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Purpose of this Fact Sheet
This fact sheet explains and documents the decisions the Department of Ecology (Ecology) made
in drafting the proposed National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging, Inc, doing business as KapStone Kraft Paper Corporation
(LFPP).
This fact sheet complies with Section 173-220-060 of the Washington Administrative Code
(WAC), which requires Ecology to prepare a draft permit and accompanying fact sheet for public
evaluation before issuing an NPDES permit.
Ecology makes the draft permit and fact sheet available for public review and comment at least
thirty (30) days before issuing the final permit. Copies of the fact sheet and draft permit for
LFPP, NPDES permit WA0000078, are available for public review and comment from July 16
until August 28, 2015. For more details on preparing and filing comments about these
documents, please see Appendix A - Public Involvement Information.
LFPP reviewed the draft permit and fact sheet for factual accuracy. Ecology corrected any errors
or omissions regarding the facility’s location, history, discharges, or receiving water prior to
publishing this draft fact sheet for public notice.
After the public comment period closes, Ecology will summarize substantive comments and
provide responses to them. Ecology will include the summary and responses to comments in this
fact sheet as Appendix E - Response to Comments, and publish it when issuing the final
NPDES permit. Ecology has made some revisions to the rest of the fact sheet based on the
comments that were received, but the original document will become part of the legal history
contained in the facility’s permit file. A statement that the original language in the fact sheet
has been revised is included where additional information has been included or revisions
were made.
Summary
LFPP operates two wastewater treatment plants that discharge to the Columbia River, one for
their process wastewater and one for their sanitary wastewater. Ecology issued the previous
permit for this facility on September 25, 2007. No significant changes have been made to the
industrial facility or the wastewater treatment plants since the previous permit issuance. The
diffuser for Outfall 001 has been damaged and is in the process of being repaired.
The following are the significant changes included in the proposed permit: 1) Effluent limits for
the conventional pollutants of biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5) and total suspended solids
(TSS) discharged from the process wastewater treatment plant have been both increased and
decreased due to an overall increase in production at the facility and variations in the production
levels of the different types products that are produced by the facility, 2) the monitoring
frequencies have been reduced for these parameters based on performance of the treatment plant
during the past two years, and 3) the permit limit for BOD5 discharged from the sanitary
wastewater treatment plant has been changed to carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand
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(CBOD) at the request of the facility. The proposed draft also requires the facility to develop a
stormwater pollution prevention plan, properly operate and maintain their cooling water intake
structure to minimize impingement and entrainment, and conduct a treatment system efficiency
study.
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I.

Introduction

The Federal Clean Water Act (FCWA, 1972, and later amendments in 1977, 1981, and 1987)
established water quality goals for the navigable (surface) waters of the United States. One
mechanism for achieving the goals of the Clean Water Act is the NPDES, administered by the
federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA authorized the state of Washington
to manage the NPDES permit program in our state. Our state legislature accepted the delegation
and assigned the power and duty for conducting NPDES permitting and enforcement to Ecology.
The Legislature defined Ecology's authority and obligations for the wastewater discharge permit
program in 90.48 RCW (Revised Code of Washington).
The following regulations apply to industrial NPDES permits:
•

Procedures Ecology follows for issuing NPDES permits (chapter 173-220 WAC)

•

Water quality criteria for surface waters (chapter 173-201A WAC)

•

Water quality criteria for ground waters (chapter 173-200 WAC)

•

Whole effluent toxicity testing and limits (chapter 173-205 WAC)

•

Sediment management standards (chapter 173-204 WAC)

•

Submission of plans and reports for construction of wastewater facilities (chapter 173-240
WAC)

These rules require any industrial facility owner/operator to obtain an NPDES permit before
discharging wastewater to state waters. They also help define the basis for limits on each
discharge and for performance requirements imposed by the permit.
Under the NPDES permit program and in response to a complete and accepted permit
application, Ecology must prepare a draft permit and accompanying fact sheet, and make them
available for public review before final issuance. Ecology must also publish an announcement
(public notice) telling people where they can read the draft permit, and where to send their
comments, during a period of thirty days (WAC 173-220-050). (See Appendix A-Public
Involvement Information for more detail about the public notice and comment procedures).
After the public comment period ends, Ecology may make changes to the draft NPDES permit in
response to comment(s). Ecology will summarize the responses to comments and any changes to
the permit in Appendix E.
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II.

Background Information

Table 1 General Facility Information
Facility Information
Applicant:

Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging, Inc.
d/b/a KapStone Kraft Paper Corporation

Facility Name and Address

KapStone Kraft Paper Corporation
PO Box 639
300 Fibre Way
Longview, WA 98632

Contact at Facility

Name: Roberto Artiga
Telephone #: 360-575-5570

Responsible Official

Name: Paul E. Duncan
Title: VP Longview Mill Operations
Address: PO Box 639
Telephone #: 360-575-5372

Industry Type

Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard Mill

Categorical Industry

40 CFR Part 430 Subparts C, J, and L

Type of Treatment

Industrial: Primary Clarification, Activated
Sludge, and Secondary Clarification
Sanitary: Primary Clarification, Trickling Filter,
Secondary Clarification and Disinfection

SIC Codes

2621, 2631, & 2653

NAIC Codes

322121, 322130, 322211

Facility Location (NAD83/WGS84
reference datum)

Latitude: 46.109857
Longitude: -122.932341

Discharge Waterbody Name and Location
(NAD83/WGS84 reference datum)

Columbia River
Latitude: 46.095833
Longitude: -122.927778
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Permit Status
Renewal Date of Previous Permit

September 25, 2007

Application for Permit Renewal Submittal
Date

March 13, 2012

Date of Ecology Acceptance of Application

July 12, 2012

Inspection Status
Date of Last Sampling Inspection

September 9, 2014

Date of Last Non-sampling Inspection Date

September 3, 2014

Figure 1 Facility Location Map

A. Facility Description
History
Longview Fibre Company started producing container-board type paper products in 1927.
The company used waste wood from the nearby Long Bell Lumber Company to make Kraft
container-board. The total output at that time was 100 tons/day.
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The mill has undergone a series of upgrades and expansions since 1927. The mill is
currently one of the largest in the world producing unbleached paper and containerboard
products. Annual average production is approximately 3100 tons of paper per day. The mill
is considered a major discharger under the NPDES program.
The mill has been owned and operated by a number of different owners since 2001 including,
Longview Fibre Company, Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging, Inc. (LFPP), Brookfield
Asset Management, and KapStone Kraft Paper Corporation, who is the current owner. The
legal name of the facility continues to be Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging, Inc., but the
facility may also do business as KapStone Kraft Paper Corporation.
Industrial Processes
The LFPP mill is located on approximately 365 acres near Longview, WA. Located at the
facility are a non-bleach Kraft mill and a neutral sulfite semi-chemical plant (NSSC) that
converts sawdust and wood chips to pulp and paper products. The facility also uses pulp
created from re-pulping old corrugated cardboard (OCC), double-lined Kraft (known as
DLK), and purchased bleached market pulp to produce paper products. The pulp mill
operates continuously except during upsets and scheduled maintenance down periods. LFPP
operates primarily five paper machines as market conditions demand. Pulp types are blended
at the paper machines to create products meeting customer specifications.
The majority of the wastewater created by the facility is generated from the Kraft process.
This includes wastewater generated by the manufacturing of pulp and paper products as well
as by the recovery process that recovers the chemicals that are used within the process.
Wastewater is also generated by some of the air pollution control technologies associated
with the facility. Finally, stormwater that is generated at the site is collected and piped to the
wastewater treatment system through the process sewer system. Between November 2011
and November 2013, the facility generated an average of 32 million gallons per day (MGD)
of process wastewater.
The company employs approximately 1,100 workers at the mill. Associated with these
employees, approximately 15,000 gallons of sanitary wastewater is generated per day.
Wastewater Treatment Processes
Process Wastewater
Process wastewater and stormwater generated on the site is collected in primarily two sumps
(east and west), screened with bar screens, and then pumped to the wastewater treatment
system. The wastewater treatment system consists of a primary clarifier, a two train
“UNOX” pure oxygen activated sludge secondary treatment basin, and six secondary
clarifiers. An additional “UNOX” train and secondary clarifier are used as a “dedicated
control device” (DCD) for treated condensates from the steam stripper, as required by their
air operating permit. The effluent from the DCD is then routed through the other trains of the
“UNOX” system and secondary clarifiers prior to discharge. The system also contains an
asphalt lined surge basin that can hold high strength wastewater and high flows.
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The purpose of the primary clarifier is to remove total suspended solids (TSS) by slowing
down the flow and allowing some of the solids to settle out. The wastewater then flows by
gravity from the primary clarifier to the UNOX system for secondary (or biological)
treatment. The system consists of three 1.5 million gallon trains which contain three cells
each. Under normal operating conditions, one train is needed to treat the process wastewater
and one train is operated to treat the steam stripper condensates. This leaves the third train
available as a back up during emergency conditions. Pure oxygen is generated on site and is
fed to each of the trains, along with ammonia and phosphorous as nutrients, to keep the
microorganisms healthy. The microorganisms then provide treatment of the process
wastewater by reducing the biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5) in the wastewater stream.
A cooling tower is also operated at the site to maintain the optimal temperature of the mill
effluent in the UNOX system. The wastewater then flows by gravity to one of the five
available secondary clarifiers for additional solids settling before it is pumped to the
discharge outfall.
Emergency generators can be operated to provide power to critical equipment during a power
outage. The environmental staff has made a list of critical components for the wastewater
treatment system in such an emergency.
Sanitary Wastewater
The sanitary wastewater treatment system consists of a primary clarifier, a trickling filter
tower, a secondary clarifier, and a chlorine contact chamber. A hypochlorite solution is used
for disinfection. The treated sanitary effluent joins the treated process wastewater effluent
and is discharged via Outfall 001.
Figure 2 provides a water flow diagram for the facility. Solid lines are the water and effluent
flow lines and the dotted lines are the steam flow lines.
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Figure 2 Wastewater Flow

Solid Wastes
Solid wastes are generated at various points in the wastewater treatment process, including at
the bar screens, in the clarifiers, and in the UNOX system. Solid wastes collected from the
bar screens generally consist of sand, plastic, and woody debris and are disposed of at an
approved landfill. Sludge from the primary and secondary process clarifiers and the UNOX
system are combined and then dewatered on site with an Andritz Dupps screw press and
associated ancillary equipment. A portion of the sludge from the secondary clarifiers is also
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recycled back to the UNOX basin. The dewatered sludge is mixed with hogged fuel and
burned in a power boiler.
Sludge from the sanitary system is drained from the primary and secondary clarifiers and
then pumped to the lime kiln mud thickeners and burned with the lime mud. An anaerobic
digester is available for use as needed. The sanitary treatment system has the ability to divert
the flow along with the sludge to the lime kiln mud thickeners; this occurs during
maintenance related activities or upset conditions.
The facility has a solid waste control plan and the current permit required the facility to
submit an update to the plan with the permit renewal application. The updated plan was
received by Ecology on November 13, 2012 with another update received on September 11,
2013.
Discharge Outfall
The treated and disinfected effluent flows into the Columbia River through Outfall 001.
Outfall 001 was constructed in 1992 and extended 1580 feet in a southerly direction into the
Columbia River. A diffuser section made up the last 417 feet of the outfall. The diffuser
included 67 unidirectional ports spaced about 8 feet apart at an average water depth of 40
feet.
During an outfall inspection that was conducted in the summer of 2014, the facility
discovered that a portion of the diffuser had been damaged. The cause of the damage is
unknown, but the facility suspects it is due to large anchors or barge tow chains impacting
the exposed diffuser pipe. The facility is in the process of obtaining the necessary permits
and approvals required to conduct the repair work. An engineering report detailing the
proposed repairs was submitted in December 2014 and was approved by Ecology in March
2015. The report explains that it was not necessary to repair the entire original diffuser
length due to the fact that the same dilution factors could be achieved using fewer
elastomeric check valve ports rather than the original fixed round ports. The engineering
report contains the modeling analyses that were conducted to demonstrate that the dilution
factors would be similar with the proposed repairs.
The facility will conduct the repair work in two phases as allowed by the applicable permits.
The repaired outfall after Phase 1 will be approximately 286 feet long and will include 34
elastomeric diffuser ports, 13 will be 16-inches spaced 8 feet apart and 21 will be 12-inches
spaced 6 feet apart. The final repaired outfall will include 41 elastomeric ports, 13 will be
16-inches in diameter spaced 8 feet apart and 28 will be 12-inches in diameter spaced 6 feet
apart.
The facility also contains an internal outfall, 00S, associated with the sanitary wastewater
treatment plant discharge. The discharge from the sanitary wastewater treatment plant
combines with the treated effluent from the process wastewater treatment plant before
discharging from Outfall 001.
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B. Description of the Receiving Water
LFPP discharges to the Columbia River at mile 67.5. Other nearby point source outfalls
include the Three Rivers Regional Wastewater Authority, Port of Longview, and
Weyerhaeuser Longview Facility. The ambient background data used for this permit
includes the following from several sources:
Table 2 Ambient Background Data
Parameter

Value Used

Temperature (90th Percentile 1-DADMax) a

20.7o C

Temperature (90th Percentile 7-DADMax) a

20.6o C

pH (Maximum / Minimum) a

8.7/6.9 standard units

Dissolved Oxygen (minimum) a

7.8 mg/L

Turbidity b

9.8 NTU

Hardness (10th percentile) a

41.6 mg/L as CaCO3

Alkalinity a

49.4 mg/L as CaC03

Fecal Coliform b

52/100 mL dry weather

Total Ammonia-N a

0.031 mg/L (90th Percentile)
0.013 mg/L (Geometric Mean)

Arsenic a

1.03 ug/L (90th Percentile)
0.82 ug/L (Geometric Mean)

Chromium c

<0.5 ug/L

Copper c

1.2 ug/L

Iron (filtered) a

48.2 ug/L (90th Percentile)
14.8 µg/L (Geometric Mean)

Lead c

<0.5 ug/L

Nickel, filtered c

0.39 ug/L
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Table 2 Ambient Background Data
Parameter

Value Used

Phosphorous a

0.06 mg/L (90th Percentile)
0.04 mg/L (Geometric Mean)

Selenium a

0.17 ug/L (90th Percentile)
0.13 ug/L (Geometric Mean)

Zinc c

<4 ug/L

a. United States Geological Society (USGS) website: Columbia River at Beaver Army
Terminal near Quincy, Oregon, Station ID# 14246900, October 1995 to October 2013
b. Mixing Zone Evaluation Temperature Study (Paramatrix, 2003)
c. Fact sheet for NPDES Permit WA-0000124 (Ecology 2013)
C. Wastewater Characterization
LFPP reported the concentration of pollutants in the discharge in the permit application,
discharge monitoring reports (DMRs), and effluent studies required by Permit Condition S10
of the current permit. The data provided in the application is representative of the discharges
during 2011, the data obtained from the DMRs is from January 2013 to December 2014, and
the effluent study data is from the effluent studies conducted in 2008 to 2014. The
wastewater effluent is characterized as follows (only detected chemicals are included in the
table):
Table 3 Outfall 001 Wastewater Characterization
Parameter
Flow

Biochemical Oxygen
Demand (BOD5)
Total Suspended Solids
(TSS)

Units

Data Source

# of
Samples

Average
Value

Maximum
Value

Millions of
gallons /day
(MGD)

Application

365

32.2

37.8

DMRs

730

33.2

46.8

Application

208

3,980

26,700

DMRs

416

6169

25,426

Application

208

5,700

28,900

DMRs

416

4904

20,747

pounds/day
(lbs/day)

lbs/day
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Table 3 Outfall 001 Wastewater Characterization
Parameter
Turbidity
Chemical Oxygen
Demand (COD)
Total Organic Carbon
(TOC)

Units

Data Source

# of
Samples

Average
Value

Maximum
Value

NTUs

Class 2
Inspections

6

31

85

Application

358

98.6

319

DMRs

730

114

382

Application

1

N/A

18

Application

90

N/A

33.1

DMRs

240

N/A

38.9

Application

92

N/A

37.7

DMRs

240

N/A

39.4

milligrams/liter
(mg/l)
mg/l

Temperature (winter) –
o

December to March
Temperature (summer)
– June to September

C

o

C

Ammonia (as N)

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.5

Oil and Grease

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

2.1

Total Organic Nitrogen

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.8

Total Phosphorous

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

3.4

Sulfate

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

210

Sulfide

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

20

Sulfite

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

8.8

Aluminum

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.37

Barium

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.102

Boron

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.53

Iron

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.204
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Table 3 Outfall 001 Wastewater Characterization
Parameter

Units

Data Source

# of
Samples

Average
Value

Maximum
Value

Magnesium

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

4.45

Molybdenum

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.04

Manganese

mg/l

Application

1

N/A

0.359

Antimony

ug/l

Application

1

N/A

1.08

Effluent
Studies

7

0.64

1.08

Application

1

N/A

20.3

Effluent
Studies

7

14.24

23.80

Application

1

N/A

0.19

Effluent
Studies

7

0.26

0.56

Application

1

N/A

4.3

Effluent
Studies

7

5.81

13.30

Application

1

N/A

1.6

Effluent
Studies

7

2.09

6.00

Application

1

N/A

3.36

Effluent
Studies

2

Application

1

N/A

12.8

Effluent
Studies

7

11.42

26.40

Arsenic

Cadmium

Chromium

Copper

Lead

Mercury

ug/l

ug/l

ug/l

ug/l

ug/l

nanograms/liter
(ng/l)

4.24

12.30
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Table 3 Outfall 001 Wastewater Characterization
Parameter
Nickel

Thallium

Zinc

Total Phenols

2,3,7,8Tetrachlorodibenzo-PDioxin
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)
Phthalate

Chloroform

Dichlorobromomethane

Units

Data Source

# of
Samples

Average
Value

Maximum
Value

ug/l

Application

1

N/A

3.3

Effluent
Studies

7

3.19

4.80

Application

1

N/A

<0.02

Effluent
Studies

7

0.03

0.06

Application

1

N/A

20.2

Effluent
Studies

7

30.11

94.90

Application

1

N/A

0.068

Effluent
Studies

7

0.04

0.08

Application

1

N/A

ND a

Effluent
Studies

7

ND

ND

Application

1

N/A

17

Effluent
Studies

6

75.29

140

Application

1

ND

ND

Effluent
Studies

7

0.14

0.98

Application

1

ND

ND

Effluent
Studies

7

0.01

0.1

ug/l

ug/l

ug/l

picograms/liter
(pg/l)

ug/l

ug/l

ug/l
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Table 3 Outfall 001 Wastewater Characterization
Parameter

Units

Data Source

# of
Samples

Average
Value

Maximum
Value

ug/l

Application

1

ND

ND

Effluent
Studies

7

0.10

0.71

Application

1

ND

ND

Effluent
Studies

7

0.27

1.9

Application

1

ND

ND

Effluent
Studies

7

0.01

0.06

Application

1

ND

ND

Effluent
Studies

7

0.01

0.07

Dibutylphthalate

Diethylphthalate

ug/l

Methyl Chloride

ug/l

Toluene

ug/l

a. This value was revised based on an updated application from the facility.
Parameter

Fecal Coliform
Parameter
pH

Units

Data
Source

# of
Samples

#/100 ml

Application

1

Units

Data
Source

standard
units

Maximum
Monthly
Geometric
Mean

Maximum
Daily Value

N/A

>1600

# of
Samples

Minimum
Value

Maximum
Value

Application

365

5.8

7.1

DMRs

730

6.0

7.6
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Table 4 Sanitary Wastewater Characterization
Parameter

Units

Data Source

Flow

Gallons/day

DMRs

730

16,042

105,000

BOD5

mg/L

DMRs

208

19.3

69

lb/day

DMRs

208

2.7

19.8

mg/L

DMRs

208

15.5

38

lb/day

DMRs

208

2.4

24.8

Fecal Coliform

#/100 mL

DMRs

104

9.5

1600

Parameter

Units

Data Source

pH

standard units DMRs

730

6.4

8.2

Chlorine
Residual

mg/L

730

0.7

5.8

TSS

DMRs

# of
Samples

# of
Samples

Average
Value

Maximum
Value

Minimum
Value

Maximum
Value

D. Summary of Compliance with Previous Permit Issued
The previous permit placed effluent limits on BOD5, TSS, and pH for the process wastewater
stream and BOD5, TSS, fecal coliform, chlorine residual, and pH for the domestic
wastewater stream.
LFPP has generally complied with the effluent limits and permit conditions throughout the
duration of the permit issued on September 25, 2007. Ecology assessed compliance based on
its review of the facility’s information in the Ecology Permitting and Reporting Information
System (PARIS), discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) and from observations and
information gathered during inspections.
The following table summarizes the violations that occurred during the permit term.
Table 5 Violations
Violation
Date
12/1/2009

Monitoring
Parameter
Point
Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Statistical
Base

Units

Value

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

Average
Monthly

mg/L

41

-

30
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Table 5 Violations
Violation
Date

Monitoring
Parameter
Point

Statistical
Base

Units

Value

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

12/1/2009

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

73.4

-

45

1/1/2010

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Average
Monthly

mg/L

32.4

-

30

3/1/2010

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Average

Percent
Removal

Not
Reported

65

-

4/1/2010

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Average

Percent
Removal

Not
Reported

65

-

8/1/2010

Sanitary
Effluent

Chlorine
Residual

Daily
Minimum

mg/L

0

0.1

-

4/1/2011

Sanitary
Effluent

TSS

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

51

-

45

8/1/2012

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

50

-

45

9/1/2012

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

49

-

45

10/1/2012

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

48

-

45

12/1/2012

Process
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

Lbs/Day

42227

-

34800

1/1/2013

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

56

-

45

2/1/2013

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

64

-

45

2/1/2013

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Average
Monthly

mg/L

39

-

30
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Table 5 Violations
Violation
Date

Monitoring
Parameter
Point

Statistical
Base

Units

Value

Min
Limit

Max
Limit

3/1/2013

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

69

-

45

3/1/2013

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Average
Monthly

mg/L

32

-

30

6/1/2013

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

49

-

45

1/1/2014

Sanitary
Effluent

Fecal
Coliform

Daily
Maximum

#/100ml

1600

-

400

6/01/14

Sanitary
Effluent

BOD5

Daily
Maximum

mg/L

47

45

Ecology notes that most of the violations are associated with the sanitary wastewater
treatment plant and over half of those are BOD5 exceedances between August 2012 and June
2013. The Permittee submitted a permit modification request dated December 12, 2012 to
address this issue, but Ecology was not able to modify the permit because it had expired on
October 1, 2012. The permit modification request indicates that the sanitary wastewater
treatment system was experiencing nitrification. Such nitrification affects the standard fiveday BOD levels and gives a potentially false indication of poor system performance. An
alternative parameter to more accurately measure the sanitary wastewater treatment systems
performance is carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (CBOD5). WAC 173-221-050(6)
authorizes Ecology to substitute BOD5 effluent quality limits for sanitary wastewater
treatment plants with CBOD5 effluent quality limits as follows: 1) the 30-day average shall
not exceed 25 mg/L, 2) the seven-day average shall not exceed 40 mg/L, and 3) the thirty-day
average percent removal shall not be less than 85% of the influent concentration (or less than
65% for trickling filters constructed prior to November 1984). As stated in the letter from
Mr. Marc Heffner, Ecology, to Mr. Roberto Artiga, LFPP, dated January 14, 2013, Ecology
will use enforcement discretion for violations of the BOD5 limit as long as LFPP provided
CBOD5 data demonstrating that the above CBOD5 limits were met during that month. As of
March 2014, all sanitary effluent BOD5 limit violations were accompanied by such
supporting CBOD5 data and enforcement was not considered to be necessary.
All of the other violations were addressed and penalties were assessed when deemed
appropriate.
The current permit contains a number of permit submittal requirements. The following table
summarizes compliance with report submittal requirements over the permit term.
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Table 6 Permit Submittals
Submittal
Status

Due Date

Received Date

Facility Operation Plan

Received

4/1/2008

3/27/2008

Spill Prevention Plan

Received

4/1/2008

5/29/2008 a

Receiving Water Study Plan

Reviewed

4/1/2008

4/4/2008

Spill Prevention Plan

Received

5/29/2008

5/29/2008

Effluent Study Results

Received

10/1/2008

9/8/2008

Effluent Study Results

Received

10/1/2009

8/14/2009

Effluent Study Results

Received

12/3/2010

12/3/2010

Effluent Study Results

Received

10/18/2011

10/18/2011

Facility Operation Plan

Received

4/1/2012

3/13/2012

Acute Toxicity Summary Report

Received

4/4/2012

9/13/2011

Acute Toxicity Summary Report

Received

4/4/2012

3/13/12 b

Outfall Evaluation

Reviewed

4/4/2012

12/3/2012 c

Chronic Toxicity Summary Report

Received

4/4/2012

9/13/2011

Chronic Toxicity Summary Report

Received

4/4/2012

3/13/12 b

Solid Waste Control Plan

Received

4/4/2012

11/13/2012

Application For Permit Renewal

Received

4/4/2012

3/13/2012

Effluent Study Results

Received

12/7/2012

12/7/2012

Facility Operation Plan

Received

4/1/2013

2/5/2013

Effluent Study Results

Received

12/30/2013

12/30/2013

Facility Operation Plan

Received

4/1/2014

2/10/2014

Submittal Name
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Table 6 Permit Submittals
Submittal
Status

Due Date

Received Date

Effluent Study Results

Received

12/31/2014

12/17/2014

Engineering Report

Received

N/A

01/06/2015

Submittal Name

a. Longview Fibre notified Ecology that the submittal would be late via email on March 27,
2008 and the due date was extended.
b. The permit renewal application indicated that the results had been submitted to Ecology.
Ecology was unable to locate the results and requested that they be re-submitted. The resubmitted results were received on April 22, 2014.
c. Evaluation conducted on 8/4/10.
E. State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Compliance
State law exempts the issuance, reissuance or modification of any wastewater discharge
permit from the SEPA process as long as the permit contains conditions that are no less
stringent than federal and state rules and regulations (RCW 43.21C.0383). The exemption
applies only to existing discharges, not to new discharges.

