 | 2z = 1.645 for 95th percentile occurrence probability, and !
08 I 0.403 0.249 z = 2.326 for 99th percentile occurrence probability \
0.9 0.379 0224 ;
P10 0360 | 0204 |
: 11 0.344 0.187 . |
l 12 033 | 0174 ‘ |
; 1.3 0319 |  0.162
14 ' 0310 . 0153 ;
; 15 0302 | 0.144 I
16 | 0208 1 0137 |
17 I 0200 0131 | |
P18 0285 | 0126 |
: 19 ' o281 = 0t :
20 o027, on7
A - |
o _ |
i
WLA Multipliers |
| i
: ! v ‘F e[u.s ol-29,1 |
| - !
l ' | 95th 99th |
' ; Percentile Percentile |
Chronic R T eem T —
! _ 0.1 ) i 0891 !
(4 day average) I 0.2 ' 0.853 0.797 I
| 103 | 0791 ' o715 |
. 05 62-20,) 0.4 073 | 0643 |
_ 5 0,°-20, . 05 , 0687 | 0581
. LTA.=WLA:-e 06 . 0644 |, 0627 |
0.7 0.606 0481 |
where o2 = In{CVZ/ 4.+ 1), 08 ) oam g4d0
z = 1.645 for 95th percentile occurrence probab@lity, and 10 | 0:5‘ 4 0'373 i
z = 2.326 for 99th percentile occurrence probability 11 | 0.490 : 0.345 :
.12 0.468 0321
13 0449 | 0300
14 L 0432 . 028y !
15 | 0417 0.264 '
, ' 16 , 0403 | D249
\ .17 03% ' 0236 |
| 1.8 0379 | 0224
! 19 0369 ; 0214 |
- L 20 , 0380 0.204 !

The principal disadvantages of this procedure are:

Permit Limit Derivation From Single, Steady-State Model
Output

¢ Necessary data for effluent variability and receiving water
flows may be unavailable, which prevents the use of this Some State water quality criteria and the corresponding WLAs are

approach.

e The amount of staff resources needed to explain how the
limits were developed and to conduct the WLA also is a
concern. The permit documentation (i.e., fact sheet) will
need to clearly explain the basis for the LTA and CV and this

can be resource intensive,

reported as a single value from which to define an acceptable
level of effluent quality. For example, “copper concentration
must not exceed 0.75 milligrams per liter (mg/l) instream.” Steady-
state analyses assume that the effluent is constant and, therefore,
the WLA value will never be exceeded. This presents a problem in
deriving permit limits because permit limits need to consider
effluent variability.

102



EVILHUHRIT 49
EAFFHDH——ZL
Table 5-2. Calculation of Permit Limits
LTA multipliers
cV 9[20—0502]
95th 99th . . . .
Percentile | Percentile Maximum Daily Limit
0.1 1.17 1.25
0.2 1.36 1.55
z06-0502
0.3 1.55 1.90 MDL =LTAse ]
0.4 1.75 2.27
g': ;_?g g?? where 62 = In[CV2 + 1],
P P nEn z = 1.645 for 95th percentile occurrence probability, and
0.7 2.3 356 - . -
08 248 401 z = 2.326 for 99th percentile occurrence probability
0.9 2.64 4.46
1.0 2,78 4.90
1.1 2.91 5.34
1.2 3.03 5.76
1.3 3.13 6.17
1.4 3.23 6.56
1.5 3.31 6.3
1.6 3.38 7.29
1.7 3.45 7.63
1.8 3.51 7.95
1.9 3.56 8.26
2.0 360 8.55
LTA Multiptiers
e[zcn-o.snn2]
Cv 95th 99th
.. Percentile Percentile
Average Monthly Limit
n=1 n=2 n=4 n=10 n=30 n=1 n=2 n=4 n=10 n=30
0.1 117 112 108 106 103 125 118 1.12 108 104
0.2 136 125 117 112 1.06 165 137 125 116 1.09
0.3 155 1.38 126 1.18 1.09 190 158 140 1.24 113
0.4 1.75 152 136 125 1.12 227 183 155 133 1.18
(z0.-050.2] 0.5 195 166 145 131 1.16 268 209 1.72 142 123
AML =LTA e o e 0.6 213 180 155 138 1.19 311 237 190 152 128
0.7 23t 1.94 165 145 122 356 266 2.08 162 133
0.8 248 207 175 152 1.26 401 296 227 173 139
2 2
where on®=/[CVE/n+ 1], | gq | 264 220 185 159 129 | 446 328 248 184 144
Z = 1.645 for 95th percentile, 1.0 278 233 195 166 1.33 490 359 268 196 150
z = 2.326 for 39th percentile, and| 1.1 2.91 245 204 173 136 534 391 290 207 156
n = number of samples/month 1.2 303 25 213 180 1.39 576 423 311 218 182
1.3 313 267 223 187 143 6.17 455 334 232 168
1.4 323 277 231 194 147 656 486 3.56 245 174
15 331 286 240 200 150 693 517 378 258 180
1.6 338 295 248 207 154 729 547 401 271 187
17 345 303 256 214 157 763 577 423 284 193
1.8 351 310 264 220 161 795 606 446 298 200
1.9 356 3.17 271 227 164 826 6.34 468 312 207
2.0 360 323 278 233 168 855 661 490 326 214

The proper enforcement of this type of WLA depends on the
parameter limited. For nutrients and biochemical oxygen de-
mand (BOD), the WLA value generally has been used as the
average daily permit limit. However, the impact associated with
toxic pollutants is more time dependent, as reflected in the 4-day
average duration for the criteria continuous concentration (CCC)
{see Chapter 2). Where there is only one water quality criterion
and therefore only one WLA, permit limits can be developed
using the following procedure:

* Consider the single WLA to be the chronic WLA and derive
an chronic LTA for this WLA using the procedures in Box 5-
2 (Step 2, Part 2).

¢ Derive MDLs and AMLs using the procedures in Box 5-2
(Step 4).

The principal advantages and disadvantages of this procedure are
similar to those for the two-value permit limit derivation method
discussed previously except that it does not examine two WLAs.

5.4.2 Other Approaches to Permitting for Aquatic Life

Other approaches for translating WLA outputs into permit limits
have been used by some permitting authorities. These methods
may combine elements of the statistical procedures discussed
earlier with specific technical and policy requirements of the
permitting authority to derive limits that may be protective of
water quality and consistent with the requirements of the WLA.
Such approaches may use simplified statistical procedures,
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For example, some permitting authorities assume a value for the
CV and an acute to chronic ratio above which the chronic WLA
will always be more limiting. Where such simplifying assumptions
are used, the need to compare LTAs derived from acute and
chronic steady-state models is unnecessary. Similarly, for as-
sumed values for n, CV, and exceedence probability, the various
equations shown in Box 5-2 can be simplified further, such that
the AML will always be a constant fraction of the MDL.

These approaches allow the permit writer to rapidly and easily
translate the results of WLAs into permit limits. However, the
permit writer clearly should understand the underlying proce-
dures and carefully explain the basis for the chosen assumption.
Appropriate State or regional guidance documents also should be
referenced.

Another approach used by some permit authorities involves the
direct use of the WLA as a permit limit. This approach sometimes
involves the following steps:

¢ The WLA value for toxic pollutants is used as the MDL.

* In the absence of other information, permit writers typically
divide the MDL by 1.5 or 2.0 to derive an AML (depending
on the expected range of variability).

The principal advantage of this approach is that it is very straight-
forward to implement and requires minimal resources. The disad-
vantage of this option is that the average monthly limits must be
derived without any information about the variability of the efflu-
ent parameter; therefore, the permit writer cannot be sure that
these procedures are protective of water quality criteria. Con-
versely, limits derived from this approach may be overly stringent
and subject to challenge.

The direct application of both the acute and chronic WLAs as
permit limits is another approach that has been used. The WLA
developed for protection against chronic effects becomes the
average monthly limit and the acute WLA becomes the MDL.
EPA discourages the use of this approach. Since effluent vari-
ability has not been specifically addressed with this approach,
compliance with the monthly average (30-day) effluent limit
during critical conditions could exceed the chronic (4-day) WLA.
Whether standards are violated with excessive frequency under
such conditions would depend upon whether the conditions
represented by the worst-case assumptions of the model also
were occurring at the same time. By contrast, compliance with
limits that were developed using statistical procedures have a low
chance of leading to WLA excursions before effluent variability is
accounted for in deriving the limits (see Figure 5-3).

