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It is common during the winter season in Valdez to have weather related transportation 
interruptions that would prohibit the timely delivery of the two effluent replenisher 
samples required to perform the Topsmelt 7 day static renewal test as required by 
EP A/600/R-95-136. It is also conceivable that the Ballast Water Treatment system will 
periodically be idled for operational or maintenance requirements thus making the 
collection: of samples problematic. These issues, and others, as described below, present 
Alyeska with several potential adverse outcomes if the final permit does not provide 
relief. 

COMMENT lA: The Permit requires Alyeska to perform monthly chronic WET testing 
for 12 consecutive months and then allows for a frequency reduction to quarterly 
provided the trigger value of 56 TUc is not exceeded during the 12 month period. There 
is a likelihood that an interruption of the 12 consecutive month period could occur 
because of weather related transportation interruptions or treatment plant operational 
conditions which would render the test invalid. This could lead to a situation where the 
WET test could not be completed and the monthly monitoring frequency not met. Under 
this scenario the 12 consecutive month requirement for reduction in monitoring 
frequency could conceivably not be fulfilled and Alyeska would presumably and 
unreasonably be required to restart the 12 month testing clock beginning with the month 
following the interruption. Alyeska proposes that EPA provide Permit language to allow 
for the reduction in monitoring frequency even if a lapse in monthly testing occurs 
because of events that are reasonably beyond our control. 

RESPONSE #lA - It is not EPAs intent to require the Permittee to restart 12 consecutive 
months oftesting in the event a monthly test could not be completed due to weather 
related transportation issues outside ofthe Permittee's control. EPA has revised the 
final language in Section IH. ofthe permit to state 

"The calculation of 12 consecutive months shall exclude any months 
where a valid WET test could not be completed because ofweather related 
transportation interruptions outside of the Permittee's control. In the 
event a transportation interruption prevents the collection of a monthly 
WET test, the Permittee must: 1) provide EPA with documentation 
demonstrating the cause of the shipping/transportation problem, such as 
chain-of-custody slips and shipping receipts, and; 2) resample and retest 
as soon as possible, but no more than 21-days after the missed monthly 
test was terminated. In the event 12 consecutive months of WET 
monitoring data are not collected, the Permittee is still required to submit 
12 months of WET monitoring data before the monitoring frequency will 
be reduced to quarterly, provided there is no exceedance of the 56 TUe 
trigger. " 

EPA has reviewed Alyeska 's permitfile from 2008 to the present and did not find an 
instant where operational conditions at the treatment plant would preclude the collection 
ofsamples for WET testing. 
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COMMENT In: EPA should address the compliance-related implications of missing a 
monthly WET monitoring requirement because of factors that are beyond the control of 
the Permittee. In light of the pending transfer of the Permit authority to the APDES 
program it would be useful to have continuity of regulatory expectations from EPA to 
ADEC regarding the likely disruption in testing caused by external events. 

RESPONSE#ID- SeeResponses#lA, #lB, and#lC 

COMMENT IE: Alyeska recommends adding the following sentence to Section LH. to 
resolve the issues stated above: 'The calculation ofthe 12 consecutive months shall 
exclude any months where a valid test could notbe completed because ofweather related 
transportation interruptions, failures ofWET test acceptability criteria, or treatment 
plant conditions that prevent the collection ofa sample. " 

RESPONSE #IE - See Responses #lA, #lB, and #lC 

COMMENT #2 

Section l.H.4. 
This section requires the toxicity testing of each organism include a series of eight test 
dilutions (100%,75%,50%,10%,7.5%,3.6%, l.8%, 0.9%). EPA guidance recommends 
that the dilution series bracket the Instream Waste Concentration (IWC) of the effluent. 
The BWTF is afforded a 56: 1 dilution factor for chronic toxicity, thus that additional 
chronic testing dilutions were added to offset the elimination of acute toxicity testing and 
serve to capture any information lost with the removal of acute testing. Although 
Alyeska understands why the three additional dilutions (100%, 75%, and 50%) were 
added, we do not agree that the dilution series follows EPA guidance and, therefore, 
could leave to results that are difficult to interpret. EPA guidance recommends that a 
dilution series be set at intervals of greater than or equal to 0.5 and three of the dilutions 
(100%, 75%, and 50%) are inconsistent with this guidance. The additional dilutions 
combined with mortality data (see fact sheet II.D.1.) will not provide any reliable 
information regarding toxicity of the effluent at the proposed acute toxicity IWC of 4.34 · 
(23:1 dilution), and further complicate the testing protocol because the proposed eight­
dilution series is inconsistent with the method guidance and other EPA publications. 
Alyeska proposes that EPA establish the chronic dilution series at 0.9, l.8, 3.6, 7.2, and 
14 percent effluent as this will bracket the chronic IWC of 1.8 and provide continuity 
with the dropped acute testing IWC of 4.34~ 

RESPONSE #2 - EPA will not include the recommended change in the final modified 
permit. Three additional dilutions are not expected to overly complicate the testing 
protocol for a professional contract laboratory. The selected dilution series includes the 
receiving water concentration (R WC), two concentrations greater than the R WC, two 
concentrations below the RWC, and three concentrations representing end-of-pipe, 
acute-like conditions. The available WET data indicate the WET dilution allocated to the 
Permittee during Section 401 State Certification (56 TUc) is significantly larger than any 
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COMt\1ENT #8 
the [to the] sample holding times are 

RESPONSE #8 Thank you for comment. No will be made to the final 
modified permit as a result ofthis comment. 
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