III. Proposed Permit Limits
Federal and state regulations require that effluent limits in an NPDES permit must be either
technology- or water quality-based.
Technology-based limits are based upon the treatment methods available to treat specific
pollutants. Technology-based limits are set by the EPA and published as a regulation, or
Ecology develops the limit on a case-by-case basis (40 CFR 125.3, and chapter 173-220 WAC).
Water quality-based limits are calculated so that the effluent will comply with the Surface Water
Quality Standards (chapter 173-201A WAC), Ground Water Standards (chapter 173-200 WAC),
Sediment Quality Standards (chapter 173-204 WAC), or the National Toxics Rule (40 CFR
131.36). Ecology must apply the most stringent of these limits to each parameter of concern.
These limits are described below.
The limits in this permit reflect information received in the application and from supporting
reports (engineering, hydrogeology, etc.). Ecology evaluated the permit application and
determined the limits needed to comply with the rules adopted by the state of Washington.
Ecology does not develop effluent limits for all reported pollutants. Some pollutants are not
treatable at the concentrations reported, are not controllable at the source, are not listed in
regulation, and do not have a reasonable potential to cause a water quality violation. In addition,
Ecology does not usually develop limits for pollutants not reported in the permit application but
may be present in the discharge.
During the five-year permit term, the facility’s effluent discharge conditions may change from
those conditions reported in the permit application. The facility must notify Ecology if
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significant changes occur in any constituent [40 CFR 122.42(a)]. Based on the information
provided in the notification, Ecology will determine if a modification to the permit is necessary.
A. Design Criteria
Under WAC 173-220-150 (1)(g), flows and waste loadings must not exceed approved design
criteria. Ecology approved design criteria for this facility’s treatment plant in the “High
Purity Oxygen System Evaluation” dated May 2006 and prepared by Mixing and Mass
Transfer Technologies (M2T). The table below provides the design criteria from the
referenced report.

Table 7 Design Criteria for the Process Secondary Wastewater
Treatment System
Parameter
Monthly Average Flow

Design Quantity
57.0 MGD

BOD5 Average Monthly Loading

54,700 lb/day

BOD5 Maximum Loading

83,200 lb/day

TSS Average Monthly Loading

42,800 lb/day

TSS Maximum Loading

83,200 lb/day

B. Technology-Based Effluent Limits
AKART Evaluation
Ecology must ensure that facilities provide all known, available, and reasonable methods of
prevention, control, and treatment (AKART) when it issues a permit.
As discussed in Section II.A above, the process wastewater treatment system consists of
screening/grit removal, primary clarification, secondary treatment, and secondary
clarification. The effectiveness of the current treatment system was evaluated to determine
whether additional treatment may be required to meet AKART. Ecology used data from the
“High Purity Oxygen System Evaluation” report by M2T dated May 2006 and from the
discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) submitted by the facility. Table 1 in the report
provides influent data for the UNOX system between January 1, 2005 and March 31, 2006
and the DMRs provide effluent data for that same time period. The results are presented in
the table below along with the calculated percent removal. Similar influent and effluent data
was obtained from the last two years of DMRs (January 2012 to December 2013) and are
also presented in Table 8 below.
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Table 8 Process Wastewater Treatment System Effectiveness
Date Range

Treatment Units

Influent

Effluent

BOD, lbs/day

1/05 – 3/06

32,200

6,370

TSS, lbs/day

1/05 – 3/06

27,900

17,273

38%

BOD, lbs/day

1/13 – 12/14

30,529

6,169

80%

TSS, lbs/day

1/13 – 12/14

193,417

12,667

93%

TSS, lbs/day

1/13 – 12/14

12,667

4,904

61%

TSS, lbs/day

1/13 – 12/14

UNOX, Secondary
Clarifiers
UNOX, Secondary
Clarifiers
UNOX, Secondary
Clarifiers
Screening, Primary
Clarification
UNOX, Secondary
Clarifiers
All treatment units

Percent
Removal
80%

193,417

4,904

98%

As seen in the table, the wastewater treatment system was not very effective for TSS removal
between January 2005 and March 2006. Since that time, the facility has worked with their
consultant, Brown and Caldwell, to improve the treatment system performance with respect
to TSS. As a result, the facility reduced their TSS effluent loading by 55% by significantly
reducing the TSS influent concentration to the UNOX system through improved screening
and primary clarification. The facility continues to work with their consultant to further
improve the treatment system performance.
According to the EPA Wastewater Technology Fact Sheet for Aerated, Partial Mix Lagoons,
aerated lagoons can reliably produce an effluent with both BOD and TSS less than or equal
to 30 mg/L. The wastewater treatment system at LFPP is similar to the treatment methods
used by an aerated, partial mix lagoon system. At an average flow rate of 32 MGD and a
BOD and TSS effluent concentration of 30 mg/L, the BOD and TSS effluent loading would
be 8,000 lbs/day. Based on the effluent loadings provided in Table 8 above, the treatment
system is performing better than reasonably expected for a similar wastewater treatment
system. In addition, the facility is already employing all of the traditional treatment
components for conventional pollutants, such as BOD and TSS, with screening, primary
clarification, biological treatment, and secondary clarification. Based on this evaluation,
LFPP is currently providing AKART for the pollutants of concern.
Derivation of Technology Based Effluent Limits
Process Wastewater
The EPA has established technology-based limits for a number of industrial categories,
including the pulp, paper and paperboard industry. These limits are specified in 40 CFR Part
430. The applicable federal effluent guidelines for the LFPP facility are specified in the
unbleached Kraft subcategory (Subpart C) for the production of pulp and paper through an
unbleached Kraft-neutral sulfite semi-chemical (cross recovery) process, the Secondary Fiber
Non-Deink subcategory (Subpart J) for the production of pulp from old corrugate cardboard,
and the Paperboard from Purchased Pulp subcategory (Subpart L) for the production of
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paperboard from a non-integrated process. The effluent guidelines for each of the
subcategories contain effluent limits based on the degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the following: application of the best practicable control technology currently available
(BPT), application of the best conventional pollutant control technology (BCT), and the
application of the best available technology economically achievable (BAT). Also, new
source performance standards (NSPS) apply to sources constructed after the promulgation of
the NSPS, which were updated on April 15, 1998 for all of the subcategories.
As described in detail in the fact sheet for the NPDES permit issued to the facility on June
20, 2001, more stringent limits must be applied to certain portions of their process
wastewater stream. In accordance with two pollution control hearings board (PCHB)
decisions (86-197 and 87-6), an agreed order was executed on July 10, 1987 that
implemented BOD limits that were less than the effluent guidelines for unbleached
Kraft/neutral sulfite semi-chemical cross recovery (UBK/NSSC) facilities. Instead of
specifying a discharge allowance of pounds of BOD per 1,000 pounds of product, the order
specified a specific monthly average BOD effluent limit of 9,000 pounds of BOD per day.
At that time, the facility was producing pulp and paper utilizing a UBK/NSSC process and a
bleached Kraft process. The bleach plant was permanently shut down on March 16, 1994. In
order to maintain the intent of the order, Ecology calculated a discharge allowance for
pounds of BOD per 1,000 pounds of product that was produced with the UBK/NSSC process
to apply to future BOD limit calculations. To convert the limit to an allowance, Ecology
prorated the BOD limit to eliminate the portion of the limit that would have been associated
with the bleach plant discharge. The methodology used to determine the appropriate portion
of the BOD limit to each of the discharges was based on the average production rates at that
time and the 1982 effluent guideline allowances. The pro-rated allowance was determined to
be 1.6 pounds of BOD per 1000 pounds of product (or 3.26 lbs of BOD per ton of product).
This allowance is applied to UBK/NSSC off-machine production rates up to 2231 tons/day
(including trim and cull). For production in excess of 2231 tons/day, the NSPS effluent
guidelines are used to determine the pollutant loading allowance for that portion of the
industrial activity.
Table 9 below shows the different technology based limits that are applicable for the LFPP
facility. The limits are specified as pounds of pollutant that are allowed per ton of product
that is produced.
Table 9 Technology-based Limits for the Process Wastewater
Process

UBK/NSSC
(PCHB)

BOD5 (lb/T)

BOD5 (lb/T)

TSS (lb/T)

TSS (lb/T)

Average
Monthly
Limit

Maximum Daily
Limit

Average
Monthly Limit

Maximum Daily
Limit

3.26

13.40

12.50

25.00
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Table 9 Technology-based Limits for the Process Wastewater
Process

BOD5 (lb/T)

BOD5 (lb/T)

TSS (lb/T)

TSS (lb/T)

Average
Monthly
Limit

Maximum Daily
Limit

Average
Monthly Limit

Maximum Daily
Limit

UBK/NSSC
(BCT)

8.0

16.0

12.50

25.00

UBK/NSSC
(NSPS)

4.2

7.8

7.6

14.6

OCC (NSPS)

4.2

7.8

4.6

8.8

NI (NSPS)

3.8

8.0

3.0

7.0

Parameter

Daily Minimum

Daily Maximum

pH (BCT)

6.0 standard units

9.0 standard units

pH (NSPS) a

5.0 standar units

9.0 standard units

a. This row was added based on comments received during the comment period.
There are two main assumptions that must be made to determine the appropriate BOD5 and TSS
technology based limits: long term average production and the percentage of product that is
produced from each of the three processes. Typically, Ecology reviews production rates from
the most recent two years of data to determine the average production rates. The existing permit
contains three tiers of permit limits based on different rates of production at the facility. The
production rates in the existing permit refer to primary production rates, which do not include
trim and cull. The permit limits were developed based on the off machine production rates and
then adjusted to the primary production rate based on an assumed percentage of trim and cull.
The limits in a tier would apply whenever a facility exceeded 95 percent of the primary
production level of that tier for three months in a row. The facility operated in the first tier for
most of the permit cycle, but moved up to the second tier in April 2013. Table 10 shows the
production levels that were used to establish the limits in the existing permit and the average
productions rates for 2013-2014.
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Table 10 Production Tiers
Base
Production
(MDT/D)

Phase 1
Production
(MDT/D)

Phase 2
Production
(MDT/D)

2013-2014
Average
Production
(MDT/D)

UBK/NSSC
(PCHB)

1985

2231

2231

2088

UBK/NSSC
(NSPS)

0

42

324

0

OCC

779

892

1002

947

NI

267

305

343

245

Total off
machinea

3030

3470

3900

3291

Total Primary
Production

2800

3200

3600

3135

a. Total off machine production includes trim and cull which are not considered primary
products
Based on the most recent production rates and the upward trend of those production rates during
the past two years, the tiers based on total off machine production rates remain appropriate for
the renewal permit.
The second assumption that must be made to calculate the technology based limits is the ratio of
product that is produced from the three processes at the facility. This ratio is variable and LFPP
provided the ratios from 2014 to use as the most recent estimate. Table 11 below shows the
variable production ratios that were used during the previous two permit renewals and the current
renewal process.
Table 11 Historical Production Ratios
2001 Renewal
Production

2007 Renewal
Production

2014 Renewal
Production

UBK/NSSC

73.33%

65.5%

62.3%

OCC

21.07%

25.7%

30.3%

NI

5.60%

8.8%

7.4%
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Technology based limits were calculated using the effluent guidelines in Table 9, the production
tiers in Table 10, and the 2014 Renewal product ratios in Table 11. The calculated limits are
presented in Table 12 below.
Table 12 Industrial Wastewater Technology Based Limits
Production
Tier Level

Production
Rate
(MDT/Day)

BOD5

BOD5

TSS

TSS

Monthly
Average

Daily
Maximum

Monthly
Average

Daily
Maximum

Base

3180

11,400

35,900

29,900

59,700

Phase 1

3640

13,100

40,900

33,800

67,400

Phase 2

4095

15,000

44,500

34,500

68,800

There were a number of comments received during the public comment period regarding pH and
the following information was added to the fact sheet to provide additional background
information, for future reference. As with the BOD and TSS limits discussed above, the BCT
and NSPS limits both apply. The distribution between the BCT and NSPS limits for pH are
discussed in multiple letters between Ecology, the EPA, and the facility, with the final
correspondence from the EPA received by Ecology on August 15, 1986. The last letter from
EPA specifies the equation to be used to calculate the pH range using different allowable pH
ranges and specifies that the NSPS range should be applied to production associated with the
start up of Paper Machine No 12. The equation accounts for the fact that the pH must be
converted to hydrogen ion concentrations and the concentration must be distributed correctly
between the BCT and NSPS applicable production wastewater flows. The original calculation
included the amount of wastewater that is produced per ton of product because the processes for
the bleached pulp and the non-bleached pulp generated different amounts of wastewater. The
bleach plant is no longer operational and the UBK/NSSC processes generate the same amount of
wastewater per ton of product produced. The revised equation, eliminating the bleach plant flow
and updating the ratio of UBK/NSSC BCT and NSPS production ratios to 85.4% and 14.6%,
respectively, is detailed below:
(0.854 ∗ 1.00 ∗ 10−6 ) + (0.146 ∗ 1.00 ∗ 10−5 ) = 2.32 ∗ 10−6
pH = − log(2.23 ∗ 10−6 ) = 5.6
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Parameter

Daily Minimum

Daily Maximum

pH

5.6 standard units

9.0 standard units

Sanitary Wastewater
The EPA has not established specific technology based guidelines for privately owned sanitary
wastewater treatment plants and instead requires the use of best professional judgment (BPJ) to
establish technology based limits. The WAC contains discharge standards for all domestic
wastewater facilities, including privately owned facilities. Therefore, the effluent from the
sanitary wastewater treatment plant must meet the effluent requirements specified in WAC 173221-040 and WAC 173-221-050.
LFPP submitted a permit modification request to Ecology on December 12, 2012 with two
requested modifications: 1) substitution of CBOD5 limits for their existing BOD5 limits and 2)
replacement of a seven day average limit instead of a maximum daily limit for both CBOD5 and
TSS, as specified in WAC 173-221-040 and -221-050 . Regarding the first request, as discussed
in Section 3.6 of Chapter V in Ecology’s Permit Writer’s Manual, BOD5 test methods measure
the oxygen demand of the wastewater from both nitrogenous and carbonaceous oxygen demand,
where CBOD5 test methods only measure the carbonaceous oxygen demand. The BOD5 limit is
intended for carbonaceous pollutants only and nitrogenous pollutants present in a wastewater
stream can give a false indication of poor facility performance. In August, September and
October of 2012, the facility had daily maximum BOD5 measurements that exceeded the
permitted limit. To investigate the cause of these exceedances, LFPP also measured the CBOD5
and NH3 levels in both the influent and the effluent. The results demonstrated that the CBOD5
levels were always lower than the BOD5, indicating that the system was adequately treating the
organics in the wastewater. The results also demonstrated that the ammonia levels were lower in
the effluent than in the influent, indicating that at least some nitrification was occurring in the
treatment system. Based on those results, Ecology concurred that partial nitrification was the
most likely cause of the exceedances, and not poor performance by the treatment facility in a
letter to Mr. Roberto Artiga, LFPP, from Mr. Marc Heffner, Ecology, dated January 14, 2013.
However, the permit modification request was submitted after the permit had expired and
Ecology was not able to modify the permit as requested. The modification request is therefore
being considered as part of the permit renewal process. The CBOD5 limits specified by WAC
173-221-050(6) will be included in the proposed permit instead of BOD5 limits.
With respect to the second request, previous fact sheets were reviewed to determine if there was
a reason that daily maximum limits had been established for BOD and TSS, rather than sevenday average limits. The daily maximum limits have been included in the LFPP permit as far
back as the permit issued on May 26, 1975. However, the fact sheet associated with that permit
does not discuss the sanitary effluent limitations and it is unknown why daily maximum limits
were established, rather than seven-day average limits. As there does not appear to be a reason
for the daily maximum limits and the facility has requested that the limits be modified to reflect
the limits specified by WAC 173-221-040 (and WAC 173-221-050 for CBOD5), the requested
modification has been made in the draft permit.
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The maximum monthly average flow to the sanitary wastewater treatment plant between January
2012 and December 2013 was 0.021 MGD. The design average flow is 100 gallons per minute,
or 0.14 MGD. The design average flow was used to establish the CBOD5 and TSS loading
limits. The rule also requires minimum removal efficiency for both CBOD5 and TSS. The
treatment plant is a trickling filter which allows for alternative discharge limits under WAC 173221-050. As such, a percent removal efficiency of 65% of the influent concentrations is required
for both CBOD5 and TSS.
Table 13 Technology-Based Limits for the Sanitary Wastewater
Parameter

Average Monthly Limit

Average Weekly Limit

CBOD5 (mg/L)

25

40

CBOD5 ((lb/D)

30

48

TSS (mg/L)

30

45

TSS (lb/D)

36

54

Parameter

Monthly Geometric Mean Limit

Weekly Geometric Mean Limit

Fecal Coliform

200 organisms/ 100 milliliter (mL)

400 organisms/ 100 mL

Parameter
pH

Limit
Range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times
Monthly average ≥ 65

CBOD5 and TSS removal (%)
Chlorine Residual

Range 0.1 to 6.0 at all times

C. Surface Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits
The Washington State surface water quality standards (chapter 173-201A WAC) are
designed to protect existing water quality and preserve the beneficial uses of Washington's
surface waters. Waste discharge permits must include conditions that ensure the discharge
will meet the surface water quality standards (WAC 173-201A-510). Water quality-based
effluent limits may be based on an individual waste load allocation or on a waste load
allocation developed during a basin wide total maximum daily load study (TMDL).
Numerical Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life and Recreation
Numerical water quality criteria are listed in the water quality standards for surface waters
(chapter 173-201A WAC). They specify the maximum levels of pollutants allowed in
receiving water to protect aquatic life and recreation in and on the water. Ecology uses
numerical criteria along with chemical and physical data for the wastewater and receiving
water to derive the effluent limits in the discharge permit. When surface water quality-based

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 31 of 147
limits are more stringent or potentially more stringent than technology-based limits, the
discharge must meet the water quality-based limits.
Numerical Criteria for the Protection of Human Health
The U.S. EPA has published 91 numeric water quality criteria for the protection of human
health that are applicable to dischargers in Washington State (EPA, 1992). These criteria are
designed to protect humans from exposure to pollutants linked to cancer and other diseases,
based on consuming fish and shellfish and drinking contaminated surface waters. The water
quality standards also include radionuclide criteria to protect humans from the effects of
radioactive substances.
Narrative Criteria
Narrative water quality criteria (e.g., WAC 173-201A-240(1); 2006) limit the toxic,
radioactive, or other deleterious material concentrations that the facility may discharge to
levels below those which have the potential to:
•

Adversely affect designated water uses.

•

Cause acute or chronic toxicity to biota.

•

Impair aesthetic values.

•

Adversely affect human health.

Narrative criteria protect the specific designated uses of all fresh waters
(WAC 173-201A-200, 2006) and of all marine waters (WAC 173-201A-210, 2006) in the
state of Washington.
Antidegradation
Description--The purpose of Washington's Antidegradation Policy
(WAC 173-201A-300-330; 2006) is to:
•

Restore and maintain the highest possible quality of the surface waters of Washington.

•

Describe situations under which water quality may be lowered from its current condition.

•

Apply to human activities that are likely to have an impact on the water quality of surface
water.

•

Ensure that all human activities likely to contribute to a lowering of water quality, at a
minimum, apply AKART.

•

Apply three tiers of protection (described below) for surface waters of the state.

Tier I ensures existing and designated uses are maintained and protected and applies to all
waters and all sources of pollutions. Tier II ensures that waters of a higher quality than the
criteria assigned are not degraded unless such lowering of water quality is necessary and in
the overriding public interest. Tier II applies only to a specific list of polluting activities.
Tier III prevents the degradation of waters formally listed as "outstanding resource waters,"
and applies to all sources of pollution.
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A facility must prepare a Tier II analysis when all three of the following conditions are met:
•

The facility is planning a new or expanded action.

•

Ecology regulates or authorizes the action.

•

The action has the potential to cause measurable degradation to existing water quality at
the edge of a chronic mixing zone.

Facility Specific Requirements--This facility must meet Tier I requirements.
•

Dischargers must maintain and protect existing and designated uses. Ecology must not
allow any degradation that will interfere with, or become injurious to, existing or
designated uses, except as provided for in chapter 173-201A WAC.

Ecology’s analysis described in this section of the fact sheet demonstrates that the proposed
permit conditions will protect existing and designated uses of the receiving water.
Mixing Zones
A mixing zone is the defined area in the receiving water surrounding the discharge port(s),
where wastewater mixes with receiving water. Within mixing zones the pollutant
concentrations may exceed water quality numeric standards, so long as the discharge doesn’t
interfere with designated uses of the receiving water body (for example, recreation, water
supply, and aquatic life and wildlife habitat, etc.) The pollutant concentrations outside of the
mixing zones must meet water quality numeric standards.
State and federal rules allow mixing zones because the concentrations and effects of most
pollutants diminish rapidly after discharge, due to dilution. Ecology defines mixing zone
sizes to limit the amount of time any exposure to the end-of-pipe discharge could harm water
quality, plants, or fish.
The state’s water quality standards allow Ecology to authorize mixing zones for the facility’s
permitted wastewater discharges only if those discharges already receive AKART. Mixing
zones typically require compliance with water quality criteria within a specified distance
from the point of discharge and must not use more than 25% of the available width of the
water body for dilution [WAC 173-201A-400 (7)(a)(ii-iii)].
Ecology uses modeling to estimate the amount of mixing within the mixing zone. Through
modeling Ecology determines the potential for violating the water quality standards at the
edge of the mixing zone and derives any necessary effluent limits. Steady-state models are
the most frequently used tools for conducting mixing zone analyses. Ecology chooses values
for each effluent and for receiving water variables that correspond to the time period when
the most critical condition is likely to occur (see Ecology’s Permit Writer’s Manual). Each
critical condition parameter, by itself, has a low probability of occurrence and the resulting
dilution factor is conservative. The term “reasonable worst-case” applies to these values.
The mixing zone analysis produces a numerical value called a dilution factor (DF). A
dilution factor represents the amount of mixing of effluent and receiving water that occurs at
the boundary of the mixing zone. For example, a dilution factor of 4 means the effluent is
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one- fourth (25%) and the receiving water is three-fourths (75%) of the total volume of water
at the boundary of the mixing zone. Ecology uses dilution factors with the water quality
criteria to calculate reasonable potentials and effluent limits. Water quality standards include
both aquatic life-based criteria and human health-based criteria. The former are applied at
both the acute and chronic mixing zone boundaries; the latter are applied only at the chronic
boundary. The concentration of pollutants at the boundaries of any of these mixing zones
may not exceed the numerical criteria for that zone.
Each aquatic life acute criterion is based on the assumption that organisms are not exposed to
that concentration for more than one hour and more often than one exposure in three years.
Each aquatic life chronic criterion is based on the assumption that organisms are not exposed
to that concentration for more than four consecutive days and more often than once in three
years.
The two types of human health-based water quality criteria distinguish between those
pollutants linked to non-cancer effects (non-carcinogenic) and those linked to cancer effects
(carcinogenic). The human health-based water quality criteria incorporate several exposure
and risk assumptions. These assumptions include:
•

A 70-year lifetime of daily exposures.

•

An ingestion rate for fish or shellfish measured in kg/day.

•

An ingestion rate of two liters/day for drinking water.

•

A one-in-one-million cancer risk for carcinogenic chemicals.