Another permitting approach is to use a narrative “no toxicity”
limit that is measured using a toxicity testing method that em-
ploys only a control and a single exposure at the receiving water
concentration (RWC). This is sometimes referred to as a “pass/
fail” toxicity test. Although these tests can be less expensive than
full dilution series testing, they provide no knowledge as to the
extent of toxicity present during the test and therefore no data
concerning the seriousness of the impact or the amount of toxic-
ity reduction necessary. The death of a single test animal can
occur at any concentration level beyond the lethality threshold for
the test organism; therefore, such a test is much less powerful

from a statistical standpoint. In addition, it is not possible to
determine dose-response relationships for the test organisms with-
out using multiple effluent concentrations. Dose-response curves
are useful in determining quality assurance of the tests and in
defining threshold dosages for regulatory purposes. Because the
drawbacks of the approach generally outweigh the benefits, EPA
recommends that whole effluent toxicity limits be established
using a statistical derivation procedure that adequately ac-
counts for effluent variability and that monitoring for compli-

* ance with whole effluent toxicity limits be conducted using a

full dilution series.

When setting a whole effluent toxicity limit to protect against
acute effects, some permitting authorities use an end-of-pipe
approach. Typically, these limits are established as an LC5¢>100-
percent effluent at the end of the pipe. These limits are routinely
set without any consideration as to the fate of the effluent and the
concentrations of toxicant(s) after the discharge enters the receiv-
ing water. Limits derived in this way are not water quality-based
limits and suffer from significant deficiencies since the toxicity of a
pollutant depends mostly upon concentration, duration of expo-
sure, and repetitiveness of the exposure. This is especially true in
effluent dominated waters. For example, an effluent that has an
LC50=100 percent contains enough toxicity to be lethal to up to
50 percent of the test organisms. If the effluent is discharged to a
low-flow receiving waterbody that provides no more than a three-
fold dilution at the critical flow, significant mortality can occur in
the receiving water. Furthermore, such a limit could not assure
protection against chronic effects in the receiving waterbody.
Chronic effects could occur if the dilution in the receiving water
multiplied by the acute to chronic ratio is greater than 100
percent. Therefore, in effluent dominated situations, limits set
using this approach may be severely underprotective. In contrast,
whole effluent toxicity limits set using this approach in very high
receiving water flow conditions may be overly restrictive. Be-
cause of these problems, EPA recommends that all whole
effluent toxicity limits be set as water quality-based limits and
that to do so, the statistical permit limit derivation procedures
discussed in Section 5.4.1 be followed.

5.4.3  Special Permitting Requirements

Water quality-based permit limit development for discharges to
marine and estuarine waters follows the same basic steps as the
water quality-based approach for freshwater discharges. There
are some differences in the water quality criteria used as the basis
for protection, the designation of mixing zones, and the water
quality models used to develop WLAs; however these differences
are addressed in the WLA. (See discussions of these elements in
previous chapters.) In addition, there are some special regulatory
considerations associated with these types of dischargers, includ-
ing special reviews of permits with such programs as the Coastal
Zone Management Program. Some discharges also require an
Ocean Discharge Criteria Evaluation under Section 403(c) of the
Clean Water Act (CWA).

5.4.4  EPA Recommendations for Permitting for Human
Health Protection

Permit development to protect against certain routes of exposure
is another key consideration. Ingesting contaminated fish and
shellfish is a toxic chemical exposure route of serious potential
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human health concern for which there is no intervening treat-
ment process, unlike the drinking water route of exposure. Efflu-
ent limits designed to meet aquatic life criteria for individual
toxicants and whole effluent toxicity are not necessarily protective
of toxic pollutant residue formation in fish or shelifish tissue.

Developing permit limits for poliutants affecting human heaith is
somewhat different from setting limits for other poifutants be-
cause the exposure period is generally jonger than 1 month, and
can be up to 70 years, and the average exposure rather than the
maximum exposure is usually of concern. Because compliance
with permit limits is normally determined on a daily or monthly
basis, it is necessary to set human health permit limits that meet a
given WLA for every month. If the procedures described previ-
ously for aquatic life protection were used for developing permit
limits for human health pollutants, both MDLs and AMLs would
exceed the WLA necessary to meet criteria concentrations. Thus,
even if a facility was discharging in compliance with permit limits
calculated using these procedures, it would be possible to con-
stantly exceed the WLA. This approach clearly is unacceptable. in
addition, the statistical derivation procedure is not applicable to
exposure periods more than 30 days. Therefore, the recom-
mended approach for setting water quality-based limits for hu-
man health protection with statistical procedures is as follows:

¢ Set the AML equal to the WLA

¢ Calculate the MDL based on effluent variability and the
number of samples per month using the muitipliers pro-
vided in Table 5-3.

This approach ensures that the instream criteria will be met over
the long-term and provides a defensible method for calculating a
MDL. Both an MDL (weekly average limit for POTWSs) and a
monthly average limit are required by EPA regulations, unless
impracticable (40 CFR 122.45(d)) and are applicable for human
health protection. The MDL sets an upper bound on effluent
values used to determine the monthly average and provides a
measure of effluent compliance during operational periods be-
tween monthly sampling.

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS IN USE OF
STATISTIGAL PERMIT LIMIT DERIVATION
TECHNIQUES

5.5

The following discussion summarizes the effect of changes in the
various statistical parameters on the permit limits that are derived.
An understanding of these relationships is important for the per-
mit writer. Additional considerations of each of these parameters
with respect to the statistical methods for permit limit derivation
also are discussed below.

5.5.1 Effect of Changes of Statistical Parameters on Permit

Limits

e Effect of changes in CV on derivation of LTA from WLA:
As the CV increases, the LTA decreases; and conversely, as
the CV decreases, the LTA increases (see Figure 5-5).

Long-Term Average
Per Unit Wasteload Allocation

Reason: The LTA must be lower relative to the WLA to
account for the extreme values observed with high CVs. An
LTA with a zero CV equals the WLA.

Effect of changes in CV on derivation of permit limits for
a fixed probability basis: As the CV increases, the permit
limits increase (become less stringent); and conversely, as
the CV decreases, the permit limits decrease (become more
stringent; see Figure 5-6).

Reason: A higher value for the permit limit is produced for
the same LTAs as the CV increases in order to allow for
fluctuations about the mean. Following the steps in Box 5-
2 to derive the LTA will account for such fluctuations.

Effect of changes in number of monthly samples on
permit limits: As the value for “n” (number of observa-
tions) increases in the average monthly permit iimit deriva-
tion equations, the average monthly permit limit decreases
to a certain point. The effect on the average monthly fimit
is minimal for values of n greater than approximately 10.
Conversely, as the value for “n” decreases, the AML in-
creases until n=1, at which point the AML equals the MDL

(see Figure 5-7).

Reason: As n increases, the probability distribution of the
n-day average values becomes less variable (narrower)
around the LTA. Therefore, the 95th or 99th percentile
value for an n-day average decreases in absolute value as n
increases. (See additional discussion in Section 5.5.3.)

Effect of changes in probability basis for permit limits:
As the probability basis for the permit limits expressed in
percentiles (e.g., 95 percent and 99 percent) increases, the
value for the permit limits increases (becomes less strin-
gent). The converse is true as the probability basis de-
creases (see Figure 5-6).

As the coefficient of variabon
0.8 increases. the long-term

average decreases
0.6

95% Probabihty Basis
0.4 yd
e 99% Probability Basis
02
0 —r —

10
Coefficient of Variation

Figure 5-5. Long-Term Average as a Function of the
Coefficient of Variation
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Reason: There is a higher probability that any randomly
chosen effluent sample will be in compliance with its permit
limits, if those limits are statistically designed to be greater
than a high percentage (e.g., 99 percent) of all possible
values for a given LTA and CV.

The overall combination of the coefficient of variation, number of
samples, and the assumed probability basis for caiculating the LTA
from the WLA, and the most limiting LTA, has different effects on
the derived limits depending upon the selection made for each.
To help illustrate the combined effect of these factors, Figure 5-8

illustrates how the CV, number of samples and probability basis
affect the derivation of the AML. Figure 5-9 illustrates the com-
bined effect of the CV and the probability basis on the derivation
of the MDL.

5.5.2 Coefficient of Variation

Use of the statistical method of permit limit derivation requires an
estimate of the CV of the distribution of the daily measurements
of the parameter after the plant complies with the requirernents.