This permit authorizes a small acute mixing zone, surrounded by a chronic mixing zone
around the point of discharge (WAC 173-201A-400). The water quality standards impose
certain conditions before allowing the discharger a mixing zone:
1. Ecology must specify both the allowed size and location in a permit.
The proposed permit specifies the size and location of the allowed mixing zone (as specified
below).
2. The facility must fully apply AKART to its discharge.
Ecology has determined that the treatment provided at LFPP meets the requirements of
AKART (see “Technology-based Limits”).
3. Ecology must consider critical discharge conditions.
Surface water quality-based limits are derived for the water body’s critical condition (the
receiving water and waste discharge condition with the highest potential for adverse impact
on the aquatic biota, human health, and existing or designated waterbody uses). The critical
discharge condition is often pollutant-specific or waterbody-specific.
Critical discharge conditions are those conditions that result in reduced dilution or increased
effect of the pollutant. Factors affecting dilution include the depth of water, the density
stratification in the water column, the currents, and the rate of discharge. Density
stratification is determined by the salinity and temperature of the receiving water.
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Temperatures are warmer in the surface waters in summer. Therefore, density stratification
is generally greatest during the summer months. Density stratification affects how far up in
the water column a freshwater plume may rise. The rate of mixing is greatest when an
effluent is rising. The effluent stops rising when the mixed effluent is the same density as the
surrounding water. After the effluent stops rising, the rate of mixing is much more gradual.
Water depth can affect dilution when a plume might rise to the surface when there is little or
no stratification. Ecology’s Permit Writer’s Manual describes additional guidance on
criteria/design conditions for determining dilution factors. The manual can be obtained from
Ecology’s website at: https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/92109.html.
Table 14 Critical Conditions Used to Model the Discharge a
Critical Condition

Value

The seven-day-average low river flow with a recurrence
interval of ten years (7Q10)

87,582 cfs

River depth at the 7Q10 period

40 feet

River velocity

3.9 ft per second
(10th percentile –
flood conditions)

Width

2790 feet

Maximum average monthly effluent flow for chronic and
human health non-carcinogen

38.45 MGD

Annual average flow for human health carcinogen

33.12 MGD

Maximum daily flow for acute mixing zone

44.86 MGD

7-DAD MAX Effluent temperature

34 degrees C

Ecology obtained ambient data at critical conditions in the vicinity of the outfall from the
“Outfall Diffuser Rehabilitation Project Engineering Report” (CH2MHILL, 2014).
4. Supporting information must clearly indicate the mixing zone would not:
a. Have a reasonable potential to cause the loss of sensitive or important habitat.
b. Substantially interfere with the existing or characteristic uses.
c. Result in damage to the ecosystem.
d. Adversely affect public health.
Ecology established Washington State water quality criteria for toxic chemicals using EPA
criteria. EPA developed the criteria using toxicity tests with numerous organisms and set the
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criteria to generally protect the species tested and to fully protect all commercially and
recreationally important species.
EPA sets acute criteria for toxic chemicals assuming organisms are exposed to the pollutant
at the criteria concentration for one hour. They set chronic standards assuming organisms are
exposed to the pollutant at the criteria concentration for four days. Dilution modeling under
critical conditions generally shows that both acute and chronic criteria concentrations are
reached within minutes of discharge.
The discharge plume does not impact drifting and non-strong swimming organisms because
they cannot stay in the plume close to the outfall long enough to be affected. Strong
swimming fish could maintain a position within the plume, but they can also avoid the
discharge by swimming away. Mixing zones generally do not affect benthic organisms
(bottom dwellers) because the buoyant plume rises in the water column. Ecology has
additionally determined that the effluent will not exceed 33 degrees C for more than two
seconds after discharge; and that the temperature of the water will not create lethal conditions
or blockages to fish migration.
Ecology evaluates the cumulative toxicity of an effluent by testing the discharge with whole
effluent toxicity (WET) testing.
Because this facility includes domestic wastewater as part of its waste stream, the effluent
contains fecal coliform bacteria. Ecology developed the water quality criteria for fecal
coliform (discussed below) to assure that people swimming (primary contact recreation) in
water meeting the criteria would not develop gastro enteric illnesses. Ecology has authorized
a mixing zone for this discharge; however, the domestic wastewater also mixes with the
process wastewater stream prior to being discharged into the Columbia River. The maximum
daily flow from the domestic wastewater treatment plant during the previous permitting
period was 0.070 MGD and the average process wastewater flow was 33.12 MGD. Based on
these flows, the domestic wastewater becomes approximately 0.2% of the treated wastewater
that is discharged from Outfall 001. This means that at the weekly geometric mean
technology based limit of 400/100 ml for the domestic wastewater stream, the combined
effluent meets the water quality criteria at the point of discharge and doesn’t need dilution to
meet the water quality criteria.
Ecology reviewed the above information, the specific information on the characteristics of
the discharge, the receiving water characteristics and the discharge location. Based on this
review, Ecology concluded that the discharge does not have a reasonable potential to cause
the loss of sensitive or important habitat, substantially interfere with existing or
characteristics uses, result in damage to the ecosystem, or adversely affect public health if the
permit limits are met.
5. The discharge/receiving water mixture must not exceed water quality criteria
outside the boundary of a mixing zone.
Ecology conducted a reasonable potential analysis, using procedures established by the EPA
and by Ecology, for each pollutant present in the discharge and concluded the
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discharge/receiving water mixture will not violate water quality criteria outside the boundary
of the mixing zone if permit limits are met.
6. The size of the mixing zone and the concentrations of the pollutants must be
minimized.
At any given time, the effluent plume uses only a portion of the acute and chronic mixing
zone, which minimizes the volume of water involved in mixing. The plume mixes as it rises
through the water column; therefore, much of the receiving water volume at lower depths in
the mixing zone is not mixed with discharge. Similarly, because the discharge may stop
rising at some depth due to density stratification, waters above that depth will not mix with
the discharge. Ecology determined it is impractical to specify in the permit the actual, much
more limited volume in which the dilution occurs as the plume rises and moves with the
current.
Ecology minimizes the size of mixing zones by requiring dischargers to install diffusers
when they are appropriate to the discharge and the specific receiving water body. When a
diffuser is installed, the discharge is more completely mixed with the receiving water in a
shorter time. Ecology also minimizes the size of the mixing zone (in the form of the dilution
factor) using design criteria with a low probability of occurrence. For example, Ecology uses
the expected 95th percentile pollutant concentration, the 90th percentile background
concentration, the centerline dilution factor, and the lowest flow occurring once in every ten
years to perform the reasonable potential analysis.
Because of the above reasons, Ecology has effectively minimized the size of the mixing zone
authorized in the proposed permit.
7. Maximum size of mixing zone.
The authorized mixing zone does not exceed the maximum size restriction.
8. Acute mixing zone.
•

The discharge/receiving water mixture must comply with acute criteria as near to
the point of discharge as practicably attainable.
Ecology determined the acute criteria will be met at 10% of the distance of the chronic
mixing zone at the ten year low flow.

•

The pollutant concentration, duration, and frequency of exposure to the discharge
will not create a barrier to migration or translocation of indigenous organisms to a
degree that has the potential to cause damage to the ecosystem.
As described above, the toxicity of any pollutant depends upon the exposure, the
pollutant concentration, and the time the organism is exposed to that concentration.
Authorizing a limited acute mixing zone for this discharge assures that it will not create a
barrier to migration. The effluent from this discharge will rise as it enters the receiving
water, assuring that the rising effluent will not cause translocation of indigenous
organisms near the point of discharge (below the rising effluent).

•

Comply with size restrictions.
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The mixing zone authorized for this discharge complies with the size restrictions
published in chapter 173-201A WAC.
9. Overlap of Mixing Zones.
This mixing zone does not overlap another mixing zone. The Three Rivers Regional
Wastewater Authority (TRRWA) is located approximately 800 feet downstream of the LFPP
discharge and more than 1,000 feet farther off-shore than their outfall. Therefore, the mixing
zones of the outfalls will not overlap.
D. Designated Uses and Surface Water Quality Criteria
Applicable designated uses and surface water quality criteria are defined in chapter
173-201A WAC. In addition, the U.S. EPA set human health criteria for toxic pollutants
(EPA 1992). The table included below summarizes the criteria applicable to this facility’s
discharge.
•

Aquatic Life Uses are designated based on the presence of, or the intent to provide
protection for the key uses. All indigenous fish and non-fish aquatic species must be
protected in waters of the state in addition to the key species. The Aquatic Life Uses for
this receiving water are identified below.
Table 15 Freshwater Aquatic Life Uses and Associated Criteria for the Columbia River

Salmonid Spawning, Rearing, and Migration
•
•

Temperature Criteria – Highest 1-Day
MAX

20.0°C (68.0°F)
When natural conditions exceed 1Day Max, no temperature increase
will raise the receiving water
temperature by greater than 0.3 o C

Dissolved Oxygen Criteria

>90% Saturation

Turbidity Criteria

•
•

5 NTU over background when the
background is 50 NTU or less; or
A 10 percent increase in turbidity when
the background turbidity is more than 50
NTU.

Total Dissolved Gas Criteria

Total dissolved gas must not exceed 110
percent of saturation at any point of sample
collection.

pH Criteria

The pH must measure within the range of 6.5
to 8.5 with a human-caused variation within
the above range of less than 0.5 units.

•

The recreational uses for this receiving water are identified below.
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Table 16 Recreational Uses and Associated Criteria
Recreational Use Criteria
Primary Contact
Recreation

Fecal coliform organism levels must not exceed a geometric mean value
of 100 colonies /100 mL, with not more than 10 percent of all samples (or
any single sample when less than ten sample points exist) obtained for
calculating the geometric mean value exceeding 200 colonies /100 mL.

•

The water supply uses are domestic, agricultural, industrial, and stock watering.

•

The miscellaneous freshwater uses are wildlife habitat, harvesting, commerce and
navigation, boating, and aesthetics.

E. Water Quality Impairments
The Columbia River in the vicinity of the outfall is listed on the current 303(d) list and is
impaired for dioxin and total dissolved gas (TDG). Ecology has completed a Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Analysis for both pollutants.
On February 25, 1991, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established a TMDL to
limit discharges of dioxins to the Columbia River Basin (TMDL Document for Columbia
River – Dioxin). The pollutant 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-para-dioxin (TCDD) is the most
toxic of a group of compounds known as polychlorinated dibenzo-para-dioxins (dioxins) and
is the focus of the TMDL. The water quality standard that is being protected by the TMDL is
0.013 parts per quadrillion (ppq) 2,3,7,8-TCDD in the Columbia River. This standard is
below levels which can be measured with current analytical technology, but 2,3,7,8-TCDD
has been found at levels in the tissue of fish taken from the Columbia River that indicate the
water quality standard is being exceeded. In the TMDL, EPA identifies chlorine bleaching
pulp mills as a major source of 2,3,7,8-TCDD based on available sampling data. LFPP had a
chlorine bleaching plant at the time that the TMDL was established and was, therefore, given
a wasteload allocation for their wastewater discharge of 0.08 mg/day 2,3,7,8-TCDD. The
bleach plant at the facility was permanently shut down three years later in March 1994,
eliminating the facility’s major source of 2,3,7,8-TCDD. The requirements for compliance
with the wasteload allocation were removed in the permit that was issued on June 20, 2001.
On November 18, 2002, Ecology and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
jointly issued a final TMDL for TDG in the Lower Columbia River. Elevated TDG levels
are caused by four hydroelectric dams along the lower Columbia River. Water spilling from
the dams entrains air causing the water to become supersaturated with dissolved gases.
These dissolved gases can then be harmful to the fish that are exposed to that supersaturated
water. LFPP is not a source of TDG and a limit is not required to protect water quality.
Ecology has not documented temperature impairment in the receiving water in the vicinity of
the outfall; however, Ecology considers the entire Columbia River impaired for temperature.
EPA has prepared a draft TMDL for temperature but has delayed issuance pending
discussion and information exchanges.
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F. Evaluation of Surface Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits for Numeric Criteria
Pollutants in an effluent may affect the aquatic environment near the point of discharge
(near-field) or at a considerable distance from the point of discharge (far-field). Toxic
pollutants, for example, are near-field pollutants; their adverse effects diminish rapidly with
mixing in the receiving water. Conversely, a pollutant such as biological oxygen demand
(BOD) is a far-field pollutant whose adverse effect occurs away from the discharge even
after dilution has occurred. Thus, the method of calculating surface water quality-based
effluent limits varies with the point at which the pollutant has its maximum effect.
With technology-based controls (AKART), predicted pollutant concentrations in the
discharge exceed water quality criteria. Ecology therefore authorizes a mixing zone in
accordance with the geometric configuration, flow restriction, and other restrictions imposed
on mixing zones by chapter 173-201A WAC.
As discussed above, the facility is in the process of repairing their diffuser. After the repairs
are complete, the diffuser at Outfall 001 will be approximately 321 feet long with a diameter
of 48 inches. The final repaired outfall will include 41 elastomeric ports, 13 will be 16inches in diameter spaced 8 feet apart and 28 will be 12-inches in diameter spaced 6 feet
apart. The diffuser depth is 41 feet below Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) level. Ecology
obtained this information from the “Outfall Diffuser Rehabilitation Project Engineering
Report” dated December 30, 2014 (CH2MHill 2014).
Ecology notes that the “Outfall Diffuser Rehabilitation Project Engineering Report” requests
that the mixing zone for LFPP’s outfall be revised from a river mixing zone to an estuarine
mixing zone. This request has been made based on the fact that “the Columbia River at
Longview is a tidal-driven estuary” (CH2Mill, 2014). Ecology has reviewed the request in
the engineering report and the additional information provided in the Technical
Memorandum that was submitted as a supplement to the report (CH2M Hill, 2015). Based
on the information presented in these two documents, Ecology concurs that an estuarine
mixing zone is more appropriate for the receiving water for Outfall 001.
Chronic Mixing Zone--WAC 173-201A-400(7)(b) specifies that mixing zones must not
extend in any horizontal direction from the discharge ports for a distance greater than 200
feet plus the depth of water over the discharge ports and may not occupy more than 25% of
the width of the water body as measured during MLLW.
The four foot diameter discharge pipe has multiple discharge ports extending from both sides
of the diffuser, which creates a series of overlapping circles, each with a radius of 240 feet,
forming an oblong shape where mixing is occurring within the chronic mixing zone. The
dimensions of the oblong are approximately 441 feet by 484 feet. The mixing zone extends
from the bottom to the top of the water column. This description of the mixing zone and
Figure 3 below was revised from the original description in response to a comment received
during the public comment period.
Acute Mixing Zone--WAC 173-201A-400(8)(b) specifies that in estuarine waters a zone
where acute criteria may be exceeded must not extend beyond 10% of the distance
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established for the chronic zone. The acute mixing zone for Outfall 001 extends 24 feet in
any direction from any discharge port.
The dilution factors of effluent to receiving water that occur within the authorized mixing
zones have been determined at the critical conditions by the use of CORMIX for the current
dilution factors and by the use of the UM3 model for the repaired outfall. The “Outfall
Diffuser Rehabilitation Project Engineering Report” prepared by CH2MHill and submitted to
Ecology in January 2015 provides more details regarding the determination of the minimum
dilution factors for the repaired outfall. The dilution factors are listed below.
Table 17 Dilution Factors (DF)
Criteria

Current a

After Repairs
b

Acute Aquatic Life

17

20

Chronic Aquatic Life

120

115

Human Health, Carcinogen

183

Human Health, Non-carcinogen

184

a. These dilution factors represent the dilution available for the Outfall as it was constructed in 1992.
b. These dilution factors represent the dilution available after the proposed repairs for Outfall 001 are
completed.
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Plan View

48 inch Concrete-Coated Steel Outfall Pipe
w/ 321 ft diffuser section

484 ft

Acute Mixing
Zone Boundary

Side View

Chronic Mixing
Zone Boundary
0 ft MLLW

48 ft

-40 ft MLLW

Figure 3 Outfall 001 Basic Mixing Zone Diagram
Ecology determined the impacts of dissolved oxygen deficiency, fecal coliform, ammonia,
metals, other toxics, and temperature as described below, using all of the dilution factors in
the above table. The derivation of surface water quality-based limits also takes into account
the variability of pollutant concentrations in both the effluent and the receiving water.
Dissolved Oxygen--BOD5 and Ammonia Effects--Natural decomposition of organic
material in wastewater effluent impacts dissolved oxygen in the receiving water at distances
far outside of the regulated mixing zone. The measurement of BOD5 in an effluent sample
indicates the amount of biodegradable material in the wastewater and estimates the
magnitude of oxygen consumption the wastewater will generate in the receiving water. The
amount of ammonia-based nitrogen in the wastewater also provides an indication of oxygen
demand in the receiving water.
With technology-based limits, this discharge results in a small amount of BOD5 loading
relative to the large amount of dilution in the receiving water at critical conditions.
Technology-based limits will ensure that dissolved oxygen criteria are met in the receiving
water.
pH--Ecology modeled the impact of the effluent pH on the receiving water using the
calculations from EPA, 1988, and the chronic dilution factor tabulated above. Appendix D
includes the model results.
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Ecology predicts no violation of the pH criteria under critical conditions. Therefore, the
proposed permit includes technology-based effluent limits for pH.
Fecal Coliform--Ecology modeled the numbers of fecal coliform from the sanitary
wastewater treatment plant by simple mixing analysis using the technology-based limit of
400 organisms per 100 ml and a dilution factor of 120. This is a conservative dilution factor
because the sanitary wastewater treatment plant effluent is mixed with the process
wastewater treatment plant effluent before they are discharged from Outfall 001. The
process wastewater does not have any potential for fecal coliform and the sanitary
wastewater flow is approximately 0.2% of the process wastewater flow.
Under critical conditions, modeling predicts no violation of the water quality criterion for
fecal coliform. Therefore, the proposed permit includes the technology-based effluent limit
for fecal coliform bacteria.
As discussed in Section 3.2.2 of Chapter VI in Ecology’s Permit Writer’s Manual, Ecology
uses fecal coliform as an indicator organism for the control of pathogenic bacteria in
wastewater effluents. Pathogenic bacteria are present in wastewater effluents from the waste
of warm-blooded animals. Fecal coliform will also measure non-pathogenic bacteria that are
present from sources other than warm-blooded animals, such as wood waste. The facility
provided one fecal coliform measurement for Outfall 001 in the application that measured
>1600 organisms in 100 ml. The only suspected source of pathogenic bacteria at the LFPP
facility is the sanitary wastewater treatment plant and the majority of the fecal coliform
detected in the Outfall 001 effluent is most likely the result of the wood waste associated
with the pulp and paper making processes. Based on the facts that the facility is required to
monitor fecal coliform present in their sanitary effluent, that they have a fecal coliform limit
for the sanitary effluent, and there are no other suspected sources of pathogenic bacteria in
the process wastewater effluent, no additional monitoring or limits are required for fecal
coliform in the process wastewater effluent in the proposed permit.
Turbidity--Ecology evaluated the impact of turbidity based on the range of turbidity in the
effluent and turbidity of the receiving water. Under critical conditions, modeling predicts no
violation of the water quality criterion for turbidity.
Toxic Pollutants--Federal regulations (40 CFR 122.44) require Ecology to place limits in
NPDES permits on toxic chemicals in an effluent whenever there is a reasonable potential for
those chemicals to exceed the surface water quality criteria. Ecology does not exempt
facilities with technology-based effluent limits from meeting the surface water quality
standards.
The following toxic pollutants are present in the discharge: ammonia, metals (aluminum,
antimony, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel,
thallium, zinc), bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, chloroform, dibutylphthlate,
dichlorobromomethane, diethylphthalate, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, oil and grease, phenolics, and
toluene. Ecology conducted a reasonable potential analysis (See Appendix D) on these
parameters to determine whether it would require effluent limits in this permit.
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Ammonia's toxicity depends on that portion which is available in the unionized form. The
amount of unionized ammonia depends on the temperature and pH in the receiving
freshwater. To evaluate ammonia toxicity, Ecology used the available receiving water
information from the USGS Columbia River station at Beaver Army Terminal near Quincy,
Oregon (Station ID# 14246900) and Ecology spreadsheet tools.
Valid ambient background data were available for many of the pollutants (See Table 2
above). Ecology used all applicable data to evaluate reasonable potential for this discharge
to cause a violation of water quality standards.
Ecology determined that all of the toxic pollutants in the effluent, except for arsenic as
discussed below, pose no reasonable potential to exceed the water quality criteria at the
critical condition using procedures given in EPA, 1991 (Appendix D) and as described
above. Ecology’s determination assumes that this facility meets the other effluent limits of
this permit.
Arsenic
In 1992 the USEPA adopted risk-based arsenic criteria for the protection of human health for
the State of Washington. The criterion for marine waters is 0.14 µg/L inorganic arsenic, and
is based on exposure from fish and shellfish tissue ingestion. The freshwater criterion is
0.018 µg/L inorganic arsenic, and is based on exposure from fish and shellfish tissue and
water ingestion. These criteria have caused confusion in implementation because they differ
from the drinking water maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 10 µg/L, which is not riskbased, and because the human health criteria are sometimes exceeded by natural background
concentrations of arsenic in surface water and ground water.
In Washington, when a natural background concentration exceeds the criterion, the natural
background concentration becomes the criterion, and no dilution zone is allowed. This could
result in a situation where natural groundwater or surface water used as a municipal or
industrial source-water would need additional treatment to meet numeric effluent limits even
though no arsenic was added as waste. Although this is not the case for all dischargers, we
do not have data at this time to quantify the extent of the problem.
A regulatory mechanism to deal with the issues associated with natural background
concentrations of arsenic in groundwater-derived drinking waters is currently lacking.
Consequently, the Water Quality Program, at this time, has decided to use a three-pronged
strategy to address the issues associated with the arsenic criteria. The three strategy elements
are:
1. Pursue, at the national level, a solution to the regulatory issue of groundwater sources
with high arsenic concentrations causing municipal treatment plant effluent to exceed
criteria. The revision of the drinking water MCL for arsenic offered a national
opportunity to discuss how drinking water sources can affect NPDES wastewater
dischargers, however Ecology was unsuccessful in focusing the discussion on developing
a national policy for arsenic regulation that acknowledges the risks and costs associated
with management of the public exposure to natural background concentrations of arsenic
through water sources. The current arsenic MCL of 10 µg/L could also result in

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 44 of 147
municipal treatment plants being unable to meet criteria-based effluent limits. Ecology
will continue to pursue this issue as opportunities arise.
2. Additional and more focused data collection. The Water Quality Program will in some
cases require additional and more focused arsenic data collection, will encourage or
require dischargers to test for source water arsenic concentrations, and will pursue
development of a proposal to have Ecology's Environmental Assessment Program
conduct drinking water source monitoring as well as some additional ambient monitoring
data. At this time, Washington NPDES permits will contain numeric effluent limits for
arsenic based only on treatment technology and aquatic life protection as appropriate.
3. Data sharing. Ecology will share data with USEPA as they work to develop new riskbased criteria for arsenic and as they develop a strategy to regulate arsenic.
This permit requires the Permittee to conduct monitoring of their intake water to determine if
arsenic is being added to the wastewater from the industrial process.
Temperature--The state temperature standards (WAC 173-201A-200-210 and 600-612)
include multiple elements:
•

Annual summer maximum threshold criteria (June 15 to September 15)

•

Supplemental spawning and rearing season criteria (September 15 to June 15)

•

Incremental warming restrictions

•

Protections against acute effects

Ecology evaluates each criterion independently to determine reasonable potential and derive
permit limits.
Annual summer maximum and supplementary spawning/rearing criteria
Each water body has an annual maximum temperature criterion [WAC 173-201A-200(1)(c),
210(1)(c), and Table 602]. These threshold criteria (e.g., 12, 16, 17.5, 20°C) protect specific
categories of aquatic life by controlling the effect of human actions on summer temperatures.
Some waters have an additional threshold criterion to protect the spawning and incubation of
salmonids (9°C for char and 13°C for salmon and trout) [WAC 173-201A-602, Table 602].
These criteria apply during specific date-windows.
The threshold criteria apply at the edge of the chronic mixing zone. Criteria for most fresh
waters are expressed as the highest 7-Day average of daily maximum temperature (7DADMax). The 7-DADMax temperature is the arithmetic average of seven consecutive
measures of daily maximum temperatures. Criteria for marine waters and some fresh waters
are expressed as the highest 1-Day annual maximum temperature (1-DMax).
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Incremental warming criteria
The water quality standards limit the amount of warming human sources can cause under
specific situations [WAC 173-201A-200(1)(c)(i)-(ii), 210(1)(c)(i)-(ii)]. The incremental
warming criteria apply at the edge of the chronic mixing zone.
At locations and times when background temperatures are cooler than the assigned threshold
criterion, point sources are permitted to warm the water by only a defined increment. These
increments are permitted only to the extent doing so does not cause temperatures to exceed
either the annual maximum or supplemental spawning criteria.
At locations and times when a threshold criterion is being exceeded due to natural conditions,
all human sources, considered cumulatively, must not warm the water more than 0.3°C above
the naturally warm condition.
When Ecology has not yet completed a TMDL, our policy allows each point source to warm
water at the edge of the chronic mixing zone by 0.3°C. This is true regardless of the
background temperature and even if doing so would cause the temperature at the edge of a
standard mixing zone to exceed the numeric threshold criteria. Allowing a 0.3°C warming
for each point source is reasonable and protective where the dilution factor is based on 25%
or less of the critical flow. This is because the fully mixed effect on temperature will only be
a fraction of the 0.3°C cumulative allowance (0.075°C or less) for all human sources
combined.
Protections for temperature acute effects
Instantaneous lethality to passing fish: The upper 99th percentile daily maximum effluent
temperature must not exceed 33°C, unless a dilution analysis indicates ambient temperatures
will not exceed 33°C two seconds after discharge.
General lethality and migration blockage: Measurable (0.3°C) increases in temperature at the
edge of a chronic mixing zone are not allowed when the receiving water temperature exceeds
either a 1DMax of 23°C or a 7DADMax of 22°C.
Lethality to incubating fish: Human actions must not cause a measurable (0.3°C) warming
above 17.5°C at locations where eggs are incubating.
Reasonable Potential Analysis
Annual summer maximum and incremental warming criteria: Ecology calculated the
reasonable potential for the discharge to exceed the annual summer maximum and the
incremental warming criteria (See temperature calculations in Appendix D).
The discharge is only allowed to warm the water by a defined increment when the
background (ambient) temperature is warmer than the assigned threshold criterion. Ecology
allows warming increments only when they do not cause temperatures to exceed the annual
maximum criteria.
The incremental increase for this discharge is within the allowable amount. Therefore, the
proposed permit does not include a temperature limit.

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 46 of 147
General lethality and migration blockage: The receiving water conditions are listed in
Table 2 of the fact sheet. The Columbia River does not exceed a 1DMax of 23°C or a
7DADMax of 22°C.
Instantaneous lethality to passing fish: LFPP hired Parametrix to conduct a temperature
study which included continuous long term temperature monitoring in the Columbia River
and a mixing zone evaluation temperature study (Parametrix 2003). The results of the study
are discussed in detail in the fact sheet for the existing permit. Parametrix used the data
collected during the study to model the impacts of the effluent on the receiving water.
CORMIX1 was used for near-field analysis and a FARFIELD CALCULATION based on
Brooks was used for the far-field analysis. According to the previous fact sheet, “Results of
the near-field modeling demonstrated the water temperature was <33 oC after moving 0.45 ft
from the diffuser. Effluent discharge velocity is generally more important than river velocity
in calculating initial dilution upon discharge. At the discharge velocity of 13.1 ft/s, the time
period for temperature reduction below 33 oC is 0.03 seconds.” The results demonstrate
there is no reasonable potential for instantaneous lethality to passing fish.
Minimum Dilution Required
The “Outfall Diffuser Rehabilitation Project Engineering Report” (CH2MHILL, 2014)
includes the minimum dilution factors required for the facility to demonstrate that the
effluent does not have a reasonable potential to cause the receiving water to exceed the water
quality standards. These minimum dilution factors are listed below with the dilution factors
in the existing permit:
Acute
Criteria

Chronic
Criteria

Human Health
Criteria – Existing

Human Health
Criteria - Proposed

Lead

1

20

N/A

N/A

Zinc

3

3

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

69

69

Pthalates

The engineering report also specifies that there are 31 of the original 67 ports still
functioning after the damage was done to the existing outfall. Based on the remaining ports
and the minimum required dilution, Ecology believes that sufficient mixing and dilution is
still occurring from the damaged outfall to protect the water quality standards for the
receiving water.
G. Human Health
Washington’s water quality standards include 91 numeric human health-based criteria that
Ecology must consider when writing NPDES permits. These criteria were established in
1992 by the U.S. EPA in its National Toxics Rule (40 CFR 131.36). The National Toxics
Rule allows states to use mixing zones to evaluate whether discharges comply with human
health criteria.
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Ecology determined the effluent may contain chemicals of concern for human health, based
on the facility’s status as an EPA major discharger and data or information indicating the
discharge contains regulated chemicals. Ecology evaluated the discharge's potential to
violate the water quality standards as required by 40 CFR 122.44(d) by following the
procedures published in the Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics
Control (EPA/505/2-90-001) and Ecology's Permit Writer's Manual to make a reasonable
potential determination. The evaluation showed that the discharge has no reasonable
potential to cause a violation of water quality standards for all chemicals of concern, except
for arsenic, and an effluent limit is not needed. See Section III.F above for the discussion
about arsenic.
Oregon Human Health Criteria
The state of Oregon has recently adopted more stringent human health criteria, and Ecology
is still in the rulemaking process for updating their standards. Therefore, to ensure
compliance with the applicable water quality requirements of all affected States [40 CFR
122.4(d)], Ecology has performed a simple mixing analysis using Oregon’s water quality
standards for the protection of human health (Table 18). Simple mixing uses a mass balance
approach to proportionally distribute a pollutant load from a discharge into the full mixing
volume of 25% of the river, which is the maximum mixing zone allowed by Ecology and less
than the total volume of the river in Washington. These calculations demonstrate that there is
no reasonable potential for the discharge to cause a violation of Oregon water quality
standards in the Oregon portion of the Columbia River.
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Table 18 Oregon Human Health Criteria Reasonable Potential Analysis
Dilution Factor Calculations and Receiving Water Critical Conditions
Facility Name

Step 1: Enter Waterbody Type
Water Body Type

Freshwater

Longview Fibre Paper & Packaging

Receiving Water

Columbia River

Step 2: Enter Dilution Factors -OR- Calculate DFs by entering Facility/Receiving Water Flow Data
Do you want to enter dilution factors -or- flow data?

Flow Data

Facility Flow, MGD

33.12

Max Monthly
Average
38.45

Facility Flow, cfs (calculated)

51.24

59.48

Annual Average

Condition

Receiving Water
Flow, cfs

Allowable % of
river flow

Aquatic Life - Acute

7Q10

87582

0.025

32.6

Aquatic Life - Chronic

7Q10

87582

0.25

369.1

HH-Non-Carcinogen

Max Dilution
Factor Allowed

30Q5

122614.8

0.25

516.3

Harmonic Mean

262746

0.25

1283.0

7Q10

87582

0.25

369.1

Effluent

Receiving
Water

Temp, °C

34

22.8

pH, s.u.

7.6

HH-Carcinogen
Whole river at 7Q10

Step 3: Enter Critical Data

8.7

Alkalinity, mg/L as CaCO3

49.4

Hardness, mg/L CaCO3

41.6

Salinity, psu
Receiving water TSS, mg/L (leave blank if unknown)
If TSS is annual data, enter 'A'; if from critical period,
enter 'S'; If no TSS, leave blank

Daily Max
44.86
69.40
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Reasonable Potential Calculation
Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic

ongview Fibre Paper & Packagi
Freshwater

Rec. Water Hardness

NICKEL - 7440020 9M Dependent on hardness

PHENOL 108952 10A

THALLIUM 7440280 12M

ZINC- 7440666 13M hardness
dependent

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)

MANGANESE 7439965

Effluent Data

DIOXIN (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 1746016

Coeff of Variation (Cv)

COPPER - 744058 6M Hardness
dependent

# of Samples (n)

BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
117817 13B

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

369.1
1283.0
516.3

32.6

ARSENIC (inorganic)

41.6 mg/L

Acute Chronic

ANTIMONY (INORGANIC) 744036
1M

Facility
Water Body Type

7
0.6

7
0.6

6
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

1
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

1.08

23.8

140

6

1E-08

359

4.8

0.068

0.06

94.9

Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)
Receiving Water Data

20.4

1.2

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
0.82

Geo Mean, ug/L
Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chronic

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chronic
Carcinogen?
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

#N/A

5.1

2.1

0.2

1300

5E-10

50

140

9400

0.04

2100

-

-

-

-

0.996

-

-

0.998

-

-

0.996

-

Y

Y

0.996

-

-

0.997

N

Y

N

N

N

-

N

N

0.996
N

0.000
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
516.34
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
0.652
0.8054
516.34
0.0017
NO

0.5545
0.652
0.8054
1283
0.8343
NO

0.55451
0.607
0.86028
1283.02
0.09387
NO

0.5545 0.5545 0.5545
0.652
0.050
0.652
0.8054 0.8054 2.4895
1283 516.34
516.34
0.0094 6.0E-12 1.7E+00
NO
NO
NO

0.5545
0.652
0.8054
516.34
0.0075
NO

N

0.5545 0.55 0.5545
0.652 0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.81 0.8054
516.34
516 516.34
0.0001
0 0.148
NO
NO
NO
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Reasonable Potential Calculation - Page 2
Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic
DIETHYLPHTHALATE 84662 24B

DIBUTYLPHTHALATE 84742 26B

369.1
1283.0
516.3

TOLUENE 108883 25V

Chronic

32.6

DICHLOROBROMOMETHANE
75274 12V

Acute

CHLOROFORM 67663 11V

Facility
ongview Fibre Paper & Packagin
Water Body Type
Freshwater
Rec. Water Hardness
41.6 mg/L

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

0.98

0.1

0.07

1.9

0.71

Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chronic

-

-

-

-

-

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
5

#N/A
#N/A

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chronic

260

0.42

720

3800

400

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

Y

-

-

-

-

#N/A

Y

N

N

N

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

0.5545 0.5545
0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.8054
516.34 516.34
0.0001 0.003
NO
NO

0.5545
0.652
0.8054
516.34
0.0011
NO

0
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

# of Samples (n)
Coeff of Variation (Cv)
Effluent Data

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)
Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)

Receiving Water Data

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
Geo Mean, ug/L

Carcinogen?
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

0.5545 0.5545
0.652
0.652
0.8054 0.8054
1283
1283
0.0006 6E-05
NO
NO

0
0
0
#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

0
0
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
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H. Sediment Quality
The aquatic sediment standards (chapter 173-204 WAC) protect aquatic biota and human
health. Under these standards Ecology may require a facility to evaluate the potential for its
discharge to cause a violation of sediment standards (WAC 173-204-400). You can obtain
additional information about sediments at the Aquatic Lands Cleanup Unit website.
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/tcp/smu/sediment.html
Ecology adopted sediment quality standards for the cleanup of sediments in fresh waters in
February 2013. As this is the first permit renewal after adoption of the standards and the
discharge from LFPP is an industrial discharge of significant volume (33 MGD), Ecology
evaluated whether surface sediment sampling was necessary. In association with LFPP’s
outfall repair project, discussed in Sections II.A and III.F of this fact sheet, the facility
submitted a memo that was issued by the Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP)
agencies and signed by the Seattle of District Corps of Engineers, the Environmental
Protection Agency, Ecology, and the Washington Department of Natural Resources in
February 2014 (DMMP, 2014). In the memo, it is stated that the area around the outfall is a
high current or wave energy environment. Based on this memo, Sharon Brown of Ecology’s
Toxic Cleanup Program provided a memo to Stephanie Ogle of W2R/Industrial Section dated
February 2, 2015 that concluded that the outfall is located in a non-depositional area and
recommended that “surface sediment sampling in the vicinity of the LFPP outfall not be a
requirement in the upcoming NPDES permit”
I. Groundwater Quality Limits
The groundwater quality standards (chapter 173-200 WAC) protect beneficial uses of
groundwater. Permits issued by Ecology must not allow violations of those standards (WAC
173-200-100).
LFPP does not discharge wastewater to the ground. No permit limits are required to protect
groundwater.
J. Whole Effluent Toxicity
The water quality standards for surface waters forbid discharge of effluent that has the
potential to cause toxic effects in the receiving waters. Many toxic pollutants cannot be
measured by commonly available detection methods. However, laboratory tests can measure
toxicity directly by exposing living organisms to the wastewater and measuring their
responses. These tests measure the aggregate toxicity of the whole effluent, so this approach
is called whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing. Some WET tests measure acute toxicity and
other WET tests measure chronic toxicity.
•

Acute toxicity tests measure mortality as the significant response to the toxicity of the
effluent. Dischargers who monitor their wastewater with acute toxicity tests find early
indications of any potential lethal effect of the effluent on organisms in the receiving
water.

•

Chronic toxicity tests measure various sublethal toxic responses, such as reduced growth
or reproduction. Chronic toxicity tests often involve either a complete life cycle test on
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an organism with an extremely short life cycle, or a partial life cycle test during a critical
stage of a test organism's life. Some chronic toxicity tests also measure organism
survival.
Laboratories accredited by Ecology for WET testing know how to use the proper WET
testing protocols, fulfill the data requirements, and submit results in the correct reporting
format. Accredited laboratory staff know about WET testing and how to calculate an NOEC,
LC50, EC50, IC25, etc. Ecology gives all accredited labs the most recent version of Ecology
Publication No. WQ-R-95-80, Laboratory Guidance and Whole Effluent Toxicity Test
Review Criteria (https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/9580.html), which
is referenced in the permit. Ecology recommends that LFPP send a copy of the acute or
chronic toxicity sections(s) of its NPDES permit to the laboratory.
WET testing conducted during effluent characterization showed no reasonable potential for
effluent discharges to cause receiving water acute toxicity or chronic toxicity. The existing
permit required that the facility retest the effluent once in the last summer and once in the last
winter of the permit term. The tests were to be conducted with the species used in the initial
acute effluent characterization or substitutes approved by Ecology. The species used in the
initial acute effluent characterization were ceriodaphnia dubia and pimephales promelas
(fathead minnow). The results from those WET tests were submitted with the permit renewal
application and are summarized below.
Acute Toxicity
The performance standard for acute toxicity is a median of at least 80% survival in 100%
effluent with no single test showing less than 65% survival in 100% effluent. The acute
WET test results in Table 19 provide the percent survival of the testing organism in 100%
effluent. All of the survival rates are greater than 80%; therefore, the proposed permit will
not include an acute WET limit.
Table 19 Acute WET Test Results (Percent survival in 100% effluent)
Sample Date

Organism

Endpoint

Percent Survival

August 22, 2011

Ceriodaphnia dubia

48-hour Survival

100.0

August 22, 2011

fathead minnow

96-hour Survival

97.5

January 16, 2012

Ceriodaphnia dubia

48-hour Survival

100.0

January 16, 2012

fathead minnow

96-hour Survival

97.5

Chronic Toxicity
The performance standard for chronic toxicity is no toxicity in a concentration of effluent
representing the edge of the acute mixing zone. Based on the mixing zone analysis discussed
in Section III.F above, the acute critical effluent concentration (ACEC) is 5.0% and the
chronic critical effluent concentration (CCEC) is 0.9%. The chronic WET tests were
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performed using multiple effluent concentrations (0%, 6.25%, 12.5%, 25%, 50% and 100%).
Table 20 shows the effluent concentrations for the effluent concentrations that had no
observable effects (NOEC) and the lowest concentration that had an effect on the testing
organism (LOEC). All of the results show that the NOECs and LOECs are greater than the
acute critical effluent concentration; therefore, the draft permit does not include a chronic
WET limit.
Table 20 Chronic WET Test Results (Reported as Percent Effluent)
Sample Date

Organism

August 22, 2011

Ceriodaphnia
dubia

August 22, 2011

January 16,
2012

January 16,
2012

fathead
minnow

Ceriodaphnia
dubia

fathead
minnow

Endpoint

NOEC

LOEC

7-day Survival

100

>100

Reproduction

100

>100

7-day Survival

100

>100

Biomass

100

>100

Weight

100

>100

7-day Survival

100

>100

Reproduction

50

>100

7-day Survival

100

>100

Biomass

100

>100

Weight

100

>100

LFPP must retest the effluent before submitting an application for permit renewal.
•

If this facility makes process or material changes which, in Ecology's opinion, increase
the potential for effluent toxicity, then Ecology may (in a regulatory order, by permit
modification, or in the permit renewal) require the facility to conduct additional effluent
characterization. LFPP may demonstrate to Ecology that effluent toxicity has not
increased by performing additional WET testing and/or chemical analyses after the
process or material changes have been made. Ecology recommends that the Permittee
check with it first to make sure that Ecology will consider the demonstration adequate to
support a decision to not require an additional effluent characterization.

•

If WET testing conducted for submittal with a permit application fails to meet the
performance standards in WAC 173-205-020, Ecology will assume that effluent toxicity
has increased.
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K. Comparison of Effluent Limits with the Previous Permit Issued on September 25, 2007
Table 21 Comparison of Previous and Proposed Effluent Limits

Parameter
Biochemical
Oxygen
Demand (5-day)
Total Suspended
Solids
Biochemical
Oxygen
Demand (5-day)
Total Suspended
Solids
Biochemical
Oxygen
Demand (5-day)
Total Suspended
Solids
Parameter
pH

Parameter
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand (5-day)
(mg/l)
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand (5-day)
(lbs/day)

Basis of
Limit

Phase

Previous Effluent
Limits: Outfall # 001
Average
Maximum
Monthly
Daily

Proposed Effluent
Limits: Outfall # 001
Average
Maximum
Monthly
Daily

Base
Technology
Technology

Base

10,800

34,800

11,400

35,900

29,900

58,300

29,900

59,700

12,400

39,600

13,100

40,900

33,200

69,400

33,800

67,400

14,100

43,000

15,000

44,500

36,000

71,700

34,500

68,800

1
Technology
Technology

1
2

Technology
Technology

2

Basis of Limit
Technology

Basis of
Limit

Limit
5.4 – 9.0
Previous Effluent
Limits: Sanitary
Effluent
Average Maximum
Monthly
Daily

Technology

30

45

Technology

38

90

Limit
5.4 – 9.0

Proposed Effluent Limits:
Sanitary Effluent
Average Maximum Average
Monthly
Daily
Weekly
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Basis of
Limit

Parameter
Carbonaceous
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand (mg/l)
Carbonaceous
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand (lbs/day)
Total Suspended
Solids (mg/L)
Total Suspended
Solids (lbs/day)

Previous Effluent
Limits: Sanitary
Effluent
Average Maximum
Monthly
Daily

25

N/A

40

30

N/A

48

45

30

N/A

45

90

36

N/A

54

Technology

N/A

N/A

Technology

N/A

N/A

Technology

30

Technology

38

Parameter
Fecal Coliform
Bacteria (org/ 100
mL)

Proposed Effluent Limits:
Sanitary Effluent
Average Maximum Average
Monthly
Daily
Weekly

Basis of
Limit

Monthly
Geometric
Mean
Limit

Weekly
Geometric
Mean
Limit

Monthly
Geometric
Mean
Limit

Weekly
Geometric
Mean Limit

Technology

200

400

200

400

Parameter

Basis of Limit

Limit

Limit

pH

Technology

6.0 – 9.0

6.0 – 9.0

Biochemical Oxygen Demand
Removal Efficiency

Technology

Monthly
average > 65%

N/A

Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen
Demand Removal Efficiency

Technology

N/A

Monthly
average > 65%

Total Suspended Solids Removal
Efficiency

Technology

Monthly
average > 65%

Monthly
average > 65%

Chlorine Residual (ppm)

Technology

0.1 – 6.0

0.1 – 6.0
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IV. Monitoring Requirements
Ecology requires monitoring, recording, and reporting (WAC 173-220-210 and 40 CFR 122.41)
to verify that the treatment process is functioning correctly and that the discharge complies with
the permit’s effluent limits.
If a facility uses a contract laboratory to monitor wastewater, it must ensure that the laboratory
uses the methods and meets or exceeds the method detection levels required by the permit. The
permit describes when facilities may use alternative methods. It also describes what to do in
certain situations when the laboratory encounters matrix effects. When a facility uses an
alternative method as allowed by the permit, it must report the test method, DL, and QL on the
discharge monitoring report or in the required report.
A. Wastewater Monitoring
The proposed permit requires that LFPP monitor the applicable influents and effluents for the
parameters listed in Table 21 above to demonstrate compliance with the effluent limits.
Additional monitoring is required to demonstrate compliance with the facility loading
criteria, to provide information that will be necessary for the next permit renewal (such as
production data and additional effluent characterization), and to determine the concentration
of arsenic from the facility influent.
The monitoring schedule is detailed in the proposed permit under Special Condition S2.
Specified monitoring frequencies take into account the quantity and variability of the
discharge, the treatment method, past compliance, significance of pollutants, and cost of
monitoring.
The existing permit specified that the daily sampling frequency for BOD5 and TSS at Outfall
001 could be reduced to five times per week upon successful completion of a continuous two
year period with no limit violations of the respective parameter. It also specified that the five
times per week sampling frequency could be reduced to four times per week upon successful
completion of an additional continuous two year period with no limit violations of the
respective parameter. The facility would be required to revert back to the daily sampling
frequency if there were two limit violations for a parameter in a 12 consecutive month
period. The facility was able to meet the requirements to reduce the sampling frequency to
four times per week and only had one limit violation at the four times per week frequency.
As part of the permit renewal process, Ecology used the Permit Writer’s Manual to
determine the appropriate sampling frequencies for the proposed permit. Table XIII-1A1 in
Chapter XIII of the Permit Writer’s Manual specifies the allowable monitoring frequency
based on the ratio of LTA to the AML. Sampling results for May 2012 to May 2014 were
used to establish the appropriate LTA for each parameter. The permit limits were changed in
April 2013 based on an increase in production. Separate LTAs was determined for the May
2012 through March 2013 period and the April 2013 through May 2014 period so that they
could be compared to the appropriate AML. Based on the ratios that were calculated and
Table XIII-1A1, the sampling frequencies for both BOD5 and TSS was reduced from four
times per week to one time per week. To remain eligible for these reductions, LFPP must not

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 57 of 147
violate the effluent limits of the parameters for which Ecology granted reductions and they
must not fail to submit DMRs.
The monitoring requirements for chemical oxygen demand (COD) were removed in the
proposed permit. While COD is an important operational indicator for the facility, this
parameter was removed due to the fact that there are no permit limits for COD and the
information is not necessary to determine if the facility is able to demonstration compliance
with the water quality criteria for the receiving water.
B. Lab Accreditation
Ecology requires that facilities must use a laboratory registered or accredited under the
provisions of chapter 173-50 WAC, Accreditation of Environmental Laboratories, to prepare
all monitoring data (with the exception of certain parameters). Ecology has accredited the
laboratory at this facility for:
Table 22 Accredited Parameters
General Chemistry
Parameter
Name

Method
Code

Method
Description

NELAC
Analyte
Code

Matrix

Total Suspended
Solids

20051201

SM 2540 D97

1960

Non-Potable
Water

Total Chlorine
Residual

20081612

SM 4500-Cl
G-00

1940

Non-Potable
Water

pH

20105219

SM 4500-H +
B-00

1900

NonPotable
Water

Chemical
Oxygen Demand

20136805

SM 5220 D97

1565

NonPotable
Water

Accredited contract laboratories are used, as necessary, for analysis of parameters for which
the facility laboratory is not accredited.

V.

Other Permit Conditions

A. Reporting and Record Keeping
Ecology based Special Condition S3 on its authority to specify any appropriate reporting and
record keeping requirements to prevent and control waste discharges (WAC 173-220-210).
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B. Operation and Maintenance Manual
Ecology requires industries to take all reasonable steps to properly operate and maintain their
wastewater treatment system in accordance with state and federal regulations [40 CFR
122.41(e) and WAC 173-220-150 (1)(g)]. The facility has prepared and submitted an
operation and maintenance manual as required by state regulation for the construction of
wastewater treatment facilities (WAC 173-240-150). Implementation of the procedures in
the operation and maintenance manual ensures the facility’s compliance with the terms and
limits in the permit. Special Condition S4 of the proposed permit also requires the facility to
submit to Ecology for review any substantial changes or updates to the manual and to submit
an update of the Treatment System Operating Plan, which is a concise summary of
specifically defined elements of the manual, as part of the permit renewal application.
Ecology has removed the requirement to maintain a solid waste control plan in the proposed
permit, and, instead, requires that facility include solid waste management procedures as part
of the TSOP. The solid management procedures must ensure that solid wastes that are
generated by the operations at the facility, including operation and maintenance of the
wastewater treatment system, are managed properly and do not enter waters of the state, as
required by Permit Condition S5.
C. Application for Permit Renewal or Modification for Facility Changes
In accordance with WAC 173-220-180, any Permittee that wishes to continue the permitted
activity after the expiration date of the permit must submit an application for replacement to
an existing permit or continuation of a discharge beyond the expiration date at least 180 days
prior to its expiration. Special Condition S6 requires the facility to submit their permit
renewal application no later than six months prior to the expiration date of the permit.
Additionally, WAC 173-220-150 requires that the Permittee must submit a new application
or supplement to an existing application at least one hundred eighty (180) days prior to
commencement of discharges resulting from any facility expansions, production increases, or
other planned changes, such as process modifications, which may result in permit violations.
D. Facility Loading
As discussed in Section III.B above, Permittees are required to provide AKART for their
wastewater effluent before discharging it to a surface water body. These treatment
technologies must be designed to provide the required treatment efficiencies. The design
parameters generally include a maximum loading capacity that the treatment system is able
to handle and still provide the desired treatment efficiency. Special Condition S7 specifies
certain Ecology approved design criteria that LFPP must not exceed. Permit Condition S2
includes appropriate monitoring parameters to demonstrate that these design criteria are not
being exceeded.
E. Non-Routine and Unanticipated Wastewater
Occasionally, this facility may generate wastewater which was not characterized in the
permit application because it is not a routine discharge and was not anticipated at the time of
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application. These wastes typically consist of waters used to pressure-test storage tanks or
fire water systems or of leaks from drinking water systems.
Special Condition S8 of the proposed permit authorizes non-routine and unanticipated
discharges under certain conditions. The facility must characterize these waste waters for
pollutants and examine the opportunities for reuse. Depending on the nature and extent of
pollutants in this wastewater and on any opportunities for reuse, Ecology may:
•

Authorize the facility to discharge the wastewater.

•

Require the facility to treat the wastewater.

•

Require the facility to reuse the wastewater.