Table 5-3. Multipliers for Calculating Maximum Daily Permit Limits From Average Monthly Permit Limits

To obtain the maximum daily permit limit (MDL) for a bioconcentratable pollutant, multiply the average monthly permit limit
(AML) (the wasteload allocation) by the appropriate value in the following table.
Each value in the table is the ratio of the MDL to the AML as calculated by the following relationship derived from Step 4 of the
statistically based permit limit calculation procedure.
MDL= exp [zy0 - 0;50?]
AML  exp [z;0, - 0.50,2]
where
Gpl= IN(CVEn+1)
o? = In(CV2 +1)
CV = the coefficient of variation of the effluent concentration
n = the number of samples per month
zZm = the percentile exceedance probability for the MDL
z; = the percentile exceedance probability for the AML.
Ratio Between Maximum Daily and Average Monthly Permit Limits |
Maximum = 99th percentile Maximum = 99th percentile !
Average = 95th percentile Average = 99th percentile \
v n=1 n=2 n= n=8 n=30 ' n=1 n=2 n=4 n=8 n=30 i
0.1 1.07 1.13 1.16 1.18 1.22 1.00 1.07 1.12 1.16 1.20 i
0.2 1.14 1.25 1.33 1.39 1.46 1.00 1.13 1.24 1.32 1.43
0.3 1.22 1.37 1.50 1.60 1.74 + 1.00 1.19 1.36 1.49 1.67 i
0.4 1.30 1.50 1.67 1.82 202 ° 1.00 1.24 1.46 1.66 192 |
0.5 1.38 1.622 1.84 2.04 232 1.00 1.28 1.56 1.81 218 II
0.6 1.46 1.73 2.01 225 2.62 1.00 1.31 1.64 1.95 243 |
0.7 1.54 1.84 216 245 291 1.00 1.34 1.71 2.08 267
0.8 1.61 1.94 2.29 2.64 3.19 1.00 1.35 1.76 219 2.89 :'
0.9 1.69 2.03 241 281 345 | 1.00 1.36 1.80 227 3.09 \
1.0 1.76 2n 2.52 2.96 370+ 1.00 1.37 1.83 2.34 3.27 |
1.1 1.83 218 262 3.09 393 . 1.00 1.37 1.84 2.39 3.43
1.2 1.90 2.25 2.70 3.20 4.13 1.00 1.36 1.85 2.43 3.56 |
1.3 1.97 2.31 2.77 3.30 4.3 1.00 1.36 1.85 2.45 3.68 |
1.4 203 237 2.83 3.39 4.47 1.00 1.35 1.84 246 3.77 |
1.5 2.09 242 2.89 3.46 4.62 1.00 1.34 1.83 2.46 3.84 |
1.6 215 2.42 2.89 3.46 4.62 1.00 1.33 1.82 246 3.90 L
1.7 2.21 252 298 3.57 4.85 1.00 1.32 1.80 2.45 3.94
1.8 227 2.56 3.01 3.61 4.94 1.00 1.31 1.78 2.43 3.97 |
1.9 2.32 2.60 3.05 3.65 5.02 1.00 1.30 1.76 2.41 3.99 |
2.0 237 2.64 3.07 3.67 5.09 1.00 1.29 1.74 2.38 4.00 |
)
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Figure 5-7. Relationship Between Average Monthly Permit
Limits and Number of Samples Per Month

If variability is mostly related to production, current data may be
used to estimate the CV. If future variability is expected to be
substantially different, the CV must be estimated. Discharges of
toxic pollutants are generally more variable than discharges of
conventional pollutants. It is important to use the best estimate of
the CV that can be reasonably achieved. As explained in Chapter
3, EPA’s review of the uncertainty associated with effluent variabil-
ity suggests that a minimum of 10 samples is needed to reason-
ably quantify the CV.

One concern with respect to using an appropriate CV in the
statistical limit derivation procedures is that CVs of regulated
systems may be quite different from nonregulated systems. In
other words, after permit limits are in place and the permittee is
operating to achieve the requisite limits, the variability associated
with the parameter of concern may change considerably. Where

the permit writer has reason to believe that the CV of the regu-
lated system may behave differently from the nonregulated sys-
tem (e.g., where changes in the treatment facility are planned),
information concerning effluent concentration means and vari-
ability can be obtained from effluent guideline documents for
individual chemical parameters,

Variability associated with effluent levels of both individual chemi-
cals and whole effluent toxicity is difficult to predict for any
individual situation. However, it is important to recognize that
failure to assign any CV to an individual toxicant or the parameter
toxicity involves an implicit assumption that there is no effluent
variability present. Based upon analyses of a wide variety of data
from various types of plants, EPA recommends a value of 0.6 as
a default CV, if the regulatory authority does not have more
accurate information on the CV for the pollutant or pollutant
parameter. Permit limits are usually not extremely sensitive to
small changes in the CV. The value of 0.6 is typical of the range of
variability of effluents measured by EPA (see Appendix A) and
represents a reasonable degree of relative variability. However,
wherever possible, it is recommended that data on effluent vari-
ability for the pollutant of concern be collected to define a CV
rather than selecting a default value.

5.5.3  Number of Samples

The statistically based method for permit limit derivation results in
an MDL that does not depend on monitoring frequency. How-
ever, the AML decreases as the monitoring frequency increases,
and a greater number for “n” is inserted in the relevant equations.
Some permit writers are concerned with this outcome because
facilities with more frequent sampling requirements appear to
receive more stringent permit limits than those with less frequent
monthly sampling requirements.

The AML decreases as the number of monthly samples increases
because an average of 10 samples, for example, is closer to the
LTA than an average based on 4 samples. This phenomenon
makes AMLs based on 10 samples appear to be more stringent
than the monthly limit based on 4 samples. However, the strin-
gency of these procedures is constant across monitoring frequen-
cies because the probability basis and the targeted LTA perfor-
mance are the same regardless of the number of samples taken.
Thus, a permittee performing according to the LTA and variability
associated with the wasteload allocation will, in fact, meet either
of these AMLs when taking the corresponding number of monthly
samples.

For water quality-based permitting, effluent quality is determined
by the underlying distribution of daily values, which is determined
by the LTA associated with a particular WLA and by the CV of the
effluent concentrations. Increasing or decreasing monitoring
frequency does not affect this underlying distribution or treat-
ment performance, which should, at a minimum, be targeted to
comply with the values dictated by the WLA. Therefore, it is
recommended that the actual planned frequency of monitor-
ing normally be used to determine the value of n for calculat-
ing the AML. However, in situations where monitoring fre-
quency is once per month or less, a higher value for n must be
assumed for AML derivation purposes. This is particularly
applicable for addressing situations such as where a single crite-
rion is applied at the end of the pipe and a single monthly sample
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AML Per Unit WLA (Chronic)

AML Per Unit WLA (Chronic)
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Figure 5-8. Effect of Coefficient of Variation on Average Monthly Limits
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is contemplated for compliance monitoring purposes, or where
monitoring frequency is only quarterly. In this case, both the
average monthly and the MDL would exceed the criterion. (For
example, for a CCC of 1.0 chronic toxic unit [TU.] applied as a
WLA at the end of the pipe, both the MDL and AML would be 1.6
TU; assuming CV=0.6, n=1, and a 99-percent probability basis.)
A discharger could thus comply with the permit limit but rou-
tinely exceed the criterion. Under these circumstances, the
statistical procedure should be employed using an assumed
number of samples of at least four for the AML derivation.

5.5.4 Probabiiity Basis

Selection of the probability basis for use in the equations in Boxes
5-1 and 5-2 is a permitting authority decision necessary for estab-
lishing statistically derived permit limits. Where a permitting
authority does not have specific guidance for the probability
basis, EPA recommends the following:

For calculation of the LTAs from the WLAs (Box 5-2):

* Both acute and chronic WLA—.01 probability (99th per-
centile level).

For calculation of permit limits from the most limiting LTA (Box 5-
1)

¢ MDL—.01 probability basis (99th percentile level)
* AML—.05 probability basis (95th percentile level).

The probability levels for deriving permit limits have been used
historically in connection with development of the effluent limits
guidelines and have been upheid in legal challenges to the guide-
lines [4]. It is important to note that these levels are statistical
probabilities used as the basis for developing limits. The goal in
establishing these levels is to allow the regulatory agency to
distinguish between adequately operated wastewater treatment
plants with normal variability from poorly operated treatment
plants and to protect water quality criteria.

The level for the calculation of the LTA from the WLA is based
upon EPA’s interpretation of the steady state model used to
develop the WLA. EPA considers the WLA to produce an effluent
condition that should never be exceeded whenever the critical
design conditions occur. To characterize this effluent condition,
EPA uses the 99th percentile concentration from the upper tail of
the effluent probabilistic distribution curve. The selection of this
value is one which can have a significant influence on the level of
conservatism in the permit limits. Permit authorities should con-
sider Figures 5-8 and 5-9 to understand the effect of this decision
along with other decisions on the AMLs and MDLs.

5.6  PERMIT DOCUMENTATION

The fact sheet and supporting documentation accompanying the
permit must clearly explain the basis and the rationale for the
permit limits. When the permit is in the draft stage, the support-
ing documentation will serve to explain the rationale and assump-
tions used in deriving the limits to the permittee and the genera!
public in order to allow public comment on the draft permit.