F. Spill Plan
This facility stores a quantity of chemicals on-site that have the potential to cause water
pollution if accidentally released. Ecology can require a facility to develop best management
plans to prevent this accidental release [Section 402(a)(1) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (FWPCA) and RCW 90.48.080].
LFPP developed a plan for preventing the accidental release of pollutants to state waters and
for minimizing damages if such a spill occurs. Special Condition S9 of the proposed permit
requires the facility to review the plan at least annually and send any updates to the plan to
Ecology.
G. Stormwater Pollution Prevention
LFPP made final modifications to route all stormwater runoff into the process wastewater
collection system in 2003. In accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(k) and 40 CFR 122.44 (s), the
Special Condition S10 of the proposed permit includes requirements for the development and
implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) to ensure continued
management of the stormwater in a manner that prevents or minimizes pollutants from
entering the waters of the state. The SWPPP must identify potential sources of stormwater
contamination from industrial activities and identify how it plans to manage those sources of
contamination to prevent or minimize contamination of stormwater. LFPP must
continuously review and revise the SWPPP as necessary to assure that the treated stormwater
runoff does not degrade water quality. It must retain the SWPPP on-site or within reasonable
access to the site and available for review by Ecology. The Permittee must also conduct at
least one stormwater inspection per year.
H. Outfall Evaluation
The proposed permit requires LFPP to conduct an outfall inspection at least every three years
and submit the reports from these inspections detailing the findings of that inspection
(Special Condition S11). The inspection must evaluate the physical condition of the
discharge pipe and diffusers, and evaluate the extent of sediment accumulations in the
vicinity of the outfall. The last outfall inspection was conducted in 2014, which means the
next inspection must be conducted in 2017.
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J. Certified Operator
In accordance with WAC 173-230-040, operators in charge of a domestic wastewater
treatment plant must be certified at a level equal to or higher than the classification of that
plant. In addition, when the plant is operated on more than one daily shift, the operator in
charge of each shift must be certified at a level not lower than one level below the
classification of the plant. The domestic wastewater treatment plant is a trickling filter plant,
which is considered to be biofiltration treatment. WAC 173-230-140 classifies a biofiltration
plant with a design capacity of less than or equal to one MGD as a Class II plant. Special
Condition S12 requires that the domestic wastewater treatment plant be in responsible charge
of an operator certified to operate at least a Class II plant and that any operators that are in
charge during a shift be certified to operate at least a Class I plant.
All individuals operating wastewater treatment plants who are not required to be certified are
encouraged to seek certification.
K. Acute and Chronic Toxicity
As discussed in Section III.J above, permit limits associated with acute or chronic toxicity are
not proposed in the draft permit. While no permit limit has been established, the facility will
continue to be required to periodically monitor the acute and chronic toxicity of their
effluent. The last acute and chronic toxicity tests were conducted in August 2011 and
January 2012. Special Conditions S13 and S14 require acute and chronic toxicity testing
twice during the permit cycle, once in the last winter and in the last summer prior to
submission of the application for permit renewal. The acute and chronic toxicity testing
requirements are the same as required by the existing permit.
L. Cooling Water Intake Structure
Section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act requires that the location, design, construction, and
capacity of cooling water intake structures (CWIS) reflect the best technology available
(BTA) for minimizing adverse environmental impact. Section 316(b) is implemented through
NPDES permits. In May 19, 2014, EPA finalized regulations that establish BTA for existing
manufacturing and industrial facilities that have a CWIS with a design intake flow greater
than 2 million gallons per day (MGD) and that use at least twenty five percent of the water
withdrawn for cooling purposes. The BTA standards were established to minimize
impingement and entrainment of all life stages of fish and shellfish. Impingement occurs
when fish or shellfish become entrapped on the outer part of intake screens and entrainment
occurs when fish or shellfish pass through the screens and into the cooling water system.
Facilities requiring an NPDES permit with design intake flows equal to or less than 2 MGD
or that use less than twenty five percent of the actual intake exclusively for cooling are
required to implement Section 316(b) on a case-by case basis. In that case, 40 CFR 125.90(b)
requires Ecology to use best professional judgment (BPJ) for determining BTA.
For facilities that are subject to 40 CFR 125 Subpart J and its conditions, the rule prescribes
several alternatives to reduce impingement. If the facility establishes that less than 25% of
the actual intake flow is used exclusively for cooling, they may choose to propose a separate
site-specific alternative that complies with the BPJ in determining BTA pursuant to Section
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316(b), which will be subject to Ecology’s approval. In both cases, entrainment standards
may be either site-specific or a reduction of intake flow to a level commensurate with a
closed-cycle recirculating system.
Ecology requested that LFPP fill out a supplemental application form to provide some basic
information about the cooling water intake structure. The facility was able to provide some
of the information, but indicated that they would need more time to determine the amount of
freshwater that is used exclusively for cooling water. The mill withdraws cooling water from
the Old Mouth of the Cowlitz River through a 72-inch diameter inlet pipe that is
approximately perpendicular to river flow. The intake structure for the mill was upgraded in
December 1996 and was designed to withdraw 75 million gallons per day (MGD). The
maximum intake velocity is reported to be 0.4 feet per second.
Ecology must ensure that the location, design, construction, and capacity of the facility’s
cooling water intake structure meets the requirements of 40 CFR 125 Subpart J, either
through implementation of the applicable standards or through BPJ, as appropriate for the
facility. Special Condition S15 of the proposed permit requires the mill to properly operate
and maintain any existing technologies used to minimize impingement and entrainment and
report any significant impingement or entrainment observed. In addition, the proposed
permit requires the mill to submit an information and compliance report consistent with
NPDES permit application requirements for cooling water intake structures in 40 CFR
122.21(r)(2) – (8). Ecology will use this information to assess the applicability of 40 CFR
125 Subpart J. If BPJ is the applicable standard, the information provided in the report will
be used to evaluate the potential for impingement and entrainment at the CWIS, the
appropriateness of any proposed technologies or mitigation measures, and any additional
requirements that may be necessary for the facility’s CWIS in the next permit cycle.
Both industry groups and environmental groups have appealed the final rule by EPA. The
outcome of the appeal is not known at the time that this permit was drafted. Ecology may
still require the submittal of the information and compliance report in accordance with 40
CFR 122.21(r) on a best professional judgment basis in the event that the CWIS rule
finalized on May 19, 2014, is remanded or otherwise not in effect.
As for consideration of the endangered species, nothing in this permit allows take for the
purpose of compliance with the Act.
M. Treatment System Efficiency Study
As discussed in Sections III.A and III.B, flows or waste loadings to a wastewater treatment
facility must not exceed approved design criteria and the facility must apply AKART for the
pollutants in the wastewater. Special Condition S16 of the proposed permit requires the
Permittee to conduct a treatment efficiency study on the process wastewater treatment system
to evaluate the adequacy of the treatment system and to determine if additional capacity is
necessary or might be necessary based on anticipated changes to the facility.
N. General Conditions
Ecology bases the standardized General Conditions on state and federal law and regulations.
They are included in all individual industrial NPDES permits issued by Ecology.
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VI. Permit Issuance Procedures
A. Permit Modifications
Ecology may modify this permit to impose numerical limits, if necessary to comply with
water quality standards for surface waters, with sediment quality standards, or with water
quality standards for groundwaters, after obtaining new information from sources such as
inspections, effluent monitoring, outfall studies, and effluent mixing studies.
Ecology may also modify this permit to comply with new or amended state or federal
regulations.
B. Proposed Permit Issuance
This proposed permit includes all statutory requirements for Ecology to authorize a
wastewater discharge. The permit includes limits and conditions to protect human health and
aquatic life, and the beneficial uses of waters of the state of Washington. Ecology proposes
to issue this permit for a term of 5 years.

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 63 of 147

VII. References for Text and Appendices
CH2MHILL
2014. Outfall Diffuser Rehabilitation Project Engineering Report.
Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP)
2014. Determination regarding the suitability of proposed dredged material from Longview
Fibre Paper and Packaging doing business as Kapstone Kraft Paper Corporation, Cowlitz
County, WA evaluated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for flow-lane disposal in the
Columbia River or for beneficial use. Memorandum for Record signed by Seattle District
Corps of Engineers, Environmental Protection Agency, Washington Department of Ecology,
and Washington Department of Natural Resources.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
1992. National Toxics Rule. Federal Register, V. 57, No. 246, Tuesday, December 22, 1992.
1991. Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control. EPA/505/2-90001.
1988. Technical Guidance on Supplementary Stream Design Conditions for Steady State
Modeling. USEPA Office of Water, Washington, D.C.
1985. Water Quality Assessment: A Screening Procedure for Toxic and Conventional
Pollutants in Surface and Ground Water. EPA/600/6-85/002a.
1983. Water Quality Standards Handbook. USEPA Office of Water, Washington, D.C.
Parametrix.
2003. Mixing Zone Evaluation Temperature Study.
Tsivoglou, E.C., and J.R. Wallace.
1972. Characterization of Stream Reaeration Capacity. EPA-R3-72-012. (Cited in EPA
1985 op.cit.)
United States Geological Society.
January 2014. Station ID# 14246900, Columbia River at Beaver Army Terminal near
Quincy,Oregon. Downloaded data between October 1995 and October 2013.
Washington State Department of Ecology.
December 2011. Permit Writer’s Manual. Publication Number 92-109
(https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/92109.html)
Laws and Regulations (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/laws-rules/index.html)
Permit and Wastewater Related Information
(http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/permits/guidance.html)

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 64 of 147
February 2007. Focus Sheet on Solid Waste Control Plan, Developing a Solid Waste Control
Plan for Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permittees, Publication Number 07-10-024.
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/0710024.pdf
November 2013. Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000124.
Wright, R.M., and A.J. McDonnell.
1979. In-stream Deoxygenation Rate Prediction. Journal Environmental Engineering
Division, ASCE. 105(EE2). (Cited in EPA 1985 op.cit.)

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 65 of 147

Appendix A--Public Involvement Information
Ecology proposes to issue a permit to LFPP. The permit includes wastewater discharge limits
and other conditions. This fact sheet describes the facility and Ecology’s reasons for requiring
permit conditions.
Ecology will place a Public Notice of Draft on July 16, 2015 The Daily News to inform the
public and to invite comment on the proposed draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit and fact sheet.
The notice:
•

Tells where copies of the draft Permit and Fact Sheet are available for public evaluation (a
local public library, the closest Regional or Field Office, posted on our website).

•

Offers to provide the documents in an alternate format to accommodate special needs.

•

Urges people to submit their comments, in writing, before the end of the comment period.

•

Tells how to request a public hearing of comments about the proposed NPDES permit.

•

Explains the next step(s) in the permitting process.

Ecology’s document Frequently Asked Questions about Effective Public Commenting is
available on our website at
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/0307023.html.
You may obtain further information from Ecology by telephone, (360) 407 6355 or by writing to
the address listed below.
Water Quality Permit Coordinator
Department of Ecology
Industrial Section
PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600
The primary author of this permit and fact sheet is Stephanie Ogle.
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Appendix B--Your Right to Appeal
You have a right to appeal this permit to the Pollution Control Hearing Board (PCHB) within 30
days of the date of receipt of the final permit. The appeal process is governed by chapter 43.21B
RCW and chapter 371-08 WAC. “Date of receipt” is defined in RCW 43.21B.001(2) (see
glossary).
To appeal you must do the following within 30 days of the date of receipt of this permit:
File your appeal and a copy of this permit with the PCHB (see addresses below). Filing means
actual receipt by the PCHB during regular business hours.
Serve a copy of your appeal and this permit on Ecology in paper form - by mail or in person.
(See addresses below.) E-mail is not accepted.
You must also comply with other applicable requirements in chapter 43.21B RCW and chapter
371-08 WAC.
ADDRESS AND LOCATION INFORMATION
Street Addresses

Mailing Addresses

Department of Ecology

Department of Ecology

Attn: Appeals Processing Desk

Attn: Appeals Processing Desk

300 Desmond Drive SE

PO Box 47608

Lacey, WA 98503

Olympia, WA 98504-7608

Pollution Control Hearings Board

Pollution Control Hearings Board

1111 Israel RD SW

PO Box 40903

STE 301

Olympia, WA 98504-0903

Tumwater, WA 98501
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Appendix C--Glossary
1-DMax or 1-Day Maximum Temperature -- The highest water temperature reached on any
given day. This measure can be obtained using calibrated maximum/minimum thermometers
or continuous monitoring probes having sampling intervals of thirty minutes or less.
7-DADMax or 7-Day Average of the Daily Maximum Temperatures -- The arithmetic
average of seven consecutive measures of daily maximum temperatures. The 7-DADMax
for any individual day is calculated by averaging that day's daily maximum temperature with
the daily maximum temperatures of the three days prior and the three days after that date.
Acute Toxicity -- The lethal effect of a compound on an organism that occurs in a short time
period, usually 48 to 96 hours.
AKART -- The acronym for “all known, available, and reasonable methods of prevention,
control and treatment.” AKART is a technology-based approach to limiting pollutants from
wastewater discharges, which requires an engineering judgment and an economic judgment.
AKART must be applied to all wastes and contaminants prior to entry into waters of the state
in accordance with RCW 90.48.010 and 520, WAC 173-200-030(2)(c)(ii), and WAC 173216-110(1)(a).
Alternate Point of Compliance -- An alternative location in the groundwater from the point of
compliance where compliance with the groundwater standards is measured. It may be
established in the groundwater at locations some distance from the discharge source, up to,
but not exceeding the property boundary and is determined on a site specific basis following
an AKART analysis. An “early warning value” must be used when an alternate point is
established. An alternate point of compliance must be determined and approved in
accordance with WAC 173-200-060(2).
Ambient Water Quality -- The existing environmental condition of the water in a receiving
water body.
Ammonia -- Ammonia is produced by the breakdown of nitrogenous materials in wastewater.
Ammonia is toxic to aquatic organisms, exerts an oxygen demand, and contributes to
eutrophication. It also increases the amount of chlorine needed to disinfect wastewater.
Annual Average Design Flow (AADF) -- average of the daily flow volumes anticipated to
occur over a calendar year.
Average Monthly (Intermittent) Discharge Limit -- The average of the measured values
obtained over a calendar months time taking into account zero discharge days.
Average Monthly Discharge Limit -- The average of the measured values obtained over a
calendar month's time.
Background Water Quality -- The concentrations of chemical, physical, biological or
radiological constituents or other characteristics in or of groundwater at a particular point in
time upgradient of an activity that has not been affected by that activity, [WAC 173-200020(3)]. Background water quality for any parameter is statistically defined as the 95%
upper tolerance interval with a 95% confidence based on at least eight hydraulically
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upgradient water quality samples. The eight samples are collected over a period of at least
one year, with no more than one sample collected during any month in a single calendar year.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) -- Schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, and other physical, structural and/or managerial practices to prevent
or reduce the pollution of waters of the state. BMPs include treatment systems, operating
procedures, and practices to control: plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste
disposal, or drainage from raw material storage. BMPs may be further categorized as
operational, source control, erosion and sediment control, and treatment BMPs.
BOD5 -- Determining the five-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand of an effluent is an indirect
way of measuring the quantity of organic material present in an effluent that is utilized by
bacteria. The BOD5 is used in modeling to measure the reduction of dissolved oxygen in
receiving waters after effluent is discharged. Stress caused by reduced dissolved oxygen
levels makes organisms less competitive and less able to sustain their species in the aquatic
environment. Although BOD5 is not a specific compound, it is defined as a conventional
pollutant under the federal Clean Water Act.
Bypass -- The intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment facility.
Categorical Pretreatment Standards -- National pretreatment standards specifying quantities
or concentrations of pollutants or pollutant properties, which may be discharged to a POTW
by existing or new industrial users in specific industrial subcategories.
Chlorine -- A chemical used to disinfect wastewaters of pathogens harmful to human health. It
is also extremely toxic to aquatic life.
Chronic Toxicity -- The effect of a compound on an organism over a relatively long time, often
1/10 of an organism's lifespan or more. Chronic toxicity can measure survival, reproduction
or growth rates, or other parameters to measure the toxic effects of a compound or
combination of compounds.
Clean Water Act (CWA) -- The federal Water Pollution Control Act enacted by Public Law
92-500, as amended by Public Laws 95-217, 95-576, 96-483, 97-117; USC 1251 et seq.
Compliance Inspection-Without Sampling -- A site visit for the purpose of determining the
compliance of a facility with the terms and conditions of its permit or with applicable statutes
and regulations.
Compliance Inspection-With Sampling -- A site visit for the purpose of determining the
compliance of a facility with the terms and conditions of its permit or with applicable statutes
and regulations. In addition it includes as a minimum, sampling and analysis for all
parameters with limits in the permit to ascertain compliance with those limits; and, for
municipal facilities, sampling of influent to ascertain compliance with the 85 percent removal
requirement. Ecology may conduct additional sampling.
Composite Sample -- A mixture of grab samples collected at the same sampling point at
different times, formed either by continuous sampling or by mixing discrete samples. May
be "time-composite" (collected at constant time intervals) or "flow-proportional" (collected
either as a constant sample volume at time intervals proportional to stream flow, or collected
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by increasing the volume of each aliquot as the flow increased while maintaining a constant
time interval between the aliquots).
Construction Activity -- Clearing, grading, excavation, and any other activity, which disturbs
the surface of the land. Such activities may include road building; construction of residential
houses, office buildings, or industrial buildings; and demolition activity.
Continuous Monitoring -- Uninterrupted, unless otherwise noted in the permit.
Critical Condition -- The time during which the combination of receiving water and waste
discharge conditions have the highest potential for causing toxicity in the receiving water
environment. This situation usually occurs when the flow within a water body is low, thus,
its ability to dilute effluent is reduced.
Date of Receipt -- This is defined in RCW 43.21B.001(2) as five business days after the date of
mailing; or the date of actual receipt, when the actual receipt date can be proven by a
preponderance of the evidence. The recipient's sworn affidavit or declaration indicating the
date of receipt, which is unchallenged by the agency, constitutes sufficient evidence of actual
receipt. The date of actual receipt, however, may not exceed forty-five days from the date of
mailing.
Detection Limit -- The minimum concentration of a substance that can be measured and
reported with 99 percent confidence that the pollutant concentration is above zero and is
determined from analysis of a sample in a given matrix containing the pollutant.
Dilution Factor (DF) -- A measure of the amount of mixing of effluent and receiving water that
occurs at the boundary of the mixing zone. Expressed as the inverse of the percent effluent
fraction, for example, a dilution factor of 10 means the effluent comprises 10% by volume
and the receiving water 90%.
Distribution Uniformity -- The uniformity of infiltration (or application in the case of sprinkle
or trickle irrigation) throughout the field expressed as a percent relating to the average depth
infiltrated in the lowest one-quarter of the area to the average depth of water infiltrated.
Early Warning Value -- The concentration of a pollutant set in accordance with WAC
173-200-070 that is a percentage of an enforcement limit. It may be established in the
effluent, groundwater, surface water, the vadose zone or within the treatment process. This
value acts as a trigger to detect and respond to increasing contaminant concentrations prior to
the degradation of a beneficial use.
Enforcement Limit -- The concentration assigned to a contaminant in the groundwater at the
point of compliance for the purpose of regulation, [WAC 173-200-020(11)]. This limit
assures that a groundwater criterion will not be exceeded and that background water quality
will be protected.
Engineering Report -- A document that thoroughly examines the engineering and
administrative aspects of a particular domestic or industrial wastewater facility. The report
must contain the appropriate information required in WAC 173-240-060 or 173-240-130.
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Fecal Coliform Bacteria -- Fecal coliform bacteria are used as indicators of pathogenic bacteria
in the effluent that are harmful to humans. Pathogenic bacteria in wastewater discharges are
controlled by disinfecting the wastewater. The presence of high numbers of fecal coliform
bacteria in a water body can indicate the recent release of untreated wastewater and/or the
presence of animal feces.
Grab Sample -- A single sample or measurement taken at a specific time or over as short a
period of time as is feasible.
Groundwater -- Water in a saturated zone or stratum beneath the surface of land or below a
surface water body.
Industrial User -- A discharger of wastewater to the sanitary sewer that is not sanitary
wastewater or is not equivalent to sanitary wastewater in character.
Industrial Wastewater -- Water or liquid-carried waste from industrial or commercial
processes, as distinct from domestic wastewater. These wastes may result from any process
or activity of industry, manufacture, trade or business; from the development of any natural
resource; or from animal operations such as feed lots, poultry houses, or dairies. The term
includes contaminated storm water and, also, leachate from solid waste facilities.
Interference -- A discharge which, alone or in conjunction with a discharge or discharges from
other sources, both:
•

Inhibits or disrupts the POTW, its treatment processes or operations, or its sludge
processes, use or disposal; and

•

Therefore is a cause of a violation of any requirement of the POTW's NPDES permit
(including an increase in the magnitude or duration of a violation) or of the prevention of
sewage sludge use or disposal in compliance with the following statutory provisions and
regulations or permits issued thereunder (or more stringent State or local regulations):
Section 405 of the Clean Water Act, the Solid Waste Disposal Act (SWDA) (including
title II, more commonly referred to as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), and including State regulations contained in any State sludge management plan
prepared pursuant to subtitle D of the SWDA), sludge regulations appearing in 40 CFR
Part 507, the Clean Air Act, the Toxic Substances Control Act, and the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act.

Local Limits -- Specific prohibitions or limits on pollutants or pollutant parameters developed
by a POTW.
Major Facility -- A facility discharging to surface water with an EPA rating score of > 80
points based on such factors as flow volume, toxic pollutant potential, and public health
impact.
Maximum Daily Discharge Limit -- The highest allowable daily discharge of a pollutant
measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour period that reasonably represents the calendar
day for purposes of sampling. The daily discharge is calculated as the average measurement
of the pollutant over the day.
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Maximum Day Design Flow (MDDF) -- The largest volume of flow anticipated to occur during
a one-day period, expressed as a daily average.
Maximum Month Design Flow (MMDF) -- The largest volume of flow anticipated to occur
during a continuous 30-day period, expressed as a daily average.
Maximum Week Design Flow (MWDF) -- The largest volume of flow anticipated to occur
during a continuous 7-day period, expressed as a daily average.
Method Detection Level (MDL) -- See Method Detection Level.
Minor Facility -- A facility discharging to surface water with an EPA rating score of < 80 points
based on such factors as flow volume, toxic pollutant potential, and public health impact.
Mixing Zone -- An area that surrounds an effluent discharge within which water quality criteria
may be exceeded. The permit specifies the area of the authorized mixing zone that Ecology
defines following procedures outlined in state regulations (chapter 173-201A WAC).
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) -- The NPDES (Section 402 of
the Clean Water Act) is the federal wastewater permitting system for discharges to navigable
waters of the United States. Many states, including the state of Washington, have been
delegated the authority to issue these permits. NPDES permits issued by Washington State
permit writers are joint NPDES/State permits issued under both state and federal laws.
pH -- The pH of a liquid measures its acidity or alkalinity. It is the negative logarithm of the
hydrogen ion concentration. A pH of 7 is defined as neutral and large variations above or
below this value are considered harmful to most aquatic life.
Pass-Through -- A discharge which exits the POTW into waters of the State in quantities or
concentrations which, alone or in conjunction with a discharge or discharges from other
sources, is a cause of a violation of any requirement of the POTW's NPDES permit
(including an increase in the magnitude or duration of a violation), or which is a cause of a
violation of State water quality standards.
Peak Hour Design Flow (PHDF) -- The largest volume of flow anticipated to occur during a
one-hour period, expressed as a daily or hourly average.
Peak Instantaneous Design Flow (PIDF) -- The maximum anticipated instantaneous flow.
Point of Compliance -- The location in the groundwater where the enforcement limit must not
be exceeded and a facility must comply with the Ground Water Quality Standards. Ecology
determines this limit on a site-specific basis. Ecology locates the point of compliance in the
groundwater as near and directly downgradient from the pollutant source as technically,
hydrogeologically, and geographically feasible, unless it approves an alternative point of
compliance.
Potential Significant Industrial User (PSIU) --A potential significant industrial user is defined
as an Industrial User that does not meet the criteria for a Significant Industrial User, but
which discharges wastewater meeting one or more of the following criteria:
a. Exceeds 0.5 % of treatment plant design capacity criteria and discharges <25,000 gallons
per day or;
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b. Is a member of a group of similar industrial users which, taken together, have the
potential to cause pass through or interference at the POTW (e.g. facilities which develop
photographic film or paper, and car washes).
Ecology may determine that a discharger initially classified as a potential significant
industrial user should be managed as a significant industrial user.
Quantitation Level (QL) -- Also known as Minimum Level of Quantitation (ML) -- The lowest
level at which the entire analytical system must give a recognizable signal and acceptable
calibration point for the analyte. It is equivalent to the concentration of the lowest calibration
standard, assuming that the lab has used all method-specified sample weights, volumes, and
cleanup procedures. The QL is calculated by multiplying the MDL by 3.18 and rounding the
result to the number nearest to (1,2,or 5) x 10n, where n is an integer. (64 FR 30417)
ALSO GIVEN AS:
The smallest detectable concentration of analyte greater than the Detection Limit (DL) where
the accuracy (precision & bias) achieves the objectives of the intended purpose. (Report of
the Federal Advisory Committee on Detection and Quantitation Approaches and Uses in
Clean Water Act Programs Submitted to the US Environmental Protection Agency December
2007).
Reasonable Potential -- A reasonable potential to cause a water quality violation, or loss of
sensitive and/or important habitat.
Responsible Corporate Officer -- A president, secretary, treasurer, or vice-president of the
corporation in charge of a principal business function, or any other person who performs
similar policy- or decision-making functions for the corporation, or the manager of one or
more manufacturing, production, or operating facilities employing more than 250 persons or
have gross annual sales or expenditures exceeding $25 million (in second quarter 1980
dollars), if authority to sign documents has been assigned or delegated to the manager in
accordance with corporate procedures (40 CFR 122.22).
Significant Industrial User (SIU) -1) All industrial users subject to Categorical Pretreatment Standards under 40 CFR 403.6 and
40 CFR Chapter I, Subchapter N; and
2) Any other industrial user that: discharges an average of 25,000 gallons per day or more of
process wastewater to the POTW (excluding sanitary, noncontact cooling, and boiler blowdown wastewater); contributes a process wastestream that makes up 5 percent or more of
the average dry weather hydraulic or organic capacity of the POTW treatment plant; or is
designated as such by the Control Authority* on the basis that the industrial user has a
reasonable potential for adversely affecting the POTW's operation or for violating any
pretreatment standard or requirement [in accordance with 40 CFR 403.8(f)(6)].
Upon finding that the industrial user meeting the criteria in paragraph 2, above, has no
reasonable potential for adversely affecting the POTW's operation or for violating any
pretreatment standard or requirement, the Control Authority* may at any time, on its own
initiative or in response to a petition received from an industrial user or POTW, and in
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accordance with 40 CFR 403.8(f)(6), determine that such industrial user is not a significant
industrial user.
*The term "Control Authority" refers to the Washington State Department of Ecology in
the case of non-delegated POTWs or to the POTW in the case of delegated POTWs.
Slug Discharge -- Any discharge of a non-routine, episodic nature, including but not limited to
an accidental spill or a non-customary batch discharge to the POTW. This may include any
pollutant released at a flow rate that may cause interference or pass through with the POTW
or in any way violate the permit conditions or the POTW’s regulations and local limits.
Soil Scientist -- An individual who is registered as a Certified or Registered Professional Soil
Scientist or as a Certified Professional Soil Specialist by the American Registry of Certified
Professionals in Agronomy, Crops, and Soils or by the National Society of Consulting
Scientists or who has the credentials for membership. Minimum requirements for eligibility
are: possession of a baccalaureate, masters, or doctorate degree from a U.S. or Canadian
institution with a minimum of 30 semester hours or 45 quarter hours professional core
courses in agronomy, crops or soils, and have 5,3,or 1 years, respectively, of professional
experience working in the area of agronomy, crops, or soils.
Solid Waste -- All putrescible and non-putrescible solid and semisolid wastes including, but not
limited to, garbage, rubbish, ashes, industrial wastes, swill, sewage sludge, demolition and
construction wastes, abandoned vehicles or parts thereof, contaminated soils and
contaminated dredged material, and recyclable materials.
Soluble BOD5 -- Determining the soluble fraction of Biochemical Oxygen Demand of an
effluent is an indirect way of measuring the quantity of soluble organic material present in an
effluent that is utilized by bacteria. Although the soluble BOD5 test is not specifically
described in Standard Methods, filtering the raw sample through at least a 1.2 um filter prior
to running the standard BOD5 test is sufficient to remove the particulate organic fraction.
State Waters -- Lakes, rivers, ponds, streams, inland waters, underground waters, salt waters,
and all other surface waters and watercourses within the jurisdiction of the state of
Washington.
Stormwater--That portion of precipitation that does not naturally percolate into the ground or
evaporate, but flows via overland flow, interflow, pipes, and other features of a storm water
drainage system into a defined surface water body, or a constructed infiltration facility.
Technology-Based Effluent Limit -- A permit limit based on the ability of a treatment method
to reduce the pollutant.
Total Coliform Bacteria -- A microbiological test, which detects and enumerates the total
coliform group of bacteria in water samples.
Total Dissolved Solids -- That portion of total solids in water or wastewater that passes through
a specific filter.
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) --A determination of the amount of pollutant that a water
body can receive and still meet water quality standards.
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Total Suspended Solids (TSS) -- Total suspended solids is the particulate material in an
effluent. Large quantities of TSS discharged to a receiving water may result in solids
accumulation. Apart from any toxic effects attributable to substances leached out by water,
suspended solids may kill fish, shellfish, and other aquatic organisms by causing abrasive
injuries and by clogging the gills and respiratory passages of various aquatic fauna.
Indirectly, suspended solids can screen out light and can promote and maintain the
development of noxious conditions through oxygen depletion.
Upset -- An exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and temporary noncompliance
with technology-based permit effluent limits because of factors beyond the reasonable
control of the Permittee. An upset does not include noncompliance to the extent caused by
operational error, improperly designed treatment facilities, lack of preventative maintenance,
or careless or improper operation.
Water Quality-Based Effluent Limit -- A limit imposed on the concentration of an effluent
parameter to prevent the concentration of that parameter from exceeding its water quality
criterion after discharge into receiving waters.
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Appendix D--Technical Calculations
Several of the Excel® spreadsheet tools used to evaluate a discharger’s ability to meet
Washington State water quality standards can be found in the PermitCalc workbook on
Ecology’s webpage at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/permits/guidance.html.
Simple Mixing:
Ecology uses simple mixing calculations to assess the impacts of certain conservative pollutants,
such as the expected increase in fecal coliform bacteria at the edge of the chronic mixing zone
boundary. Simple mixing uses a mass balance approach to proportionally distribute a pollutant
load from a discharge into the authorized mixing zone. The approach assumes no decay or
generation of the pollutant of concern within the mixing zone. The predicted concentration at the
edge of a mixing zone (Cmz) is based on the following calculation:
Cmz

=

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 +

where:

(𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶−𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶)
𝐷𝐷𝐷𝐷

Ce = Effluent Concentration
Ca = Ambient Concentration
DF = Dilution Factor

Table 23 Fecal Coliform Reasonable Potential Analyses
Calculation of Fecal Coliform at Chronic Mixing Zone
INPUT
Chronic Dilution Factor

120.0

Receiving Water Fecal Coliform, #/100 ml
Effluent Fecal Coliform - worst case, #/100 ml
Surface Water Criteria, #/100 ml

0
1600
100

OUTPUT
Fecal Coliform at Mixing Zone Boundary, #/100 ml

13

Difference between mixed and ambient, #/100 ml

13

Conclusion: At design flow, the discharge has no reasonable potential to
violate water quality standards for fecal coliform.
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Calculation of Fecal Coliform at Chronic Mixing Zone
INPUT
Chronic Dilution Factor

115.0

Receiving Water Fecal Coliform, #/100 ml
Effluent Fecal Coliform - worst case, #/100 ml
Surface Water Criteria, #/100 ml

0
1600
100

OUTPUT
Fecal Coliform at Mixing Zone Boundary, #/100 ml

14

Difference between mixed and ambient, #/100 ml

14

Conclusion: At design flow, the discharge has no reasonable potential to
violate water quality standards for fecal coliform.

Reasonable Potential Analysis:
The spreadsheets Input 2 – Reasonable Potential in Ecology’s PermitCalc Workbook determine
reasonable potential (to violate the aquatic life and human health water quality standards) and
calculate effluent limits. The process and formulas for determining reasonable potential and
effluent limits in these spreadsheets are taken directly from the Technical Support Document for
Water Quality-based Toxics Control, (EPA 505/2-90-001). The adjustment for autocorrelation is
from EPA (1996a), and EPA (1996b).
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Table 24 Outfall 001 Reasonable Potential Analyses (RPA) – Two Scenarios (Current and
future)

Reasonable Potential Calculation
Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic

ARSENIC (inorganic)

BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
117817 13B

CADMIUM - 7440439 4M
Hardness dependent

CHROMIUM(HEX) 18540299

CHROMIUM(TRI) -16065831 5M
Hardness dependent

COPPER - 744058 6M Hardness
dependent

DIOXIN (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 1746016

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)

ARSENIC (dissolved) 7440382
2M

Effluent Data

ANTIMONY (INORGANIC) 7440360
1M

# of Samples (n)
Coeff of Variation (Cv)

120.0
120.0
120.0

17.0

ALUMINUM, total recoverable, pH
6.5-9.0 7429905

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

Acute Chronic

AMMONIA, Criteria as Total NH3

Facility
ongview Fibre Paper & Packagin
Water Body Type
Freshwater
Rec. Water Hardness
41.6 mg/L

1
0.6

1
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

6
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

500

370

1.08

23.8

23.8

140

0.56

13.3

13.3

6

1E-08

0.5

0.5

1.2

Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)
Receiving Water Data

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
Geo Mean, ug/L
Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chronic

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chronic
Carcinogen?
Aquatic Life Reasonable Potential
Effluent percentile value
s
Pn
Multiplier

2

s 2=ln(CV +1)
Pn=(1-confidence level) 1/n

Max concentration (ug/L) at edge of…

Acute
Chronic

Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

1.03

31

0.82
2,205
456

750
-

-

360
190

-

-

1.4302

-

-

0.5387

-

-

14

-

0.018

1.8

-

-

-

1300

1E-08

-

-

-

1
1

-

-

0.943
0.943

0.982

0.316

0.962

0.86

0.996
0.996

-

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

Y

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.555
0.050
6.20
211 134.892
57 19.110

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.607

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

2.01
0.127

2.01
3.777

2.01
2.807

2.14

2.01
0.062

2.01
2.011

0.555
0.652
2.01

2.01
1.834

2.01
0.000

0.018

1.419

0.710

0.687

NO

NO

NO

1.290
NO

0.000

NO

0.398
n/a

0.009

n/a

0.555
0.050
6.20

NO

NO

0.555 0.55451
0.050
0.050
2.490 2.48953
120
120
10.373 7.67604
n/a
n/a

0.5545 0.5545
0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.8054
120
120
0.0072 0.1597
NO
n/a

17.637
2.499
n/a

15 267.55 7.4469
10 86.79 5.3647

0.966

-

n/a

0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.5545
0.652
0.607
0.652 0.652 0.652 0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.8603 0.8054 0.8054 0.8054 0.8054 0.8054
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
0.9729 1.0E+00 3.8E-03 0.0893 0.0893 0.0403 6E-11
YES
NO
n/a
n/a
n/a
NO
NO
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Reasonable Potential Calculation - Page 2
Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic

SOLIDS,SUSPENDED AND
TURBIDITY

CHLOROFORM 67663 11V

0.5

ZINC- 7440666 13M hardness
dependent

48.2
14.8

THALLIUM 7440280 12M

12.3

PHENOL 108952 10A

204

OIL AND GREASE

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)

7
0.6

120.0
120.0
120.0

NICKEL - 7440020 9M Dependent on hardness

Effluent Data

1
0.6

Chronic

17.0

MERCURY 7439976 8M

Coeff of Variation (Cv)

Acute

MANGANESE 7439965

# of Samples (n)

LEAD - 7439921 7M Dependent
on hardness

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

IRON 7439896

Facility
ongview Fibre Paper & Packagi
Water Body Type
Freshwater
Rec. Water Hardness
41.6 mg/L

1
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

1
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

359 0.0264

4.8

2100

0.08

0.06

94.9

85

0.98

20.4

9.8

Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)
Receiving Water Data

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
Geo Mean, ug/L
Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chronic

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chronic
Carcinogen?
Aquatic Life Reasonable Potential
Effluent percentile value
s
Pn

0.39

0

- 24.562

-

2.1

1000 0.9571

-

0.012

673.96

-

-

- 54.433

-

-

74.8490/9-76-023

-

- 49.706

14.8

-

300

-

50

0.14

610

-

21000

1.7

-

-

5.7

-

0.466

-

0.85

0.998

-

-

-

0.996

-

-

-

0.466

-

-

0.997

-

-

-

0.996

-

-

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

2
s =ln(CV +1)

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

0.555

Pn=(1-confidence level) 1/n

0.050

0.652

0.050

0.652

0.652

0.050

0.652

0.652

0.652

0.652

0.652

6.20

2.01

6.20

2.01

2.01

6.20

2.01

2.01

2.01

2.01

2.01

1.147 130.882

0.003

0.932 765.604

0.009

0.007 30.348

19.249

0.116

58.335

0.592

18.542

0.000

0.467 108.461

0.001

0.001 21.809

11.139

0.016

NO

NO

n/a

NO

NO #VALUE!

n/a

NO

n/a

0.5545 0.5545
0.050 0.652
2.4895 0.8054
120
120
7.4478 0.0002
NO
NO

0.5545 0.55451
0.652
0.050
0.8054 2.48953
120
120
0.0322 4.4E+01
NO
n/a

2

Multiplier
Max concentration (ug/L) at edge of…

Acute
Chronic

Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

119.738

0.5545 0.5545
0.050
0.652
2.4895 0.8054
120
120
18.909 0.0826
NO
n/a

n/a

NO

0.554513 0.5545 0.5545 0.554513 0.5545
0.652 0.652 0.652
0.652 0.652
0.805399 0.8054 0.8054 0.805399 0.8054
120
120
120
120
120
5.4E-04 0.0004 0.6369 0.570491 0.0066
NO
NO
n/a
n/a
NO
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Reasonable Potential Calculation - Page 3
Facility
Water Body Type
Rec. Water Hardness

DICHLOROBROMOMETHANE
75274 12V

TOLUENE 108883 25V

DIETHYLPHTHALATE 84662 24B

DIBUTYLPHTHALATE 84742 26B

41.6 mg/L

# of Samples (n)
Coeff of Variation (Cv)

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)

0.1

0.07

1.9

0.71

0
-

0
-

0
-

0.27

6800

Y

N

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

Effluent Data

Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic

ongview Fibre Paper & Packagin
Freshwater

Acute Chronic

17.0

120.0
120.0
120.0

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0
-

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

23000

2700

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

N

N

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)
Receiving Water Data

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
Geo Mean, ug/L
Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chronic

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chronic
Carcinogen?
Aquatic Life Reasonable Potential
Effluent percentile value
s
Pn

2

2

s =ln(CV +1)
Pn=(1-confidence level) 1/n

Multiplier
Max concentration (ug/L) at edge of…

Acute
Chronic

Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
#DIV/0!

0.555
#DIV/0!

0.555 0.555 0.555 0.555 0.555
#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

2.01
0.012
0.002
n/a

2.01
0.008
0.001
n/a

2.01
0.224
0.032
n/a

2.01
0.084
0.012
n/a

#DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

0.5545 0.5545
0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.8054
120
120
0.0128 0.0048
NO
NO

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545 0.5545
0.652
0.652
0.8054 0.8054
120
120
0.0007 0.0005
NO
NO

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 80 of 147
Reasonable Potential Calculation

Rec. Water Hardness

ARSENIC (inorganic)

BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE
117817 13B

CADMIUM - 7440439 4M
Hardness dependent

CHROMIUM(HEX) 18540299

CHROMIUM(TRI) -16065831 5M
Hardness dependent

COPPER - 744058 6M Hardness
dependent

DIOXIN (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 1746016

115.0
184.0
183.0

ARSENIC (dissolved) 7440382
2M

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)

19.8

ANTIMONY (INORGANIC) 7440360
1M

# of Samples (n)
Coeff of Variation (Cv)

Acute Chronic

ALUMINUM, total recoverable, pH
6.5-9.0 7429905

41.6 mg/L

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

Effluent Data

Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic

ngview Fibre Paper & Packagi
Freshwater

AMMONIA, Criteria as Total NH3

Facility
Water Body Type

1
0.6

1
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

6
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

500

370

1.08

23.8

23.8

140

0.56

13.3

13.3

6

1E-08

0.066

0.3

0.3

1.37

Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)
Receiving Water Data

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
Geo Mean, ug/L

20

1.03

Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chroni

2,205
456

750
-

0.1
-

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chroni

-

-

14

-

0.018

1.8

-

-

-

1300

1E-08

N

N

N

1
1
Y

Y

Y

0.943
0.943
N

0.982
0.962
N

0.316
0.86
N

0.996
0.996
N

Y

Carcinogen?
Aquatic Life Reasonable Potential
Effluent percentile value
s
Pn

2

2

s =ln(CV +1)
Pn=(1-confidence level) 1/n

Multiplier
Max concentration (ug/L) at edge of…

Acute
Chroni

Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

360
190

0.75
-

-

1.4302
0.5387

15 267.55 7.4469
10 86.79 5.3647

-

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.555
0.050

0.555
0.050

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.607

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

6.20
6.20
175 115.816
47 19.941
NO
NO

2.01
0.109
0.019
n/a

2.01
3.388
1.436
NO

2.01
2.410
0.415
n/a

2.14
15.143
2.607
n/a

2.01
0.116
0.075
NO

2.01
1.607
0.520
NO

2.01
0.710
0.497
NO

2.01
1.906
1.462
NO

2.01
0.000
0.000
n/a

0.555 0.55451
0.050
0.050
2.490 2.48953
183
183
6.802 5.03347
n/a
n/a

0.5545 0.5545
0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.8054
183
184
0.1042 0.1042
NO
n/a

0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.5545 0.555
0.652
0.607
0.652 0.652 0.652 0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.8603 0.8054 0.8054 0.8054 0.8054 0.805
184
184
183
183
183
183
184
0.8501 6.5E-01 2.5E-03 0.0585 0.0585 0.0264 4E-11
YES
NO
n/a
n/a
n/a
NO
NO
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Reasonable Potential Calculation - Page 2
Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic

OIL AND GREASE

PHENOL 108952 10A

THALLIUM 7440280 12M

ZINC- 7440666 13M hardness
dependent

SOLIDS,SUSPENDED AND
TURBIDITY

CHLOROFORM 67663 11V

204

115.0
184.0
183.0

NICKEL - 7440020 9M Dependent on hardness

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)

7
0.6

Chronic

19.8

MERCURY 7439976 8M

Effluent Data

1
0.6

Acute

MANGANESE 7439965

# of Samples (n)
Coeff of Variation (Cv)

LEAD - 7439921 7M Dependent
on hardness

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

IRON 7439896

Facility
ongview Fibre Paper & Packagi
Water Body Type
Freshwater
Rec. Water Hardness
41.6 mg/L

1
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

1
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

12.3

359 0.0264

4.8

2100

0.08

0.06

94.9

85

0.98

48.2
0.043
14.8
- 24.562
1000 0.9571

0.0034
0.003
2.1
- 0.012

1.6
0.01
- 54.433
- 49.706

9.8

Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)
Receiving Water Data

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
Geo Mean, ug/L
Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chronic

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chronic
Carcinogen?

-

14.8

-

300

-

50

0.14

610

-

21000

1.7

-

-

5.7

-

0.466
0.466

-

0.85
-

0.998
0.997

-

-

-

0.996
0.996

-

-

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.555
0.555
0.652
0.050
2.01
6.20
0.621 112.373
0.143 19.348
NO
n/a

0.555
0.652
2.01
0.006
0.004
NO

0.555
0.555
0.652
0.050
2.01
6.20
1.909 657.34
1.570 113.18
NO ######

0.555
0.652
2.01
0.008
0.001
n/a

0.555 0.555
0.652 0.652
2.01
2.01
0.006 11.091
0.001 3.234
n/a
NO

0.555
0.652
2.01
17.913
11.197
NO

0.555
0.652
2.01
0.099
0.017
n/a

0.5545 0.5545
0.050 0.652
2.4895 0.8054
183
183
4.8838 0.0031
NO
NO

0.5545 0.5545
0.652
0.050
0.8054 2.4895
183
183
1.5129 ######
NO
n/a

Aquatic Life Reasonable Potential
0.950
Effluent percentile value
s
0.555
s 2=ln(CV2+1)
1/n
Pn=(1-confidence level)
Pn
0.050
Multiplier
6.20
Max concentration (ug/L) at edge of…
Acute
109.621
Chronic 58.775
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?
NO
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

1.5
1.5
673.96
74.8499-76-023

0.5545 0.5545
0.050
0.652
2.4895 0.8054
183
183
17.494 0.0541
NO
n/a

0.554513 0.5545 0.5545 0.554513 0.5545
0.652 0.652 0.652
0.652 0.652
0.805399 0.8054 0.8054 0.805399 0.8054
183
183
183
183
184
3.5E-04 0.0102 0.4177 0.374093 0.0043
NO
NO
n/a
n/a
NO
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Reasonable Potential Calculation - Page 3
Facility
Water Body Type

Dilution Factors:
Aquatic Life
Human Health Carcinogenic
Human Health Non-Carcinogenic

ongview Fibre Paper & Packagin
Freshwater

Rec. Water Hardness

DICHLOROBROMOMETHANE
75274 12V

TOLUENE 108883 25V

DIETHYLPHTHALATE 84662 24B

DIBUTYLPHTHALATE 84742 26B

41.6 mg/L

# of Samples (n)
Coeff of Variation (Cv)

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

7
0.6

Effluent Concentration, ug/L
(Max. or 95th Percentile)

0.1

0.07

1.9

0.71

Aquatic Life Criteria, Acute
ug/L
Chronic

-

-

-

WQ Criteria for Protection of
Water Quality Criteria Human Health, ug/L
Metal Criteria
Acute
Translator, decimal Chronic

0.27

6800

Y

N

Pollutant, CAS No. &
NPDES Application Ref. No.

Effluent Data

Acute Chronic

19.8

115.0
184.0
183.0

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

-

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A

23000

2700

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

#N/A

N

N

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

Calculated 50th percentile
Effluent Conc. (when n>10)
Receiving Water Data

90th Percentile Conc., ug/L
Geo Mean, ug/L

Carcinogen?
Aquatic Life Reasonable Potential
Effluent percentile value
s
Pn

2

2

s =ln(CV +1)
Pn=(1-confidence level) 1/n

Multiplier
Max concentration (ug/L) at edge of…

Acute
Chronic

Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?
Human Health Reasonable Potential
s 2=ln(CV 2+1)
s
Pn=(1-confidence level)1/n
Pn
Multiplier
Dilution Factor
Max Conc. at edge of Chronic Zone, ug/L
Reasonable Potential? Limit Required?

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.950

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
0.652

0.555
#DIV/0!

0.555
#DIV/0!

0.555 0.555 0.555 0.555 0.555
#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

2.01
0.010
0.002
n/a

2.01
0.007
0.001
n/a

2.01
0.192
0.033
n/a

2.01
0.072
0.012
n/a

#DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

#DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A
#N/A

0.5545 0.5545
0.652 0.652
0.8054 0.8054
183
183
0.0084 0.0031
NO
NO

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545 0.5545
0.652
0.652
0.8054 0.8054
184
183
0.0004 0.0003
NO
NO

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A

0.5545
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#N/A
#DIV/0!
#N/A
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Table 25 Minimum pH Modeling Results – Two Scenarios (current and future)
Calculation of pH of a Mixture of Two Flows
Based on the procedure in EPA's DESCON program (EPA, 1988. Technical Guidance on Supplementary
Stream Design Conditions for Steady State Modeling. USEPA Office of Water, Washington D.C.)
INPUT
@ Acute @ Chronic
Boundary Boundary
1. Dilution Factor at Mixing Zone Boundary

17.0

120.0

@ Whole
River
120.0

2. Ambient/Upstream/Background Conditions
Temperature (deg C):

22.80

22.80

22.80

8.70

8.70

8.70

49.40

49.40

49.40

35.60

35.60

35.60

pH:

5.40

5.40

5.40

Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):

0.00

0.00

0.00

Upstream/Background pKa:

6.36

6.36

6.36

Effluent pKa:

6.30

6.30

6.30

Upstream/Background Ionization Fraction:

1.00

1.00

1.00

Effluent Ionization Fraction:

0.11

0.11

0.11

50

50

50

0

0

0

Temperature (deg C):

23.55

22.91

22.91

Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):

46.49

48.99

48.99

Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):

46.71

49.21

49.21

6.36

6.36

6.36

8.70

8.70

8.70

pH:
Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):
3. Effluent Characteristics
Temperature (deg C):

OUTPUT
1. Ionization Constants

2. Ionization Fractions

3. Total Inorganic Carbon
Upstream/Background Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):
Effluent Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):
4. Condtions at Mixing Zone Boundary

pKa:
RESULTS
pH at Mixing Zone Boundary:
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Calculation of pH of a Mixture of Two Flows
Based on the procedure in EPA's DESCON program (EPA, 1988. Technical Guidance on Supplementary
Stream Design Conditions for Steady State Modeling. USEPA Office of Water, Washington D.C.)
INPUT
@ Acute @ Chronic
Boundary Boundary
1. Dilution Factor at Mixing Zone Boundary

19.8

115.0

@ Whole
River
115.0

2. Ambient/Upstream/Background Conditions
Temperature (deg C):

22.80

22.80

22.80

8.70

8.70

8.70

49.40

49.40

49.40

35.60

35.60

35.60

pH:

5.40

5.40

5.40

Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):

0.00

0.00

0.00

pH:
Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):
3. Effluent Characteristics
Temperature (deg C):

OUTPUT
1. Ionization Constants
Upstream/Background pKa:

6.36

6.36

6.36

Effluent pKa:

6.30

6.30

6.30

Upstream/Background Ionization Fraction:

1.00

1.00

1.00

Effluent Ionization Fraction:

0.11

0.11

0.11

50

50

50

0

0

0

Temperature (deg C):

23.45

22.91

22.91

Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):

46.91

48.97

48.97

Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):

47.12

49.20

49.20

6.36

6.36

6.36

8.70

8.70

8.70

2. Ionization Fractions

3. Total Inorganic Carbon
Upstream/Background Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):
Effluent Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):
4. Condtions at Mixing Zone Boundary

pKa:
RESULTS
pH at Mixing Zone Boundary:
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Table 26 Maximum pH Modeling Results – Two Scenarios (current and future)
Calculation of pH of a Mixture of Two Flows
Based on the procedure in EPA's DESCON program (EPA, 1988. Technical Guidance on Supplementary
Stream Design Conditions for Steady State Modeling. USEPA Office of Water, Washington D.C.)
INPUT
@ Acute @ Chronic
Boundary Boundary
1. Dilution Factor at Mixing Zone Boundary

17.0

120.0

@ Whole
River
120.0

2. Ambient/Upstream/Background Conditions
Temperature (deg C):

22.80

22.80

22.80

8.70

8.70

8.70

49.40

49.40

49.40

35.60

35.60

35.60

pH:

9.00

9.00

9.00

Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):

0.00

0.00

0.00

Upstream/Background pKa:

6.36

6.36

6.36

Effluent pKa:

6.30

6.30

6.30

Upstream/Background Ionization Fraction:

1.00

1.00

1.00

Effluent Ionization Fraction:

1.00

1.00

1.00

50

50

50

0

0

0

Temperature (deg C):

23.55

22.91

22.91

Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):

46.49

48.99

48.99

Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):

46.71

49.21

49.21

6.36

6.36

6.36

8.70

8.70

8.70

pH:
Alkalinity (mg CaCO3/L):
3. Effluent Characteristics
Temperature (deg C):

OUTPUT
1. Ionization Constants

2. Ionization Fractions

3. Total Inorganic Carbon
Upstream/Background Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):
Effluent Total Inorganic Carbon (mg CaCO3/L):
4. Condtions at Mixing Zone Boundary

pKa:
RESULTS
pH at Mixing Zone Boundary:
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Table 27 Temperature Reasonable Potential Analyses – Two scenarios (current and future)
Freshwater Temperature Reasonable Potential and Limit Calculation
Based on WAC 173-201A-200(1)(c)(i)--(ii) and the Water Quality Program Guidance. All data inputs must meet WQ
guidelines. The Water Quality temperature guidance document may be found at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0610100.html
Core Summer
Critera

Supplemental
Criteria

July 1-Sept 14

Sept 15-July 1

120.0

120.0

2. 7DADMax Ambient Temperature (T) (Upstream Background 90th percentile)

20.6 °C

15.9 °C

3. 7DADMax Effluent Temperature (95th percentile)

39.4 °C

35.6 °C

4. Aquatic Life Temperature WQ Criterion in Fresh Water

20.0 °C

20.0 °C

5. Temperature at Chronic Mixing Zone Boundary:

20.8 °C

16.1 °C

6. Incremental Temperature Increase or decrease:

0.2 °C

0.2 °C

7. Maximum Allowable Incremental Temperature Increase:

0.3 °C

1.2 °C

20.9 °C

17.1 °C

YES

NO

NO LIMIT

---

INPUT
1. Chronic Dilution Factor at Mixing Zone Boundary

OUTPUT

8. Maximum Allowable Temperature at Mixing Zone Boundary:
A. If ambient temp is warmer than WQ criterion
9. Does temp fall within this warmer temp range?
10. Temperature Limit if Required:

B. If ambient temp is cooler than WQ criterion but within 28/(Tamb+7) and within 0.3 °C of the criterion
11. Does temp fall within this incremental temp. range?