When the permit is issued, the administrative record for the
facility (particularly the fact sheet) will be the primary support for
defending the permit in administrative appeals including
evidentiary hearings. This information also will serve to alert
compliance/enforcement personnel to any special considerations
that were addressed at the time of permit issuance. In addition,
the accompanying documentation will be extremely important
during permit reissuance and will assist the permit writer in devel-
oping a revised permit.

In 40 CFR Part 124.56, a fact sheet containing “[a]ny calculations
or other necessary explanation of the derivation of specific efflu-
ent limitations” for many draft permits is required. Accordingly,
the WLAs along with the required LTA and CV used and the
calculations deriving them must be included or referenced in the
fact sheet. The permit limit derivation method used must also be
explained in the permit documentation. Where a permitting
authority develops a standardized and simplified method for per-
mit limit development as discussed in Section 5.4.2, the permit-
ting authority may not need to document all of the underlying
assumptions in the fact sheet, provided that the fact sheet refer-
ences a written permit limit development protocol. Any other
guidance used must also be cited.

5.7  EXPRESSING LIMITS AND DEVELOPING

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Limits must be expressed clearly in the NPDES permit so that they
clearly are enforceable and unambiguous. Chapter 6 discusses
compliance monitoring and enforcement problems that can re-
sult from improperly expressed limits. All limits, both chemical-
specific and whole effluent, should appear in Part 1 of the permit.
Special considerations in the use of both chemical-specific and
whole effluent toxicity limits are discussed below.,

5.7.1  Mass-based Etfiuent Limits

Mass-based effluent limits are required by NPDES regulations at
40 CFR 122.45(f). The regulation requires that all pollutants
limited in NPDES permits have limits, standards, or prohibitions
expressed in terms of mass with three exceptions, including one
for pollutants that cannot be expressed appropriately by mass.
Examples of such pollutants are pH, temperature, radiation, and
whole effluent toxicity. Mass limitations in terms of pounds per
day or kilograms per day can be calculated for all chemical-
specific toxics such as chlorine or chromium. Mass-based limits
should be calculated using concentration limits at critical flows.
For example, a permit limit of 10 mg/l of cadmium discharged at
an average rate of 1 million gallons per day also would contain a
limit of 38 kilograms/day of cadmium.

Mass-based limits are particularly important for control of
bioconcentratable pollutants. Concentration-based limits will not
adequately control discharges of these pollutants if the effluent
concentrations are below detection levels. For these pollutants,
controlling mass loadings to the receiving water is critical for
preventing adverse environmental impacts.

However, mass-based effluent limits alone may not assure attain-
ment of water quality standards in waters with low dilution. In
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these waters, the quantity of effluent discharged has a strong effect
on the instream dilution and therefore upon the RWC. At the
extreme case of a stream that is 100 percent effluent, it is the effluent
concentration rather than the effluent mass discharge that dictates
the instreamn concentration. Therefore, EPA recommends that per-

mit limits on both mass and concentration be specified for

effluents discharging into waters with less than 100 fold dilution

to ensure attainment of water quality standards.

5.7.2 Energy Conservation

Water quality-based permit limits by themselves do not provide any
incentive to dischargers to reduce wastewater flows. The reverse is
true; a more dilute effluent means water quality-based limits are
more easily achieved. However, increased flow translates into in-

Lreaseu power COH)U"‘IPIIOH fOI' Lreaunenuauuue: )IgﬂlllLdllL power
usage stems from pumping and mixing of volumes of wastewater in

if the volume of wastewater can be reduced

R GLNCTL Sy sited LARLIY ASLTVV AT (=8 L0 eS8 P

power consumption can be reduced and less fossil fuel burned. Such
reductions can be expected to result in concomitant decreases in air
pollution.

treatment sustems.

Therefore, EPA recommends that flow reductions and energy savings
be specifically encouraged where appropriate (usually in dilutions
greater than 100:1) by allowing water quality-based permit limits to
be mass-based and by allowing concentration-based limits to vary in
accordance with flow reduction requirements. The permit aiso could
include an energy savings analysis subject to approval by the permit-
ting authority.

5.7.3 Considerations in the Use of Chemicai-specific Limits
Metals

Another common problem encountered in expressing permit limits
occurs for metals. Some water quality standards express numeric
criteria for metals in terms of the dissolved or acid soluble phase of
the metal. NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.45(c) require permit
limitations for metals to be expressed in terms of total recoverable
metal unless (1) an effluent guideline requires the use of another
form, (2) technology-based limits are established on a case-by-case
basis, or (3) the approved analyticai method measures only the
dissolved form.

Where State water quality standards are expressed directly as total or
total recoverable metals, the permit limit can be established directly.
Where the water quality standards are expressed as dissolved or acid
soluble metal, the permit writer will need to reconcile the different
expressions of metals when establishing the permit limits. Some
State water quality standards implementation policies or procedures
provide the requirements for this conversion. In instances where a
State has no policy or procedure, the permit writer can take one of
four approaches. First, the permit writer could assume no difference
between the dissolved or acid soluble phases and the total recover-
able phase. This is the most stringent approach and would be most
appropriate in waters with low solids, where the discharged form of
the metal was mostly in the dissolved phase, or where data to use the
other options are unavailable. Second, the permit writer could
develop a site-specific relationship between the phases of metals by
developing a relationship through review of information on instream
metal concentrations. This approach requires concurrent sampling
of both metal phases during periods reflective of the environmental
conditions used to determine the WLA, Third, the permit writer

could use a relationship developed by EPA from national data;
this relationship is described in the national guidance for deter-
mining WLAs for toxic metals in rivers. This relationship re-
quires knowledge of instream concentrations of total suspended
solids at the environmentai conditions used to determine the

WLA. Fourth, the permit writer could use a geochemical
|||uucu, such as the cq'\.mlunuﬁ"l metal spec‘atuon mode!

MINTEQAZ (see Chapter 4). However, the input data require-
ment of this model are equivalent to collecting site-specific
data under Option 2. These options will be expressed in more
detail in subsequent guidance issued by EPA.

Update: The Agency has issued "Interim Guidance on Interpreta-
tion and Implementation Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals.” See the
update notice in front of this document for availability.

Detection Level Limits

A commonly encountered problem is the expression of calcu-
lated limits for specific chemicals where the concentration of
the limit is below the analytical detection level for the pollutant
of concern. This is particularly true for pollutants that are toxic
in extremely low concentrations or that bioaccumulate.

The recommended approach for these situations is to in-
clude in Part 1 of the permit the appropriate permit limit
derived from the water quality model and the WLA for the
parameter of concern, regardless of the proximity of the
limit to the analytical detection level. The limit also should
contain an accompanying requirement indicating the specific
analytical method that should be used for purposes of compli-
ance monitoring. The requirement should indicate that any
sample is analyzed in accordance with the specified method
and found to be below the compliance level will be deemed to
be in compliance with the permit limit unless ather monitoring
information (as discussed below) indicates a violation. Sample
results reported at or above the compliance level should be
reported as observed whereas samples below the compliance
level should be reported as less than this level.

The level of compliance cited in the permit must be clearly
defined and quantified. For most NPDES permitting situa-
tions, EPA recommends that the compliance level be de-
fined in the permit as the minimum level (ML). The ML is
the level at which the entire analytical system gives recog-
nizable mass spectra and acceptable calibration points.
This level corresponds to the lowest point at which the calibra-
tion curve is determined based on analyses for the pollutant of
concern in a reagent water. The ML has been applied in
determinations of pollutant measurements by gas chromatog-
raphy combined with mass spectrometry. The concept of a
minimum level recently was used in developing the Organic
Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers effluent guidelines

{5l

The minimum leve! is not equivalent to the method detection
level, which is defined in 40 CFR Part 136 Appendix B as the
minimum concentration of a substance that can be measured
and reported with 99-percent confidence that the analyte con-
centration is greater than zero and is determined from the analy-
sis of a sample in a given matrix containing the analyte. EPA is
not recommending use of the method detection level because
quantitation at the method detection level is not as precise as at
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the ML. it is not similar to the practical quantitation limit (PQL),
which is typically set as a specific (and sometimes arbitrary)
muitiple of the method detection level. Because the PQL has no
one definition, EPA is not recommending its use in NPDES permit-
ting. Nor is it similar to other terms such as the limit of detection,
limit of quantitation, estimated quantitation limit , or instrument
detection limit.

The permitting authority may choose to specify another level at
which compliance determinations are made. Where the permit-
ting authority so chooses, the authority must be assured that the
level is quantifiable, defensible, and close as possible to the permit
level.