---

NO

12. Temp increase allowed at mixing zone boundary, if required:

---

---

13. Does temp fall within this Incremental temp. range?

---

NO

14. Temp increase allowed at mixing zone boundary, if required:

---

---

15. Does temp fall within this Incremental temp. range?

---

YES

16. Temp increase allowed at mixing zone boundary, if required:

---

NO LIMIT

NO

NO

NO LIMIT

NO LIMIT

C. If ambient temp is cooler than (WQ criterion-0.3) but within 28/(Tamb+7) of the criterion

D. If ambient temp is cooler than (WQ criterion - 28/(Tamb+7))

RESULTS
17. Do any of the above cells show a temp increase?
18. Temperature Limit if Required?
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Freshwater Temperature Reasonable Potential and Limit Calculation
Based on WAC 173-201A-200(1)(c)(i)--(ii) and the Water Quality Program Guidance. All data inputs must meet WQ
guidelines. The Water Quality temperature guidance document may be found at:
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0610100.html
Core Summer
Critera

Supplemental
Criteria

July 1-Sept 14

Sept 15-July 1

115.0

115.0

2. 7DADMax Ambient Temperature (T) (Upstream Background 90th percentile)

20.6 °C

15.9 °C

3. 7DADMax Effluent Temperature (95th percentile)

39.4 °C

35.6 °C

4. Aquatic Life Temperature WQ Criterion in Fresh Water

20.0 °C

20.0 °C

5. Temperature at Chronic Mixing Zone Boundary:

20.8 °C

16.1 °C

6. Incremental Temperature Increase or decrease:

0.2 °C

0.2 °C

7. Maximum Allowable Incremental Temperature Increase:

0.3 °C

1.2 °C

20.9 °C

17.1 °C

YES

NO

NO LIMIT

---

INPUT
1. Chronic Dilution Factor at Mixing Zone Boundary

OUTPUT

8. Maximum Allowable Temperature at Mixing Zone Boundary:
A. If ambient temp is warmer than WQ criterion
9. Does temp fall within this warmer temp range?
10. Temperature Limit if Required:

B. If ambient temp is cooler than WQ criterion but within 28/(Tamb+7) and within 0.3 °C of the criterion
11. Does temp fall within this incremental temp. range?

---

NO

12. Temp increase allowed at mixing zone boundary, if required:

---

---

13. Does temp fall within this Incremental temp. range?

---

NO

14. Temp increase allowed at mixing zone boundary, if required:

---

---

15. Does temp fall within this Incremental temp. range?

---

YES

16. Temp increase allowed at mixing zone boundary, if required:

---

NO LIMIT

NO

NO

NO LIMIT

NO LIMIT

C. If ambient temp is cooler than (WQ criterion-0.3) but within 28/(Tamb+7) of the criterion

D. If ambient temp is cooler than (WQ criterion - 28/(Tamb+7))

RESULTS
17. Do any of the above cells show a temp increase?
18. Temperature Limit if Required?

Appendix E--Response to Comments
LONGVIEW FIBRE PAPER AND PACKAGING, INC
D/B/A KAPSTONE KRAFT PAPER CORPORATION
300 FIBRE WAY
PO BOX 369
LONGVIEW, WA 98632
NPDES PERMIT NO. WA0000078
February 8, 2016
Ecology published notice of an opportunity to comment on the renewal of the NPDES Permit
No. WA0000078 in the The Daily News on July 16, 2015. The proposed permit will allow
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging, Inc, doing business as KapStone Kraft Paper Corporation
(KapStone), to discharge treated process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, and stormwater to the
Columbia River. In the notice, Ecology invited public review of the proposed permit and
provided a 44-day public comment period. The deadline for submittal of written comments was
August 28, 2015. An open house followed by a public hearing was held on August 24, 2015.
Eleven individuals provided oral comments at the hearing. Ecology received written comments
from two individuals during the public hearing, five individuals or entities via email, and one
individual via mail during the public comment period.
Changes were made to the permit, where appropriate, to improve clarity and address the
comments. The significant changes that were made to the permit are summarized below and all
of the changes are discussed in detail in this response to comments. The comments and
Ecology’s responses to comments are presented below. Comments appear in regular text,
followed by Ecology’s response in italicized text.
Ecology will send a copy of this response to comments to each individual who provided
comments. A copy of the final permit will be sent to all interested parties upon issuance and
posted on the Industrial Section website at http://apps.ecy.wa.gov/industrial/
Summary of Significant Changes to the Permit
1. Removal of Tiered Limits – Permit Condition S1.A has been revised to remove the tiered
limits for biochemical oxygen demand (5-Day) (BOD5) and total suspended solids (TSS).
The remaining limits are based on a single primary production value of 3600 machine dried
tons (converted to 3863 air dried tons), which is the maximum production allowed by Notice
of Construction Order (NOC) Order 9213. Permit Condition S2.A has been concurrently
revised to require the facility to report production totals in air dried tons.
2. pH Limits – Permit Condition S1.A has been revised to change the minimum pH limit to 5.6
and footnote c has been revised to allow for excursions between 5.0 and 5.6. Section III.B of
the Fact Sheet has also been revised to provide background information for how the new
limit was calculated.
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3. Mixing Zone Description – Permit Condition S1.B and Section III.F of the Fact Sheet have
been revised to clarify the entire dimensions of the chronic mixing zone, rather than solely
describing the mixing zone around a single port of the multi-port diffuser. The revised
language does not change the size of the allowed mixing zone. The dilution factor table was
also revised to remove the dilution factors associated with the diffuser before it was damaged
and subsequently repaired. The repair work was completed on January 14, 2015 and the
applicable dilution factors are listed in the revised table.
4. Monitoring Frequency – Permit Condition S2.A has been revised to increase the monitoring
frequency for BOD5 and TSS in the effluent from once per week to three times per week.
5. Operations and Maintenance Manual – Permit Condition S4.A.a has been revised to
require that the facility submit an update to the operations and maintenance manual that
incorporates their cooling water intake structure for approval one year after the permit is
effective.
6. Solid Waste Control Plan – Permit Condition S5.C has been added to the permit and
requires the facility to submit an updated solid waste control plan six months after the
effective date of the permit. The updated solid waste control plan must the following: any
necessary updates, best management practices (BMPs) for minimizing fugitive emissions
from material storage and handling operations from entering nearby surface waters and
BMPs for minimizing the amount of plastics and other solid waste from the OCC reject
processing system to the wastewater treatment system.
7. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan – Permit Condition S10.B has been revised to
require that the stormwater pollution prevention (SWPPP) describe each BMP selected to
eliminate or reduce the potential to contaminate stormwater or groundwater, including, but
not limited to: good housekeeping and preventative maintenance of the stormwater drainage
system.
8. Cooling Water Intake Structure - Permit Condition S15.B has been revised to require the
facility to submit a revised EPA Form 2-C Supplemental Cooling Water Intake Structures
form by March 1, 2017 to provide the percentage of the intake flow that is used exclusively
for cooling. Permit Condition S15.D has been added to require that the facility inspect their
cooling water intake structure on a weekly basis, unless a request for a reduced frequency is
approved by Ecology.
9. Material Unloading Pollution Prevention Plan – Permit Condition S17 has been added and
requires the facility to submit a Material Unloading Pollution Prevention Plan describing the
BMPs that will be implemented to minimize the release of fugitive emissions of materials,
such as wood chips, hog fuel, sawdust, etc, during unloading operations from barges or ships.
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COMMENTS FROM JOHN WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF LOCAL 153
(COMMENTS 1 – 22)
Written Comments:
1) COOLING WATER INTAKE (CWIS)
There are non-discretionary requirements of the Clean Water Act that regulate the
Applicant’s cooling water intake structure (“CWIS”) in The Columbia River (The River).
The requirements bind DOE to evaluate whether the intake structures and cooling water
practices utilized at the Pulp and paper mill comply with the following statutory criteria set
forth in Act § 316(b): “(b) Cooling water intake structures:
“Any standard established pursuant to section 1311 of this title or section 1316 of this
title and applicable to a point source shall require that the location, design,
construction, and capacity of cooling water intake structure reflect the Best
Technology Available (BTA) for minimizing adverse environmental impact.”
Applicant’s CWIS are existing structures which are not subject to the Phase II rules at 40
C.F.R. §125.90 implementing § 316(b), but they are nevertheless subject to the following
requirement of a BPJ determination: “(b) Existing facilities that are not subject to
requirements under this or another subpart of this part must meet requirements under section
316(b) of the CWA determined by the Director on a case-by-case, best professional judgment
(BPJ) basis.”
DOE is thus required to make a determination addressing Applicant’s CWIS, and as whether
the design, operation and monitoring of such equipment as shown in Applicant’s submittal
constitutes Best Technology Available (“BTA”) for “minimizing adverse environmental
impact” under 33 U.S.C. §1326(b).
The commentors have provided Ecology with multiple photographs, taken from a video,
which show fish kills in and beyond the Mill’s water intake system. The Mill’s intake is
killing Columbia River Smelt, a listed, endangered species. The Smelt are apparently
impinged in the Mill’s revolving screen, which is beyond the intake system entry, but before
the pumps.
I am told that the Mill scrapes or backwashes/scrapes the revolving screen, knocking the
Smelt (and any other aquatic species) off of the screen. Videos show hundreds of dead or
dying fish in an open tank. Rather than move the fish back into the River, The fish and any
other backwashed materials are gathered and landfilled, or incinerated in the hog fuel boiler,
according to workers I interviewed. There is every reason to believe that endangered salmon
and steelhead, as well as ecologically important species such as lamprey, suffer the same
fate.
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We also provided pictures showing entrained stickleback minnows, which had made it past
the intake screen and backwashing, and were actually within the Mill.
All available evidence indicates 100% mortality for any aquatic life that enters the CWIS.
I attended a seminar on CWIS mitigation at the American Fisheries’ Society last week and
many operators of large industrial facilities described their CWIS mitigation measures,
already in place, that reduce mortality to as low as 24% at an Alabama Power facility, for
instance. (Please see separate fax for a list of presentations.)
Justin Mitchell presented the Alabama Power documentation. Daniel Giza’s presentation
regarding a similar facility claimed a 93-98% survival rate.
We believe the Mill’s mortality rate of 100% is unacceptable, and on its face the Mill’s
CWIS are deficient and do not represent Best Professional Judgment.
Response to Comment 1). KapStone was required to submit their permit renewal application
no later than April 4, 2012. The final rule for the cooling water intake structures was
published in August 2014. In anticipation of the final rule, Ecology requested that the
facility submit the 2C Supplemental Form for Cooling Water Intake Structures to obtain
preliminary information to determine the applicability of the newly promulgated
requirements. However, the additional information required by 40 CFR Part 122 will take
time for the facility to gather. Due to the fact that the current permit expired in October
2012, it was determined that it would be better to renew the NPDES permit with the
requirement to gather the information during the next permit renewal cycle rather than
continue to delay the issuance of the renewal permit, as allowed by 40 CFR 125.95(a)(2).
Due to the fact that the photos mentioned in the comment were provided to Ecology months
after the event, it is not possible to investigate the reports of entrained/impinged fish.
However, to address the concern, two revisions have been made to the permit:
1) Permit Condition S4.A.a has been revised to require the facility to update their
Operations and Maintenance Manual to include the Cooling water Intake Structure to
ensure that the structure is being properly operated and maintained, and.
2) A requirement to inspect the cooling water intake structure has been added to Permit
Condition S15 to ensure that the Permittee is aware of such events in the future and is
able to respond appropriately.
Permit Condition S15.B was also modified to require that the facility submit a revised EPA
Form 2-C Supplemental Cooling Water Intake Structures form by December 31, 2016 to
provide the percentage of the intake flow that is used exclusively for cooling. That will allow
both the facility and Ecology to determine if they are subject to the specific requirements of
40 CFR Part 125 Subpart J or if best professional judgment will apply, which will ensure
that the facility collects the appropriate information for the next permit renewal application.
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In the future, employees of the mill should report impingement/entrainment events to the
environmental staff at KapStone as soon as possible so that it may be addressed
appropriately. These events may also be reported to Ecology for investigation. When
reporting events to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and location of the observed
event, when possible.
2) THE PROPOSED PERMIT AUTHORIZES “TAKE” OF ENDANGERED SPECIES
BY ALLOWING CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE CURRENT CWIS DESPITE
EVIDENCE OF 100% MORTALITY
The proposed NPDES permit claims at p. 60 that it does not authorize the “take” of
endangered species. However the proposed permit does allow 5 to 7 years of continued take
of endangered species because it allows the continued operation of the deficient CWIS, and
its taking of endangered species, and only asks for reports.
Ecology’s history of approval of the CWIS’ operations without any evaluation has probably
allowed decades of the unrestricted taking of several endangered aquatic species, probably
including adult salmon and smelt, and also salmon smolt and smelt larvae.
In a note at the end of 40CFR 125.90, the EPA and Fish & Wildlife Service have determined
any impingement or entrainment of a federally listed species constitutes a taking. Section S15
of the proposed permit authorizes continued operation of the CWIS, with only a report
required for an undefined “significant” taking of aquatic species, and an Information and
Compliance Report due in roughly 4.5 years.
If this permit truly does not authorize take of endangered species, it should simply prohibit
takings, in plain English, for instance: “Any entrainment or impingement of endangered
species in the Mill’s CWIS will constitute a prohibited take under 40 CFR 125.90 and will be
submit to penalties.”
Response to Comment 2). Permit Condition S15.C is included in the permit to make it clear
that compliance with the NPDES permit requirements does not necessarily mean that the
facility is in compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The language in the permit
is consistent with 40 CFR 125.98(b)(1), as published on August 5, 2014. Ecology will
coordinate with EPA regarding any reports or complaints about the take of endangered
species.
The federal agencies that implement the ESA (US Fish and Wildlife and the National Marine
Fisheries Service) will be provided with a copy of the next permit renewal application so that
they may review the cooling water intake structure information and provide
recommendations for the next permit with respect to the ESA.