Where water quality-based limits below analytical detection
tevels are placed in permits, EPA recommends that special
conditions also be included in the permit to help ensure that
the limits are being met and that excursions above water
quality standards are not occurring. Examples of such special
conditions include fish tissue collection and analyses, limits and/or
monitoring requirements on internal waste streams, and limits
and/or monitoring for surrogate parameters. This information
can be used to help support reopening the permit to establish
more stringent effluent limits if necessary.

5.7.4 Considerations in the Use of Whole Effluent Toxicity
Limits

Test Methods

NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)iv) require that meth-
ods approved under 40 CFR Part 136 be used for compliance
monitoring, and in the absence of an approved method, the
permit must specify the method to be used. The permit should
also carefully consider any other case-specific aspects of the whole
effluent toxicity test method that should be designated in the
permit. Such aspects as the dilutions at which testing will be
conducted, the different species to be used, the specific end-
points, the statistical procedures for analyzing the data, quality
assurance, and other factors should be clearly stated as a permit
condition to assure that the whole effluent toxicity testing that is
performed to ascertain compliance with a limit or monitoring
requirement is the test procedure the regulatory authority desires.
In some instances, promulgated methodologies allow significant
flexibility and choice in how the method is actually conducted. A
simple reference to the methodology in the permit may not result
in the test being conducted as intended.

Units of Expression and Detection Levels

The permit limit for toxicity itself and the detection levels, or
sensitivity levels, associated with the various types of toxicity tests
determine the type of manitoring requirement, which should be
specified with the limit. It is a misconception to think, for ex-
ample, that only acute toxicity tests should be used where the
WLA for acute protection is used to derive the more limiting LTA
or should always be used to monitor for the MDL. It is a similar
misconception to think that only chronic tests should be used
where chronic LTA is limiting or should always be used to monitor
for the average monthly limit. The MDLs and AMLs are derived
from the more limiting of the two LTAs. Therefore, either acute or

chronic tests might apply to a given situation depending upon
the test detection levels or test sensitivity,

For example, a limit of 5 TU, (no observed effect concentration
[NOEC] of 20 percent or greater) would require chronic toxicity
testing where the ACR is 20 for that effluent. An acute test would
not be sensitive enough to measure effluent toxicity in this in-
stance, since 5 TU, would be equivalent te 0.25 TU,. Conversely,
if the ACR was 2, then an acute test could be used because 5 TU.
would be equal to 2.5 TUa. Generally, there is no reason to mix
two types of monitoring requirements for the same limit when
limits are derived from the most limiting LTA. Doing so will
confuse the results and complicate assessments of average monthiy
limits where sampling frequency is greater than once per month.

The acute toxicity test, when using an LCsq as the test endpoint,
has an upper sensitivity leve! of 100-percent effluent, or 1.0 TU,.
if less than 50 percent of the test organisms die at 100-percent
effluent an LC5q cannot be determined from the test data, and
the true LCgq value for the effluent cannot be measured. [n this
situation, an acute test could still be used for compliance monitor-
ing purposes but the endpoint would need to be changed to a
greater level of sensitivity. The endpoint could be specified in
terms of “no statistically significant difference in acute toxicity
between 100 percent effluent sample and the control.” This is
the most sensitive application of an acute test and could be used
for monitoring compliance with a limit that, because of lack of
available dilution, applies the EPA recommended acute criterion
of 0.3 TU, at the end of the pipe.

However, these tests would not accurately quantify any level of
chronic toxicity present. For chronic testing, an effluent with an
NOEC of greater than 100 percent presents a similar test sensitiv-
ity problem. An effluent with an NOEC of greater than 100
percent contains less than 1.0 TU. and would meet the EPA
recommended chronic criterion for toxicity at the edge of the
mixing zone, if dilution were available, as well as at the end of the
pipe if no dilution were available.

Description of Limits

When toxicity limits are used, additional description of the limit is
required. The limit should be stated in Part 1 as “effluent toxicity”
in the parameter column with “maximum TUs,” “minimum ATE
{acute toxicity endpoint],” or “minimum NOEC” in parentheses
underneath. The numerical values should be placed in the appro-
priate concentration column followed by TU or a percent sign. A
footnote should direct the reader to Part 3 for specific require-
ments on how to conduct the tests. The description in Part 3
should accomplish the following:

¢ Explain how the limit is expressed (e.g., the limit is the
minimum ATE expressed as percent effluent or the limit is
the maximum TU,)

¢ Specify the test species and the test methods for compli-
ance monitoring purposes

* Describe any special reporting or followup requirements
(e.g., requirements to conduct a toxicity reduction evalua-
tion).
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The language in Part 3 should be modified as needed to suit the
situation. The following example language is provided only for
purposes of illustration:

¢ “The effluent toxicity limit contained in Part 1 is the allow-
able chronic toxicity to the most sensitive of three test
species. It is expressed as the allowable NOEC in percent
effluent. The required test species and the procedures to
follow are described in Short Term Methods for Estimating
the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Fresh-
water Organisms, EPA/600/4-89/001, March 1989.”

* “The permittee shall conduct monitoring of effluent toxicity
once per month. One 24-hour composite sample shall be
collected and tested within 24 hours of collection. Results
shall be reported as the NOEC. Any test that does not meet
quality control requirements as described in the above
referenced methods shall be repeated using a freshly col-
lected sample as soon as practicable.”

5.7.5 Selection of Monitoring Frequencies

There is no fixed guidance on establishment of monitoring fre-
quencies. The decision on the monitoring frequency is case-
specific and needs to consider a number of factors, including
those listed below:

* Type of treatment process, including retention time

¢ Environmental significance and nature of the pollutant or
pollutant parameter

¢ Cost of monitoring relative to the discharger’s capabilities
and benefit obtained

¢ Compliance history

¢ Number of monthly samples used in developing the permit
limit
¢ Effluent variability.

Based upon an array of data analyzed for both individual chemi-
cals and whole effluent toxicity, and independent of other consid-
erations, EPA has observed that ideally 10 or more samples per
month provides the greatest statistical likelihood that the average
of the various monthly values will approach the true monthly LTA
value. In practice, however, selection of monitoring frequencies
will need to consider the previously mentioned factors and arrive
at a reasonable compromise of the appropriate considerations.

5.7.6 Analytical Variability

Permits require monitoring to establish whether a facility is dis-
charging at a level that complies with the permit limits. All
monitoring includes analytical variability. The true concentration
in a sample can be higher or lower than the measured one due to
this variability; however, there is no way to predict which way it
will go.

Historically, EPA has not directly considered analytica! variability
from monitoring methods when establishing permit limits. If the
upper bound of the analytical variability was added to the limit,
there would be a higher potential that the permit limit would fail

to protect the wasteload allocation. This would not be consistent
with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1). On the other hand, if the lower bound
of the analytical uncertainty was subtracted from the limit, there
would be better assurance that the limit achieved the WLA. This
approach could be overly conservative given the other factors
used to develop permit limits. EPA believes that its recommended
approach provides a balance between these two extremes.

5.7.7  Antibacksliding

CWA Section 402(0) establishes express statutory language pro-
hibiting the relaxation of permit limits based on water quality.
Under the statute, relaxation of water quality-based limits is per-
missible only if either the requirements of Sections 402(o)2) or
303(d)(4) are met. These two provisions constitute independent
exceptions to the prohibition against relaxation of permit imits. f
either is met, relaxation is permissible.

Relaxation of Water Quality-based Limits Under
Section303(d)(4)

Section 402(0)(1) prohibits the establishment of less stringent
water guality-based effluent limitations “except in compliance
with Section 303(d)(4).” Section 303(d)(4) has two parts: Para-
graph (A), which applies to “nonattainment waters” and Para-
graph (B), which applies to “attainment waters.”

* Nonattainment waters: Section 303(d)(4)(A) allows estab-
lishment of less stringent water quality-based effluent limi-
tations in a permit for discharge into a nonattainment
water only if (1) the existing permit limitation must have
been based on a total maximum daily load (TMDL) or other
WILA established under Section 303, and (2) attainment of
water quality standards must be assured.

e Attainment waters: Section 303(d)(4)(B) allows establish-
ment of less stringent water quality-based effluent limita-
tions in a permit for discharge into an attained water as
long as the revised permit limit is consistent with a State’s
antidegradation policy. This is not restricted to limits based
on a TMDL or WLA,

Relaxation of Water Quality-based Limits Under
Section 402

Section 402(0)(2) also outlines exceptions to the general prohibi-
tion against establishment of less stringent water guality-based
permit limits in a permit. Under Section 402(0)(2), the establish-
ment of less stringent limits based on water quality may be
allowed where:

1) There have been material and substantial alterations or
additions to the permitted facility which justify this relax-
ation.

2) Good cause exists due to events beyond the permittee’s
control (e.g., acts of God) and for which there is no reason-
ably available remedy.

3) The permittee has installed and properly operated and
maintained required treatment facilities but still has been
unable to meet the permit limitations (relaxation may only
be allowed to the treatment levels actually achieved).
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4) New information (other than revised regulations, guidance,
or test methods) justifies relaxation of water quality-based
permit limitations.

This last exception applies to water quality-based permit
limitations only where the revised limitations resuit in a net
reduction in pollutant loadings and are not the result of
another discharger’s elimination or substantial reduction of
its discharge for reasons unrelated to water quality (e.g.,
operation termination).

Although Paragraph 402(0)(2) lists two additional exceptions,
one for technical mistakes and mistakes of law and one for permit
modifications or variances, the statute provides that these excep-
tions do not apply to water quality-based effluent limitations. As a
result, these exceptions do not provide a basis for relaxing water
quality-based limitations.

Relaxation of Water Quality-Based Permit Conditions or Stan-
dards

The provisions in Section 402(c) discussed previously only ad-
dress the relaxation of effluent limits based on water quality. The
relaxation of other permit conditions or standards based on water
quality are governed by EPA’s existing antibacksliding regulations
at 40 CFR 122.44(N(1). Under these regulations when a permit is
renewed or reissued, interim effluent limitations, standards, or
conditions must be at least as stringent as the final effluent
limitations, standards, or conditions in the previous permit “un-
less the circumstances on which the previous permit was based
have materially and substantially changed since the time the
permit was issued and would constitute cause for permit modifi-
cation...”. In other words, unless cause for permit modification is
present, relaxed conditions or standards are not permissible. EPA
regulations setting forth cause for permit modification can be
found at 40 CFR122.62.

Restrictions of Backsliding

Even if any of the backsliding exceptions outlined in the statute or
regulations are applicable and met, Section 402(0)(3) acts as a
floor and restricts the extent to which water quality-based permit
limitations may be relaxed. Paragraph (0)(3) prohibits the relax-
ation of water quality-based permit limitations in all cases if there
will be a violation of applicable effiuent limitation guidelines or
water quality standards, including antidegradation requirements.
This requirement affirms existing provisions of the CWA that
require permit limits, standards, and conditions to ensure compli-
ance with applicable technology-based limits and water quality
standards.

5.8  TOXICITY REDUCTION EVALUATIONS

Where monitoring indicates unacceptable effluent toxicity, one
principal mechanism for bringing a discharger into compliance
with a water quality-based whole effluent toxicity requirement is a
toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE) (6]. The purpose of a TRE is to
investigate the causes and to identify corrective actions for diffi-
cuit effluent toxicity problems. The permitting authority may
require that the permittee conduct a TRE in those cases where the

discharger is unable to explain adequately and immediately cor-
rect exceedances of a whole effluent toxicity permit limit or
requirement.

A TRE is a site-specific study conducted in a stepwise process to
narrow the search for effective control measures for effluent toxic-
ity. TREs are designed to identify the causative agents of effluent
toxicity, isolate the sources of the toxicity, evaluate the effective-
ness of toxicity control options, and then confirm the reduction in
effluent toxicity. The ultimate objective of a TRE is for the dis-
charger to achieve the limits or permit requirements for effluent
toxicity contained in the permit and thereby attain the water
quality standards for receiving waters.

The requirement for a permittee to conduct a TRE may be written
into the special conditions section of a permit, which contains
whole effluent toxicity limits. In some cases, the permit issuing
authority may also use other legally binding mechanisms, includ-
ing Section 308 letters, Administrative Orders, or Consent De-
crees, to require a TRE.

5.8.1 TRE Guidance Documents

To assist permittees in conducting TREs and achieving compliance
with whole effluent toxicity limits, EPA has developed a series of
three guidance documents [6, 7, 8):

1) Generalized Methodology for Conducting industrial Toxicity
Reduction Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070)

2) Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Protocol for Municipal Wastewa-
ter Treatment Plants (EPA/600/2-88/062)

3) Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations:

Phase 1 Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/3-
88/034)

Phase 2 Toxicity Identification Procedures (EPA/600/
3-88/035)

Phase 3 Toxicity Confirmation Procedures (EPA/600/
3-88/036).

These guidance documents describe the methods and proce-
dures for conducting TREs and Toxicity Identification Evaluations
(TIEs). They are based on the resuits of EPA’s continuing efforts in
TRE methods research and case study applications. Separate TRE
guidance has been developed for industrial dischargers and mu-
nicipal wastewater treatment plants to better address the circum-
stances of each type of facility. Procedures for the characteriza-
tion, identification, and confirmation of the causative agents of
effluent acute toxicity have been developed and are described in a
three-phased TIE methods manual. These TIE methods are appli-
cable to both industrial and municipal effluents and are an inte-
gral part of the protocols for TREs described in the industrial and
municipal TRE guidance documents. TIE methods using chronic
toxicity tests for identifying toxicants will soon be developed and
available in a draft guidance document.

5.8.2 Recommended Approach for Conducting TREs

To ensure the successful completion of a TRE, the guidance
documents recommend a systematic, stepwise approach that
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eliminates the possible causes or sources of toxicity until a solution
or control method is determined. The guidance documents
discourage “playing hunches” or implementing extensive control
measures solely on the basis of unsubstantiated conclusions (e.g.,
selecting and implementing a treatment plant upgrade without
adequate information). Experience shows that unnecessary delays
and expenditures in achieving the objective of the evaluation are
avoided by building a sound scientific and engineering basis for
selection of a control method. This can best be done by the
logical interpretation of the information and data collected in a
systematic approach to a TRE. The causes or control methods
identified should then go through a confirmation stage. This is
especially important in cases where the control method selected
requires the construction of additional treatment. A flow chart,
generalized from the guidance documents, for this approach to
TREs is presented in Figure 5-10. The steps in this flow chart are
summarized in the following discussion.

Determination of TRE Objectives and Development of the TRE
Plan

Obviously, the success of any study is dependent on a clear
understanding of what is to be achieved and how these objectives
are to be demonstrated and measured. Typically, TRE objectives
are set by the regulatory authority in terms of a toxicity test
endpoint (ATE or chronic toxicity endpoint [CTE]) in order to
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[ ]
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Figure 5-10. Generalized TRE Flow Chart

meet a limit or permit condition. TRE plans should be submitted
by the discharger as soon as possible. In some cases, this could be
30 to 60 days following notification that a TRE is required. In
other instances, this period could be longer. These plans are
important for ensuring that the TRE objectives are well under-
stood and that the TRE to be conducted is thorough and repre-
sents a reasonable effort to achieve the required reduction in
effluent toxicity. An implementation schedule should also be
developed describing the timeframe for completion of the specific
components of the TRE plan by the required TRE completion
date. This schedule should be submitted for review in conjunc-
tion with the TRE plan. EPA recommends that the TRE schedule
should be set or approved by the regulatory agency. Approval
of the schedule and the completion date should not imply ap-
proval of the TRE plan itself or the procedures and methods
outlined in the plan. Instead, the TRE plan should only be
reviewed and any comments provided to the permittee as needed.

To assist in this review, Box 5-3 provides evaluation criteria for TRE
plans. The permitting authority should review the TRE plan and
inform the discharger of any apparent shortcomings or potential
problems. The TRE should not be delayed pending completion of
the review of the plan. The specified completion date for the TRE
must still be met and the permittee should be expected to begin
steps to investigate and alleviate the effluent toxicity as soon as
possible following notification that a TRE is required. During the
course of the TRE, the regulatory agency should provide over-
sight, as time permits, to make the TRE as effective as possible.

Evaluation of Existing Site-specific Information

The next step involves the collection of any information and
analytical data relevant to the effluent toxicity. The permittee
should begin collecting and evaluating this information as soon as
possible following notification that a TRE is required. In some
cases, this step may be conducted concurrently with accelerated
toxicity testing as part of the development of a TRE plan. For an
industrial discharger, this part of the evaluation would include
information such as plant and process information, influent and
effluent physical and chemical monitoring data, effluent toxicity
data, and material use. For a POTW, additional information, such
as industrial waste survey applications, local limits compliance
reports, and monitoring data, should be collected. This informa-
tion is used to supplement the data generated in the later steps of
the TRE and may be useful at that stage to point to potential
sources or treatment options.

Evaluation of Facility Operations and Maintenance
Practices

This part of the evaluation is performed in order to ascertain
whether the facility is consistently well operated and whether the
effluent toxicity is the resuit of periodic treatment plant upsets,
bypass, or some other operational deficiency that may be causing
or contributing to the effluent toxicity. This part of the TRE should
be initiated immediately after notification that a TRE is required.
Alternatively, the permittee may begin to conduct this step at the
same time that any accelerated toxicity testing is required. At
both municipal and industrial facilities, this step would involve the
evaluation of “housekeeping,” treatment system operation, and
chemical use. In some cases, best management practices (BMPs)
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may be identified, which would improve operations and effluent
quality. However, the effectiveness of BMPs in reducing effluent
toxicity shoutd be carefully confirmed, and it will usually be
necessary to test a number of samples and perhaps to conduct
Phase 1 of the TIE to develop this level of certainty. The results of
this evaluation may lead to preliminary strategies for source re-
duction and poilution prevention, inciuding spill or leak preven-
tion, improvements in material handling and disposal practices,
or substitution or re-use of a compound known to be highly toxic.

Toxicity Identification Evaluation

TIE procedures are performed in three phases: characterization,
identification, and confirmation [7]. In each phase, aquatic or-
ganism toxicity tests are used to track toxicity at each step of the
procedure. in most cases, these are abbreviated or shortened
toxicity tests. in the toxicity characterization phase, the general

nature of the causative agents of effluent toxicity or toxicants is
determined. This is done by conducting a battery of tests to
characterize the physical/chemical characteristics of the toxicity:
solubility, volatility, decomposability, complexibility, filterability,
and sorbability. This information can then be used to decide
which chemica! analytical methods will to use in Phase 2 or it can
be used to design treatability studies.

The results of Phase 1 also may be used to provide additional
confirmation of the effectiveness of any BMP that was imple-
mented in the previous step of the TRE to reduce the effluent
toxicity. This would require conducting at least one Phase 1
analysis prior to implementation of the BMP (i.e., any source
control method implemented as a result of the evaluation of
facility operation and maintenance). The results of this analysis
would then be compared with Phase 1 results from samples taken
after BMP implementation.

of the schedule?

TRE?

steps of the TRE?

components of the study plan?

the various components of the evaluation?

Box 5-3. Evaluation Criteria for TRE Plans

] Are the objectives or targets of the TRE stated clearly and accurately?
. Are the schedule and milestones for accomplishing the tasks described in the study plan?

. Are the final TRE report, progress reports, and meetings with the regulatory authority included as part
. Are the approaches or methods to be used described to the extent possible prior to beginning the

. Has available EPA guidance been used in designing the TRE and developing the TRE plan (or if other
methods are proposed, are these sufficiently documented)?

. Does the TRE plan specify what resuits and data are to be included in the interim and final reports?

. Does the TRE plan provide for arrangements for any inspections or visits to the facility or laboratory
that are determined to be necessary by the regulatory authority?

. Are the toxicity test methods and endpoints to be used described or referenced?

. Does the approach described build on previous results and proceed by narrowing down the possibili-
ties in a logical progression?

. Does the plan provide for all test results to be analyzed and used to focus on the most effective
approach for any subsequent source investigations, treatability studies, and control method evalua-
tions?

. Are optimization of existing plant/treatment operations and spill control programs part of the initial

. Does the TRE plan allow a sufficient amount of time and appropriate level of effort for each of the

. Does the TIE use broad characterization steps and consider quantitative and qualitative effluent

variability?
. Is toxicity tracked with aquatic organism toxicity tests throughout the analyses?
. is the choice of toxicity tests for the TRE logical and will correlations be conducted if the species used

are different from those used for routine biomonitoring?

. Is the laboratory analytical capability and the expertise of the investigator broad enough to conduct
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In Phase 2 of the TIE, the results of Phase 1 are built upon, and the
TIE proceeds to chemical analyses designed to identify the specific
chemicals causing effluent toxicity. In Phase 3, the identified
toxicants are confirmed using a number of procedures, including
correlation of toxicity with chemical concentration, spiking ex-
periments, toxicity mass balance, and additional test species and
their symptoms.

The current version of the TIE methods uses acute toxicity tests to
characterize and identify the toxicants. In some cases, these
methods may also be used for TREs where the objective is to
reduce chronic toxicity. In order for these methods to be appli-
cable, however, there must be some measurable acute toxicity in
the effluent samples that are to be characterized in Phase 1 and
analyzed in Phase 2. If this approach is used, the appropriate
chronic toxicity test, as specified in the TRE abjectives and permit
requirements, should then be used in the Phase 3 confirmation
procedures. confirm that the toxicant(s) identified using
acute tests in Phases 1 and 2, are indeed causing the whole
effluent chronic toxicity, which must be reduced.

Thaic vasill
1INy vwill

It is possible to use the methods and procedures described in the
other components of the overall TRE with either acute or chronic
toxicity tests. The fact that the previous version of the EPA TIE
methods use acute toxicity tests should not be construed to mean
that TREs cannot be required or conducted for the reduction of
chronic toxicity. These methods provide additional tools to assist
permittees in the reduction of whole effluent chronic toxicity.
Phase 1 procedures that use chronic toxicity tests will soon be
available in draft EPA guidance. These TIE methods are applicable
to freshwater discharges to either saltwater or freshwater receiv-
ing waters. The use of these methods for saltwater receiving
waters may require their adaption for use with marine test species
or, preferably, an initial correlation of the recommended freshwa-
ter TIE test species to the marine species used for monitoring.

Source Investigation

Based on the results of the TIE, a decision is made on whether to
conduct treatability studies on the final effluent and/or conduct a
source investigation. A source investigation is most readily per-
formed when the specific toxicants have been identified and
influent samples can be analyzed for the presence of these com-
pounds or when potential source streams can be selected for
chemical analysis (based on the results of the initial data acquisi-
tion step). However, in some cases where the specific causative
agents of effluent toxicity have not been identified in the TIE, it
may be possible to conduct a source investigation by “treating”
influent samples in bench-scale models of the facility treatment
plant, measuring the toxicity of the treated sample and then
tracking this toxicity to its source.

Source investigations will lead to control methods, such as chemi-
cal substitution, process modification, treatment of process or
influent streams (pretreatment), and possible elimination of the
process. For POTWSs, source investigations may lead to the devel-
opment of local limits or to the requirement that an indirect
discharger evaluate and control their effluent so as to reduce its
toxicity and prevent passthrough at the POTW. The implementa-
tion of source control methods can effectively reduce effluent
toxicity and also can avoid any cross-media transfer of pollutants

to air or sludge, which may occur as a result of end of pipe
treatment. Types of source control methods that have proven to
be effective in reducing effluent toxicity are improvements in
facility housekeeping, chemical substitution, process optimiza-
tion, reclamation/re-use, and pretreatment.

Toxicity Treatability Evaluation

Toxicity treatability evaluations are conducted to identify possible
treatment methods that can effectively reduce effluent toxicity
and may involve modifications or additions to the existing system.
Treatability studies generally use the same type of information on
the nature of the chemicals to be removed as is generated by
Phase 1 of the TIE. These treatability tests should be conducted
on a bench-scale initially and then a pilot scale prior to construc-
tion of additional treatment or substantial modification of the
existing plant. The use of these bench- and pilot-scale tests,
coupled with aquatic organism toxicity tests, should be used to
confirm the effectiveness of the treatment option. Confirmation
of the results of treatability studies is equally important as it is for
the TIE. Skipping this confirmation step is an invitation for
unwarranted expense.

Toxicity Control Method Selection and Implementation

After the investigative steps of the TRE are completed, it is not
unusual for a number of possible control options to have been
identified. At this point, a site specific selection must be made by
the discharger based on the technical and economic feasibility of
the various alternatives. Following this selection, the toxicity
control method is implemented or a compliance plan is submit-
ted if construction of additional treatment requires a substantial
amount of time.

Followup and Confirmation

After the control method is implemented and the final TRE report
is submitted, the permitting agency should direct the permittee
to conduct followup monitoring to confirm that the reduction in
effluent toxicity is attained and maintained. Normally, this moni-
toring should follow an accelerated schedule, weekly or biweekly
toxicity tests, for a period of 2 to 3 months to confirm the
effectiveness of the controls implemented and the continued
attainment of the TRE objective. This followup monitoring should
use the same species as were specified for routine toxicity testing
in the permit. The test endpoints of these toxicity tests should be
the same as those which were calculated by the water quality-
based permit limit derivation procedure used when the permit
was issued. Once the discharger has demonstrated the successful
completion of the TRE, the permitting agency should direct the
discharger to return to the routine permit monitoring schedule.

5.8.3 Circumstances Warranting a TRE

It is the responsibility of the permitting authority to determine if
the permit limits and/or the State water quality criteria have been
threatened or violated and to notify the permittee if a TRE is
required. It is appropriate for the permitting authority to require
additional toxicity testing following the initial exceedance or vio-
lation. This additional testing may precede notification that a TRE
will be required or it may be considered as the initial part of the
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TRE and be conducted simultaneously with TRE plan develop-
ment and the evaluation of other existing site-specific informa-
tion.

it is important to recognize that the purpose of this additional
toxicity testing is to determine the continued presence or absence
of effluent toxicity and the magnitude of that toxicity. This
information can then be used to determine the continued compli-
ance or noncompliance with the limit or permit conditions for
effluent toxicity. These tests do not serve to verify or confirm the
initial test results from an earlier sample. [nstead, the permit
authority shall use the results of these tests to determine if a TRE or
some other action is the appropriate response to the initial occur-
rence of toxicity.

If the permit has a limit for whole effluent toxicity, then generally,
the permit should not include any specific conditions for acceler-
ated toxicity testing or for triggering a TRE or some other action
(e.g., exceedances in two consecutive tests or exceedances in any
three out of five tests). CWA Section 309 requires that any single
violation of a permit limit may be subject to enforcement. The
EPA Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Strategy for Toxics
Control (January 19, 1989, Appendix B-4) states that, “Each
exceedance of a directly enforceable whole effluent toxicity limit
is of concern to the regulatory agency and therefore qualifies as
meeting the VRAC [violation review action criterion] requiring
professional review.” Accelerated monitoring shouid only be
used to assist in this professional review to determine what, if any,
enforcement response is necessary, including the need for the
permittee to conduct a TRE. it will be necessary for the Region or
State regulatory authority to determine this on a case-by-case
basis. This must be done in a manner consistent with the priori-
ties established in their respective toxics control strategies and
permitting procedures.

In situations where it is determined that accelerated testing is
appropriate, a maximum of weekly tests for a minimum period of
2 months is recommended. This would result in eight tests, plus
the routine monitoring toxicity test that initially indicated the
exceedence or violation, for a total of nine tests in the series. As a
practical approach for determining if a TRE is an appropriate
response, EPA recommends if toxicity is repeatedly or periodi-
cally present at levels above the effluent limits more than 20
percent of the time, a TRE should be required. With toxicity
present at this rate, the TRE protocols will be useful.

In most cases, any one additional exceedance (beyond the initial
routine monitoring toxicity test result) in the accelerated toxicity
tests could result in notification of the permittee that a TRE is
required. Exceptions to this guideline might include cases where
the permittee is able to adequately demonstrate that the cause of
the exceedances is known and corrective actions have been im-
mediately implemented or cases where additional test quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) is necessary or desirable. The
submittal of QC fact sheets for self-biomonitoring (e.g., Appendix
B-2) should always be recommended to avoid QA/QC problems.

If the test results indicate that toxicity is not consistently or
repeatedly present in the test series, previous discharge monitor-
ing reports (DMRs) should be examined to ascertain if a recurrent
problem exists. If the problem is recurrent, a TRE should be
required, and the TRE plan should explain how the design of the

evaluation will address this periodic or recurrent effluent toxicity
problem. In these cases, more elaborate sampling design and
influent or process stream monitoring may be needed. It should
be expected that TREs conducted under these circumstances will
probably require a more flexible schedule and perhaps additional
time before the required completion date.

If the accelerated testing and previous DMRs show the continued
absence of effluent toxicity, then the initial exceedance would be
considered an episodic event and a TRE should not be required. A
TRE is not an appropriate response to a single, episodic effluent
toxicity event (e.g., a spill or a plant upset). By conducting
accelerated testing following a violation or exceedance of a per-
mit condition, unnecessary TREs can be avoided. Similarly, con-
ducting accelerated testing as part of the initial steps of a TRE will
allow for the TRE to be ended in its very early stages if the toxicity
is immediately controlled or determined to be episodic or nonre-
current. By following the TRE guidance and incorporating accel-
erated testing into the TRE, unnecessary analyses and expense can
be avoided.

It also is important to note that for the practical purposes of
conducting a TRE (as opposed to the purpose of determining if a
TRE should be required or not), the magnitude of the effluent
toxicity needed to conduct a TRE may be less than the magnitude
or level set as the permit limit or permit monitoring condition.
This is because if the limit or monitoring condition is water
quality-based then some amount of dilution will usually be incor-
porated in determining the unacceptable level of effluent toxicity.
In some cases, it may be possible for the TRE procedures to be
carried out even if the toxicity does not actually exceed this
permitted level. This will be the case as long as the effluent
toxicity is periodically or consistently present in measurable
amounts in samples of 100-percent effluent.

It also is reasonable for a discharger to initiate a TRE prior to the
establishment of a permit limit for toxicity if unacceptable levels of
toxicity are found in the effluent through routine monitoring or
through inspection and compliance sampling by the regulatory
authority. Under these circumstances the regulatory authority
will need to identify what constitutes unacceptable levels of toxic-
ity since this will not be defined by a permit limit (see Chapter 3
on determining the reasonable potential for excursions of water
quality standards). It also is not unreasonable for the discharger
to voluntarily initiate a TRE under these circumstances.

5.8.4 Mechanisms for Requiring TREs

There are a number of mechanisms that can be used to require a
TRE. In most cases, the TRE should be required by a Section 308
letter or by an enforcement action, such as a Section 309 Admin-
istrative Order or a Consent Decree. The permittee should receive
notification from the permit authority of what response is re-
quired. This enables the permit authority to assess whether a TRE
is the appropriate action to pursue. If effluent toxicity reappears
following the successful completion of a TRE, then the permit
authority should be able to review this type of situation to deter-
mine if an additional TRE is appropriate or if some other action is
required. In general, when the permit is issued with whole
effluent toxicity limits in Part 1 of the permit, TRE requirements
should be used where necessary to bring the permittee into
compliance with those limits. Box 5-4 provides example lan-

118



EXAIBIT 12

guage for effluent toxicity limits, developed as part of the Whole
Effluent Toxicity Basic Permitting Principles and Enforcement Strat-

egy (Appendix B-4).

Box 5-5 presents sample language for use in requiring TREs by a
Section 308 letter or a Section 309 Order. This sample language,
especially the reporting dates, should be tailored to fit the specific
permittee. The completion date should be specified on a case-by-
case basis. Factors to consider in setting this completion date
include the type of facility, the variability of the effluent, and the
previous compliance history. In order to conduct a TRE, reason-

able timeframes are 6 to 18 months for an industrial discharger
and 12 to 24 months for a municipal wastewater treatment plant.
For POTWs, it may take longer to conduct a TRE due to lengthy
government contracting procedures, large sewer collection sys-
tems, and less influent constituent control. It should be recog-
nized that extensions to these initial timeframes may be granted if
the progress reports demonstrate that this is warranted. In situa-
tions where reductions in chemical concentrations to meet chemi-
cal-specific limits are needed as well as reductions in effiuent
toxicity, the timeframes may be adjusted to enable those efforts
to proceed simultaneously.

Box 5-4. Model Permit Language for Effluent Toxicity Limits
Part 1.A. Final Effluent Limits and Monitoring Requirements

During the period beginning on the effective date of this permit and lasting until the expiration date, the
permittee is authorized to discharge in accordance with the following limits and monitoring requirements
from the following outfall(s): 001.

Monitoring Requirement

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limit Concentration

Reporting Daily Monthly Measurement ~ Sample
Code/Units Parameter Maximum Average Frequency Type
—TU, Toxicity 10.0 5.0 x/month composite

The permittee shall use the toxicity testing and data assessment procedures described in Part 3.B of this
permit.

Box 5-5. Example Language for Requiring Toxicity Reduction Evaluations

The discharger shall demonstrate that effluent toxicity-based permit limits described in Part 1.A. of the
permit are being attained and maintained through the application of all reasonable treatment and/or
source control measures. Upon identifying noncompliance with those limits the discharger shall initiate
corrective actions according to the following schedule:

Task Deadline

1. Take all reasonable measures necessary to Within 24 hours

reduce toxicity immediately.

2. Submit a plan and schedule to attain continued Within 30 days
compliance with the effluent toxicity-based permit
limits in Part |.A.,where source of toxicity is known,

if immediate compliance is not attained.

3. Submit a TRE study plan detailing the toxicity Within 45 days
eduction procedures to be employed where source is

unknown and toxicity cannot be immediately controlled

through operational changes. EPA’s Toxicity Reduction

Procedures, Phases 1, 2, and 3 (EPA-600/3-88/034, 035,

and 036) and TRE protocol for POTWs {(EPA-600/2-88/062)

shall be the basis for this plan and schedule.
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Box 5-5. Example Language for Requiring Toxicity Reduction
Evaluations (continued)

4.  Initiate TRE plan. Within 45 days
5.  Comply with approved TRE schedule. Iimmediately upon approval
6. Submit results of the TRE, including summary of Per approved schedule
findings, corrective actions required, and data generated.
7. Implement TRE controls as described in the final report. On due date of final report
per approved schedule
8.  Complete TRE implementation to meet permit limits Per approved schedule, but
and conditions. in no case later than XX
months from initial noncom-
pliance.
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