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 93 of 147
3) THE MILL’S APPLICATION FOR PERMIT RENEWAL WAS NOT COMPLETE
The application for the proposed NPDES permit does not contain adequate information to
determine whether the Mill’s CWIS was built and is operated in compliance with BPJ. The
Mill has apparently submitted little more to Ecology than a couple of pages of cursory
information and a set of hard-to-read blueprints. This is certainly not enough information to
decree that the Mill has implemented BPJ.
The design, operation, performance and monitoring of the CWIS are all indisputably
considered as elements of the required professional engineering determination reflecting
scientifically defensible BTA-BPJ findings and decisions addressing whether Applicant’s
present CWIS performance accomplishes a BTA level of “minimizing adverse environmental
impact.”
In its CWIS BTA decision, DOE must consider and address the fundamental purpose of the
Clean Water Act “...to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of
the Nation’s waters.”
The determination DOE must make under 33 U.S.C. §1326(b) as to adverse environmental
impact must address the remedial and restorative goals of the Act as to the biological
integrity of The Columbia River as the navigable waters in which Applicant operates their
CWIS.
At the point the Applicant has failed to demonstrate that its primitive intake system even
approaches BTA for minimizing aquatic life impacts. We are unable to find a single instance
in which the Mill informed any regulatory agency that its CWIS was trapping endangered
species and letting them die.
For this reason, the proposed (at S15) Permit’s language requiring the Applicant to “properly
maintain and operate the CWID including any existing technologies currently used to
minimize impingement and entrainment” does not adequately address the ongoing harms to
aquatic life and allows continued taking of endangered aquatic life.
The current CWIS probably has a 100% mortality rate. It does have a screen to reduce
entrainment, but the screen causes 100% mortality from impingement. There is no avenue
for rescue, escape or return for impinged or entrained aquatic species unlike many other
existing facilities.
The current application materials did not even assess the aquatic life harm being caused by
the Mill’s current CWIS structure, such as an evaluation of current fish mortality levels; and
included no analysis as to whether improvements in that structure could mitigate harm.
In 2012, Applicant submitted documentation to DOE addressing the cooling CWIS being
utilized at the Pulp and paper mill site.
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The Applicant-submitted documentation does not contains any specific claims and/or
demonstrations that their CWIS equipment actually complies with CWA Section 316(b), or
that the subject CWIS equipment as presently used at the pulp and paper mill meets a BTAcommensurate level of protectiveness for “...minimizing adverse environmental impact...”
and for restoring the biological integrity “of The Columbia River in which Applicant
operates its CWIS.
Commentors are not aware of any documents from the Applicant that clearly demonstrates
whether the present design and operational practices for its Columbia River CWIS intakes (as
shown in the 2012 CWIS Documentation) comply with the objectives and provisions of 33
U.S.C. §1326(b) read together with the Act’s purposes in restoring the biological integrity of
The Columbia River.
Applicant’s brief CWIS documentation consists of a one-page response to questions and
blueprint-like drawings of the cooling water intake’s physical features.
This documentation contains no quantitative or qualitative information addressing the present
breadth and extent of biological damages and impairment to fish and aquatic organisms
caused as a result of Applicant’s CWIS operations.
Despite the photographic evidence of impingement and entrainment at the Mill’s CWIS,
which likely have continued for decades, the Applicant has apparently never studied, much
less submitted any information addressing the present or historical levels of Applicant’sCWIS-caused biological damage to aquatic life in the Columbia River, and DOE has not
apparently requested such information from Applicant until the current proposed permit.
Response to Comment 3). Please refer to Response to Comment 1) above for information
regarding the permit renewal application. Ecology notes that the permit does include
language requiring the facility to properly operate and maintain their current structure and
to inspect that structure on a weekly basis, as discussed in Response to Comment 69) below.
4) Applicant’s CWIS Documentation Fails to Include Information Addressing the Manner
in Which Applicant’s Present CWIS Causes or Contributes to Aquatic Mortality
Impingement and Entrainment Losses
While the Applicant provides blueprints of the CWIS, we did not find information or analysis
which described any of the modalities for fish and aquatic biological damage that is caused
or created by the physical and operational elements of Applicant’s CWIS intake processes
and operations.
In a proper determination and demonstration of compliance with 33 U.S.C. §1326(b), DOE
must properly consider the manner and modality of impingement and entrainment mortality
losses caused by the present physical configuration of Applicant’s CWIS equipment and
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operations because such biological damages are a part of the process of ‘minimizing adverse
environmental impacts in the form of fish and aquatic fauna mortalities.
Because DOE’s BTA-BPJ determination must be reviewed as to whether it is a properly
articulated and scientifically defensible exercise in environmental engineering, such a
determination must necessarily consider the degree and manner in which the physical
elements and operational features of CWIS equipment cause or contribute to impingement
and entrainment aquatic mortality.
The Applicant’s thin CWIS documentation does not provide the information needed for a
proper engineering judgment and determination on Applicant’s CWIS in meeting the
requirements of 33 U.S.C. §1326(b) and the required BPJ review.
In carrying out a BTA determination, DOE must produce a result which would provide a
similar level of protectiveness for fish and aquatic resources that would be provided in a
national rulemaking on CWIS intakes. It is not sufficient for DOE to defer or to allow the
Applicant to defer required elements of minimization of aquatic biological damage until a
time when a national binding rule is published. BPJ review necessarily involves scientific
inquiry and assessment of what specific “adverse environmental impacts” in the form of fish
and aquatic fauna mortalities are presently caused by the present design and operation of
Applicant’s present CWIS intake equipment in The Columbia River.
It should not have taken DOE from the time of Applicant’s first renewal application
submittal in 2012 until now to arrive at the conclusion that the Applicant should address fish
return systems d/or other mitigation measures in their next application renewal narrative and
demonstration. This additional delay could mean another seven years before Ecology
requires BPJ/BTA protections for aquatic life on this CWIS.
DOE should have informed the Applicant back in 2012 that its application was incomplete,
for instance, because it did not incorporate discussion of a fish return system (among other
potential mitigation measures) as potential BTA. If DOE had taken such an action in 2012,
then at the present time the Applicant would have been getting a final approval on a specific
plan to comply at an earlier rather than a far later time.
Likewise, when the Rule survived court and other challenges and became effective in 2014,
DOE should have initiated information requests for the Mill to determine where the Mill
employed BPJ /BA.
DOE’s failure to diligently require the implementation of 33 U.S.C. §3126(b) requirements
can potentially lead to years of additional delay before the Applicant is in final compliance
with what DOE deems to be appropriate fish protection and aquatic mortality mitigation
measures.
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DOE has apparently not collected information quantifying biological damages and aquatic
mortalities from Applicant’s Columbia River CWIS intake. Accordingly, Ecology
inappropriately determined that Applicant’s NPDES renewal submittal was complete
although the Applicant has never been asked to document and quantify its present level of
biological damages in the context of the duty to “minimizing adverse environmental impacts”
during the past history of DOE regulation of the facility.
Given that the only information at all in the record about fish and aquatic mortalities are the
photographs we have provided, DOE cannot justify delaying for 5-7 years a BTA-BPJ
finding and determination that Applicant’s CWIS intakes “minimize adverse environmental
impacts.”
DOE and Applicant should have acknowledged the mortality effects and the 100% fish
entrainment losses in the present and existing system with few if any measures to reduce
such damages or to address exclusion from intake entrainment.
The Applicant’s CWIS documentation failed to provide complete vetting and appropriate
consideration of alternative intake flow reduction technology. Such analysis should have
included, at minimum, evaluation of intake flow reductions, fish return systems, alternate
internal and inlet opening screen systems, use of adjacent fine mesh nets, and other intake
mitigation and control techniques.
Response to Comment 4). Please refer to Response to Comments 1) and 3) above.
5) WASTE HANDLING
The proposed permit at p. 20, requires that the Mill’s Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
Manual must include procedures to prevent solid wastes from entering State surface waters,
in its Treatment System Operating Plan.
Workers have told me, and we have provided pictures, indicating that waste plastic that
arrived at the Mill as an unwanted part of the OCC feed stock can enter the WWTP and the
River by three paths.
The plastic often blows off of the Mill site and into the River.
The waste plastic also blows into the WWTP and clarifier and then works its way into the
outfall pipe.
The Mill’s internal screening and collection system for processing the OCCs (which contain
waste plastic) do not effectively remove these plastic wastes, which end up in the outfall pipe
and eventually the River.
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Plastic and other wastes in the OCC feedstock provide significant tonnages of waste
materials; the OCC materials supplies feedstock for over 25% the Mill’s paper production.
Recent on-land outfall pipe maintenance revealed the presence of large amounts of waste
plastic within the pipe. It is quite likely this waste was ultimately discharged into the River.
We’ve provided pictures and testimony regarding this unpermitted discharge.
Response to Comment 5). The commenter is correct that the permit already contains permit
requirements addressing this scenario, Permit Conditions S4 and S5.A. However, based on
this and other similar comments, Permit Condition S.C. has been added to the permit and
requires the permittee to submit an updated solid waste control plan that includes best
management practices (BMPs) to minimize the amount of fugitive emissions from material
storage and handling operating from entering nearby surface water and the amount of
plastics and other solid waste that is discharged to the wastewater treatment system from the
processing of OCC rejects. In addition, Permit Condition S17 has been added to require the
facility to develop and implement a Material Unloading Pollution Prevention Plan to prevent
fugitive emissions from the storage/handling of materials, such as wood chips, hog fuel,
sawdust, etc, from entering nearby surface waters.
In the future, employees at the mill should report potential non-compliance issues to the
environmental staff at KapStone as soon as possible after issues are identified, so that they
may be addressed appropriately. If an employee does not feel that the environmental staff
has addressed an issue, they may report it to Ecology for investigation. When reporting
issues to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and location of the observed issue, when
possible.
Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations.
6) UNCONTROLLED HANDLING AND STORAGE OF WOOD CHIPS AND
SAWDUST
Workers have also told me that Mill feedstock such as sawdust and wood chips are also
spilled and thus discharged into the River which barges and ships load/unload chips and
sawdust at the Mill’s dock.
The Mill stores multi-acre piles of chips and sawdust very close to the River’s banks, as
shown in figure 1, page 7 of the Fact Sheet. Extreme winds buffet the Mill site. The Mill
acknowledges the wind often blows sawdust off of the Mill site and warns the Mill workers
to wear eye protection when near the Mill grounds. The Mill has not adequately attempted to
secure the sawdust and chip piles to prevent these materials from being blown into the River,
or spilled during loading/unloading at the River’s edge.
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We ask Ecology to add permit conditions that would require the Mill to prevent waste plastic,
and chips and sawdust, from being blown into, escaping internal mill screening, or otherwise
entering the WWTP and the River.
Response to Comment 6). Please refer to Response to Comment 5).
7) STORMWATER DISCHARGES
The workers tell me that KapStone has cut the Mill labor force. One consequence is that the
stormwater management crew is severely undermanned. This means that the heavy winter
rains often wash large quantities of wood chips off of the piles. These chips flow towards the
stormwater drain grates, where the masses of chips pile up and block the drains.
The Mill fails to assign enough-or any-workers to keep those drains clear. Since the
stormwater cannot drain as designed, the water accumulates and can and has eventually
flowed over the Mill’s berms into State waters. We ask that Ecology require the Mill to
provide staffing for stormwater management, and require amendments to the O&M Manual
that include requirements to keep those drains open and unblocked by debris.
Response to Comment 7). Permit Condition S4 states that the Permittee must, at all times,
properly operate and maintain all facilities or systems of treatment and control (and related
appurtenances), which are installed to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of
this permit. Permit Condition S10.A requires the facility to collect and treat the stormwater
that is generated at that site. As such, the stormwater collection system is subject to Permit
Condition S4. In addition, Permit Condition S10.B requires that the SWPPP must “include
BMPs to inspect and maintain the stormwater drainage system and other controls that could
fail and result in the discharge of untreated stormwater to surface water…” and Permit
Condition S10.C requires the permittee to conduct at least one stormwater inspection per
year during the wet season.
As stated in previous responses, potential non-compliance with the permit should be reported
to the environmental staff at KapStone as soon as possible after it is identified so that it may
be addressed appropriately. If the employee does not feel that the environmental staff has
addressed the issue, they may report it to Ecology for investigation. When reporting issues
to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and location of the observed issue, when possible.
Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations
8) CURRENT AND PRIOR MODELING OF LOW PH EFFLUENT’S IMPACTS HAS
PRODUCED CONFLICTING RESULTS CURRENT MODELING CLAIMS NO
IMPACT FROM LOW PH EFFLUENT
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The Permit’s Appendix D at p. 82, Table 25, claims that if the Mill’s effluent discharges at
pH 5.4 will have no impact on the ambient pH in the River. Table 25 for instance shows an
ambient pH of 8.70 in the River, effluent discharged at pH 5.4 and a “result” of 8.70, or zero
change of the ambient pH, utilizing the EPA 1988 model.
In fact, during the last permit cycle, Ecology itself presented different calculations which
revealed significant in-River impacts from effluent discharges at pH 5.4, using the same
model.
Response to Comment 8). As can be seen in Tables 25 and 26 of the Fact Sheet, there are a
number of inputs into the model, such as temperature, pH, and alkalinity of both the ambient
water and the effluent. Each of these inputs can affect the output of the model, which
explains the differences between the different outputs in the two fact sheets.
While researching this comment, the instructions associated with Ecology’s spreadsheet
were reviewed and it was noted that they state that there are some important factors that can
influence pH that are not included in the calculation and that in many cases where dilution is
relatively large (e.g. greater than a dilution factor of 20) the pH in the mixing zone will be
dominated by ambient conditions. It also states that the spreadsheet should be used mainly
where effluent dilution is relatively low and effluent pH and alkalinity are much different
than the receiving water. The spreadsheet and that associated instructions are accessible on
our website at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/permits/guidance.html The chronic
dilution factor for this facility is 115, which is significantly greater than 20. The ambient
water quality conditions will dominate in that scenario and it is not appropriate to use the
spreadsheet to evaluate the pH of the mixed stream. However, refer to Response to Comment
11) below for revised pH limits.
9) PRIOR MODELING PREDICTED A .05 PH UNIT DECREASE FROM LOW PH
EFFLUENT
The Fact Sheet from the last permit issuance, at p. 22 stated that “the model” (EPA, 1988)
predicted a decrease of .05 units in the receiving water pH (from 7.4 to 6.9) due to effluent
discharge at the minimum pH limit of 5.4.
In other words, the modeling results of the Mill’s low pH impacts, conducted during the prior
permit issuance, differ sharply with the modeling results for the current permit. The prior
modeling demonstrated a decrease of .5 pH units due to the Mill’s acidic effluent. The
current Fact Sheet claims the model shows there are no pH impacts. Yet both of these
models calculated the impacts of discharges at 5.4 pH.
Response to Comment 9). See Response to Comment 8) above.
10) A .05 PH DECREASE FROM ACIDIC EFFLUENT IS NOT ALLOWED
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The Draft permit at p. 37 states that the pH criterion allows a human caused variation within
the 6.5-8.5 range of less than 0.5 units.
If the 2007 modeling is correct, and discharges at pH 5.4 will cause a variation of .05 pH
units, that would apparently violate the narrative found in the fact Sheet at Table 15, p. 37
which says only human-caused variations of less than .5 pH units are allowed. The pH
variation would likely be even greater, if discharges at the minimum allowable pH level of
4.4 for up to an hour were modeled also.
Response to Comment 10). Refer to Response to Comment 8) above and Comment 11)
below.
11) THE PROPOSED PH LIMITS EXCEED TECHNOLOGY-BASED LIMITS
The Fact Sheet also states in Table 9 that the Technology-based limit for the process
wastewater is a pH range from 6.0 to 9.0 (standard units). The Fact Sheet does not explain
why the Mill is permitted to exceed these technology-based limits. The Fact Sheet did not
claim AKART is operating re: pH.
Response to Comment 11). The minimum pH limit in the proposed permit was consistent
with the permit limits in the current permit. The derivation of that limit is briefly discussed in
the permit that was issued in May 1991 and explains that the limit was calculated by
prorating the limit for the bleached pulp operations at the plant and the unbleached pulp
operations at the plant. Additional correspondence between EPA, Ecology, and the facility
provides additional information for how the unbleached portion was applied. The pH range
that is specified for existing source under the Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology (BCT) limits is 6.0 to 9.0 and the range for new sources under the New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) for 40 CFR Part 430 Subparts C, J, and L is 5.0 to 9.0. As
discussed in the Section III.B of the Fact Sheet and the previously mentioned
correspondence, the BCT standards apply to a portion of the production and the NSPS limits
apply to the remaining portion. The bleach plant was permanently shut down in March 1994
and it is no longer appropriate to include the technology based limits associated with those
operations. After the bleach plant contribution is removed from the previously calculated
limits, the revised pH limit range is 5.6 to 9.0. The permit has been modified to specify a
minimum pH limit of 5.6 and footnote c of the Effluent Limits table has been modified to say
that “….excursions between 5.0 and 6.0 or 9.0 to 10.0….” Section III.B of the Fact Sheet
has also been revised to provide the historical information regarding the pH calculations
and the equation that was used to calculate the revised limits.
12) EXCURSIONS BELOW 5.0 PH ARE NOT ALLOWED
The Fact Sheet for the Georgia-Pacific Camas NPDES renewal May, 2015, p.16) does
explain that Ecology allows pulp mills “…an (pH) excursion of 5.0 to 10.0 SU” (emphasis
added).
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But the Fact Sheet for the KapStone NPDES renewal does not explain why KapStone is
allowed excursions as low as 4.4 pH, in contrast with the Georgia Pacific Fact Sheet’s
statement that 5.0 pH, not 4.4 pH, is the maximum short-term excursion allowed for pulp
mills.
Ecology staff attempted to explain this conflict by providing a page from 401.17 of the EPA
regulations which states that pH excursions are allowed for a given time period. Ecology
then stated that Ecology has an (unwritten?) policy of allowing an excursion of 1 SU pH.
This statement still does not explain why an excursion to below 5.0 pH is allowed in conflict
with the language in the G-P Fact Sheet.
Response to Comment 12). As discussed in Section 3.7 of Chapter 4 of Ecology’s Water
Quality Program Permit Writer’s Manual (available on Ecology’s website), “under federal
regulations, if a pH limitation in a permit is technology-based and is continuously monitored,
then a discharger may receive an exclusion from the permit limits for a period of 1 hour per
excursion and a maximum monthly excursion period of 7 hours and 26 minutes (40 CFR
401.17). The federal regulations place no bounds on magnitude of the excursions. Ecology
has issued permits which place outside limits on the excursions of 5.0 to 10.0 units for
petroleum refineries and 4.0 – 9.5 units for pulp mills.” Since the federal regulations do not
specify the magnitude of the allowed excursion, it is up to the best professional judgment of
the permit writer. Part of that analysis is evaluating the allowed excursion for similar
facilities. Reviewing the eight other pulp and paper permits issued by the Waste 2 Resources
– Industrial Section, all of the permits allowed for an excursion up to 10 and the lower
excursion limits ranged between 4.2 and 5.0. In addition, Section 3.2.3 of Chapter 6 of the
Permit Writer’s Manual explains that, unless pH is a process pollutant, if the effluent is
outside of the permitted range, it is an indicator of a spill or an upset within the treatment
plant. It does not necessarily indicate that the effluent is being inadequately treated or that
the treatment system is being improperly operated.
As discussed in Response to Comment 11), the minimum pH limit has been changed to 5.6
and the allowed excursion has been modified to a minimum pH of 5.0.
13) DISCHARGES OF 4.4 PH EFFLUENT WOULD HARM AQUATIC LIFE
The proposed permit allows the Mill to discharge at pH 4.4 for up to an hour at a time and for
7.5 hours a month. The Fact Sheet failed to discuss the impacts of discharges at 4.4 pH for
an hour, although the permit authorizes discharges at that acidity. Several studies claim that
fish and aquatic life cannot survive exposure to a pH of 4.4.
SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE HARMS FROM LOW PH:
https://books.google.com/books?id=xInpCAAAQBAJ&pg=PA597&lpg=PA597&dq=toxicit
y+of+acidic+water+4.4+pH&source=bl&ots=7_bqg6cR3s&sig=gW4AA_Rp6Eoo-
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pBjXRRUohOeg60&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0CCYQ6AEwAWoVChMIgoz_o_WFxwIVCDKI
Ch0dZwai#v=onepage&q=toxicity%20of%20acidic%20water%204.4%20pH&f=false
Aluminum becomes much more toxic to trout in acidic waters.
http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1651/downloads/Vol2_combinedChapters/vol2_chapE19.pdf
Fish and aquatic life are absent in pH water of less than 4.5. Acidic waters make metals
more bioavailable.
https://www.rsmas.miami.edu/users/emager/Esbaugh%20AqTox%202013.pdf
Lower pH increased toxicity of PB. Acidic water produces more free metal ions.
http://www.fondriest.com/environmental-measurements/parameters/water-quality/ph/
This article states that salmon need a pH no lower than 6.
Response to Comment 13). Please refer to Response to Comment 11) above for the modified
permit limits.
14) WET TESTS OF 4.4 or 5.4 PH EFFLUENT WOULD PROBABLY CAUSE HIGHER
MORTALITY AMONG THE SAMPLED SPECIES
We note that the January, 2012 Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) tests were conducted with
Mill effluent at a pH of 6.9 and 7.1, which is far less acidic than the Mill’s permitted low pH
of 5.4 and the Mill’s permitted pH “excursion” of 4.4.
As described above and ads discussed in the attached sources, many aquatic species
including salmon cannot survive exposure to a pH of 4.4, because of its acidic impacts The
EPA’s water criterion even explains that criteria limits for some metals such as aluminum are
pH dependent. The Mill’s effluent will contain over a dozen metals, including aluminum at
measurable and elevated concentrations.
A lower pH (4.4 to 5.4) than what was present in the WET test (6.9-7.1) could cause
measurable increases in the bioavailability and toxicity of the dozens of metals present in the
Mill’s effluent. At the end of these comments we are attaching several links to articles
describing how acidic pH can increase toxicity of metals.
Response to Comment 14). Please refer to Response to Comment 11) above for the modified
permit limits.
15) THE PERMIT LACKS LIMITS ON TOTAL LOADING OF POLLUTANTS INTO
THE MIXING ZONE
The Fact Sheet at Table 2 describes the permit writer’s assumptions about the effluent and
receiving water. Those assumptions drive the calculations in Table 14 which model the
discharge. However the permit does not limit the maximum daily pollutant loadings to the
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amounts discussed in Table 2. This means that the resulting less-than-fully-diluted effluent
could contain toxic concentrations of metals and pollutants.
Response to Comment 15). Table 2 in the Fact Sheet provides information about the ambient
conditions of the Columbia River in the vicinity of KapStone’s discharge and Table 14
identifies the critical conditions that were used to determine the dilution factor for the
discharge. I have assumed that the comment meant to refer to Tables 3 and 4 of the Fact
Sheet, which contain the effluent characterization data, when expressing concern that the
permit does not limit the maximum daily pollutant loadings. It is true that the pollutants are
not specifically limited by the permit, but this concern is addressed in three ways, as
described below:
1. Permit application requirements – As described in the instructions for EPA’s NPDES
permit application form for industrial discharges (EPA Form 2C), the sample(s)
collected to characterize the effluent must be representative of normal operations, to
the extent feasible, with all processes which contribute wastewater during normal
operation, and while the treatment system is operating properly with no system
upsets.
2. Reasonable potential analysis – Ecology uses the data submitted with the application
and from other sources, such as priority pollutant scans, to assess whether the
discharge has a reasonable potential of causing the receiving water body to exceed
the water quality standards. The procedure for conducting a reasonable potential
analysis is described in Chapter 6 of Ecology’s Water Quality Program’s Permit
Writer’s Manual. Section 3.3.5 of Chapter 6 addresses assumed variability in the
effluent data and how that is handled within the analysis.
3. Permit Conditions S6, G3, G4, and G20 – Each of these permit conditions require
the facility to submit additional information if they discover that the discharge
characteristics are different than the submitted application or if they are planning to
make any changes at the facility that would change the characteristics of their
wastewater.
16) THE SPILL CONTROL PLAN LACKS SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS
The Mill submitted a Spill Control Plan during the last permit cycle and will soon submit an
updated Plan. We believe the Mill is not complying with its current Plan. While the Plan at
31.1 asserts hazardous materials storage areas will be inspected on a regular basis, the Mill
does not authorize its personnel to take time out of their work shifts to actually conduct
inspections as needed.
For instance, we submitted, and hearings testimony described, a photograph of a leaking tank
containing highly caustic materials, which has been leaking for some time now. The new
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Plan should mandate that the Mill assign an adequate work force and allow time to inspect
hazardous materials storage tanks and areas.
Response to Comment 16). Permit Condition S9.A.3 requires the facility to follow their spill
control plan. Any non-compliance as described above would already be considered a
violation of the permit. As discussed above, suspected non-compliance with the permit
should be reported to the environmental staff at KapStone as soon as possible after it is
identified so that it may be addressed appropriately. If the employee does not feel that the
environmental staff has addressed the issue, they may report it to Ecology for investigation.
When reporting issues to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and location of the observed
issue, when possible.
Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations.
17) THE PERMIT LACKS TECHNOLOGY-BASED CONTROLS ON PH, NITROGEN,
AMMONIA, TDS, AND PHOSPHROUS
These comments have already described how the proposed permit fails to require the Mill to
limit pH extremes to within the technology-based limits. The Fact Sheet at Table 9 did not
present technology-based limits for N, NH3, or Phosphorus. The Permit and Fact Sheet
should be amended to provide those limits. The permit also lacks a limit on TDS and the
Fact Sheet lacks discussion of the technology-based potential controls for TDS.
Response to Comment 17). The EPA has developed Technology Based Standards for the
Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard industry. As part of that development process they evaluated
the various processes utilized throughout the industry and identified pollutants of concern.
They also evaluated the available treatment technologies and established technology based
limits that could be achieved with the best conventional pollutant control technology, best
available technology economically achievable, and for new sources. EPA’s technology
based limits do not include limits for total nitrogen, ammonia, phosphorous or total dissolved
solids (TDS).
There are currently no water quality standards for total nitrogen, total phosphorous, or TDS
for the receiving water associated with this discharge. There is a standard for ammonia
based on its potential for aquatic toxicity and it was evaluated as part of the reasonable
potential analysis and there was no reasonable potential for the discharge to cause the
receiving water body to exceed the applicable water quality criteria. Therefore, a water
quality based limit is not necessary for ammonia.
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18) TEMPERATURE
The Permit does not limit the temperature of the discharged effluent. Fishing seasons have
been curtailed and there are fish kills due to the overheated river waters throughout the
Pacific Northwest. So-called minimal and incremental temperature increases in the River
from the Mill’s effluent are no longer tolerable, especially since the Fact Sheet does not cite
implementation of AKART to reduce effluent temperatures.
Testimony at the public hearing even claimed that the Mill had embarked on process changes
(called Whitewater) that actually increased discharge water temperatures, burning workers.
An AKART demonstration to reduce temperatures would contain information similar to this
study:
http://www1.eere.energy.gov/manufacturing/tech_assistance/pdfs/fp_cs_blue_heron.pdf
Of course, every mill’s AKART for temperature will be tailored to the specific operation,
however the KapStone Fact Sheet and application for a renewed NPDES permit did not
apparently contain any claims that AKART has been applied to reduce temperatures.
Response to Comment 18). The permit issued in June 2001 required the facility to conduct a
temperature study. The study evaluated the ambient temperature of the receiving water in
the vicinity of the outfall, including the impact of the discharge on the ambient temperature,
and included an engineering study to evaluate availability and cost of technologies to reduce
the temperature of the effluent during the critical period in the receiving water. The results
of the ambient temperature study was submitted in a report titled “Mixing Zone Evaluation
Temperature Study” by Parametrix in March 2003 and the Engineering Study was submitted
by Longview Fibre Company in August 2004. Section 6.4 of the “Longview Fibre Company
Mixing Zone Evaluation Temperature Study” concludes that at a peak discharge temperature
of 40.0 degrees C (104 degrees Fahrenheit) the impact to the ambient temperature would be
an increase of 0.15 oC, which is less than the allowable increase of 0.3 oC. The Conclusion
section of the Engineering Study states that the facility would be able to achieve a
temperature reduction of 2 oF with the projects that were evaluated and that successful
control of effluent temperatures by those measures is unlikely.
As described in the “Longview Fibre High Purity Oxygen System Evaluation” report dated
May 2006, the design operating temperature for the UNOX system is 80 to 95 degrees
Fahrenheit. The average discharge temperature during the past three years (September
2012 to August 2015) has been 87 degrees. This is approximately the midpoint of the
operating range, ensuring that the facility will have time to respond to either an increase or
decrease in temperature before it goes outside the acceptable operating range. Due to the
operating criteria of the UNOX system, the facility is not able to reduce the temperature
significantly prior to the treatment process, and, therefore, the facility would be required to
cool the effluent after treatment in order to reduce the discharge temperature. It is also
noted that the temperature is measured in the effluent of the final clarifier, but additional
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cooling will occur in the discharge piping that travels underground prior to being
discharged through the outfall.
Based on the results of the Temperature Study, a significant temperature decrease in the
discharge effluent would be required to provide a measurable reduction in the impact to the
receiving water body. With such a large discharge volume and the need for a significant
reduction, treatment of the effluent would be prohibitively expensive. In addition, some of
the available treatment technologies, such as chillers or cooling towers, would require a
significant amount of energy to operate and could potentially contribute additional
pollutants from the facility, including an increase greenhouse gas emissions.
Lastly, the EPA is responsible for developing a total maximum daily load (TMDL) for
temperature in the Columbia River. There is a possibility that the TMDL, once complete,
would require temperature reduction measures at the facility, but the amount of any waste
load allocations (WLA) is unknown at this time. If KapStone were to install additional
temperature reduction measures, they would need to be designed appropriately to address
AKART as well as the TMDL.
19) THE PERMIT DOES NOT LIMIT DISCHARGES OF ALL POTENTIAL
POLLUTANTS
The Fact Sheet fails to state why the permit lacks any limits on Total Dissolved Solids
(TDS). We are also told that sodium sulfide is added to the processes in large amounts but is
apparently not regulated in the proposed discharges. The Mill also adds copious amounts of
toxic biocides and polymers to its effluent. The Fact Sheet does not describe these chemicals
and the Permit does not limit their discharge.
Response to Comment 19). The Fact Sheet does not discuss all of the potential pollutants
associated with the discharge individually. There are a few methods that are used to
evaluate the discharge and the potential pollutants in that discharge: 1) effluent guidelines,
2) detected pollutants reported in the permit renewal application and in priority pollutant
scans, and 3) whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing.
1) During the development of the effluent guidelines for the pulp and paper industry, EPA
gathered information about the industry practices, characteristics of the discharges
(pollutants and stormwater flows), technologies or practices used to prevent or treat the
discharge, and economic characteristics. Sodium hydroxide and sodium sulfide are used
in the Kraft process to pulp wood. Both of these chemicals are generally recovered
through the chemical recovery process. As such, this evaluation would have included
sodium sulfide, as well as the biocides and polymers that are typically used within the
pulp and paper processes. The applicable effluent guidelines for the discharge do not
specify discharge limits for sodium sulfide, but there are certain biocides that are
regulated by the applicable effluent guidelines, and those are biocides that contain either
pentachlorophenol or trichlorophenol. KapStone submitted a letter on October 20, 2015
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certifying that the biocides that are used by facility do not contain either
pentachlorophenol or trichlorophenol, as required by 40 CFR Part 430.
2) As discussed in Response to Comment 15), the facility is required to accurately represent
the pollutants that are present in their discharge. Sodium sulfide is not included on
either of EPA’s toxic pollutant or priority pollutant lists, and there is not a water quality
standard for sodium sulfide. Therefore, it is not one of the chemicals included in the
required pollutant testing for the permit application. Additional information regarding
the toxic biocides and polymers would be necessary to determine if the discharge is not
being adequately characterized or if it is significantly different than the process
evaluated by the EPA during development of the effluent guidelines. Such information
could be provided and Ecology could evaluate whether the permit needed to be modified
based on the information.
3) The permittee is required to conduct WET testing on their wastewater in accordance with
the requirements of WAC 173-205 chapter. The WET tests are used to determine if the
effluent is toxic to aquatic life. As shown in Tables 19 and 20 in the Fact Sheet, the most
recent WET test results showed no potential toxicity to aquatic life from the discharge.
Please refer to Response to Comment 17) above regarding TDS. Based on these evaluations,
no additional pollutant limits were established in the permit.
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Oral Comments provided at the hearing (pictures mentioned in his comments are included
as Addendum A):
20) What I have here are pictures, I wanted to hand them in tonight so we have good pictures in
the record. First group of pictures of course are dead endangered species, killed in the mills
water intake. The mills permit says it does not allow that take of endangered species, but
plainly it does. Because it’s not prohibited, so it’s allowed. And the mills asking, being
asked for information, but it could be seven years before a new permit comes out and
conditions are put in. And considering that fish are being killed maybe today as the salmon
come in, that’s not acceptable to have another seven year wait. And the rule too effect while
this permit application was pending, so I feel like Ecology should have make a decision on
best professional judgment and instituted that in this permit.
Response to Comment 20). Refer to Response to Comments 1 - 4).
21) Now, you look at the workforce at the mill, hundreds and hundreds of workers are gone now
and that has had impact on the ability of the mill to conduct environmental protection and
that has been at the root of what other folks have said here tonight, is that there are not
enough workers here to do this. You hear about the leaking caustic tank, here it is, 50%
caustic leaking on the ground. Huge ice cycles of caustic materials leaking from the tank,
crystals of caustic coating the ground. And why is that, because there aren’t enough workers
at the mill that are assigned to carry out the procedures and operations and maintenance
manual as supposed to be part of the conditions in this permit that are enforced.
Response to Comment 21). Refer to Response to Comment 16) above. In addition, this
comment and other similar comments were discussed with the environmental staff at
KapStone. After they investigated the comments, Mr. Roberto Artiga reported that there are
three tanks that were used to store 50 % sodium hypochlorite (or caustic). Two of them have
been decommissioned and no longer contain sodium hypochlorite. They are in the process of
decommissioning the third tank. This will be verified during Ecology’s next site visit.
22) The plastic that comes in and the recycled materials, here is a picture of the mill, that’s not
snow, that’s waste plastic, piled on the berms. Those dots in the sky they aren’t eagles, that’s
plastic blowing in the air and some of that plastic that’s going to come down in the river and
that’s not an authorized discharge. Not only that the plastic makes it through the system,
through an inefficient collection system and that plastic ends up shredded into nearly
microscopic pieces and it’s discharged out the outfall pipe as Employee #1 said. They
maintain that pipe and what do they find? Shovelfuls’ and wheelbarrows of shredded plastic
in the outfall pipe. That’s headed towards the river.
Now the workers have complained to the mill about this very occurrence saying hey, this
isn’t right, here is the big vault where we work on the outfall pipe and when we came back
the next day it overflowed with particles of waste plastic. It was two years ago, it is not been
cured, it’s not been addressed and there is every reasonable that that plastic is still moving
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through that outfall pipe into the river. So I would like to submit these photos and, along
with a sheet that gives a very brief description of what they report to say.
Response to Comment 22). Refer to Response to Comment 5).
COMMENTS FROM COLUMBIA RIVER KEEPERS (COMMENTS 23 – 35)
Written Comments:
23) KapStone’s toxic discharges may harm Columbia River fish, and people who eat
them.
Though KapStone no longer uses chlorine to bleach wood pulp, data collected and
submitted by KapStone indicate that the mill still discharges 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-pdioxin (“dioxin”), as well as bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, dibutylphthlate,
dichlorobromomethane, diethylphthalate, phenols, toluene, chloroform, and toxic metals,
into the Columbia River. See Fact Sheet, pp.14–17. These pollutants include some of the
most toxic substances ever created, and Ecology should implement effluent limits to protect
the Columbia River’s Endangered Species Act-listed salmon and steelhead, and people who
eat locally-caught fish.
a) Ecology should explain why KapStone discharges dioxin and other toxics, and
the permit should require water quality sampling when the mill is likely to be
discharging dioxin.
KapStone intermittently detected dioxin and other toxic chemicals in its
wastewater, despite no longer using chlorine to bleach pulp. See Fact Sheet,
pp.14–17. Specifically, KapStone detected dioxin in its wastewater in one out
of eight samples. Id. at 17. Ecology’s Fact Sheet does not discuss the source of
dioxin in KapStone’s wastewater or why KapStone only detected dioxin in one
out of eight samples.
Dioxin and other toxic chemicals probably enter the mill’s process wastewater
when KapStone purchases and uses bleached market pulp and/or recycled products.
KapStone apparently purchases and uses bleached market pulp to make certain
products in response to specific customer orders. See Fact Sheet, p.8. If the amount
of bleached market pulp the mill uses varies in response to customer orders and
bleached market pulp is the source of dioxin in KapStone’s discharge, this could
explain why KapStone detected dioxin in the mill’s wastewater only at certain
times.
If the levels of dioxin and other toxics in KapStone’s effluent fluctuate based on
the type of off-site raw material KapStone uses, Ecology should require KapStone
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to monitor water quality when toxics are most likely to be present in the mill’s
wastewater.
Response to Comment 23a). Ecology reviewed KapStone’s original application
and the lab reports associated with the required monitoring. It was noted that the
lab reported the result for 2,3,7,8- tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin as non-detect. This
was discussed with KapStone and they confirmed that they had made a mistake on
the renewal application form. KapStone has submitted an updated application on
September 18, 2015.
b) KapStone must use “all known, available, and reasonable treatment”
technologies to reduce toxic pollution, and Ecology must set AKART-based
effluent limits to ensure such treatment.
Every NPDES permittee must employ “[a]ll known, available, and reasonable
methods of prevention, control, and treatment” to decrease pollution. WAC 173216-110(1)(a); WAC 173-216-020(1). This requirement, commonly called
“AKART,” is the legal standard for technology-based effluent limits in NPDES
permits. Unless water quality concerns dictate stricter limits, the effluent limits in
KapStone’s permit must reflect AKART.
It does not appear that Ecology has considered, let alone set, AKART-based
effluent limits on toxic pollutants in KapStone’s discharge. Ecology’s Fact Sheet
repeatedly asserts that the mill’s treatment system constitutes AKART. See Fact
Sheet, pp.25, 33. But with respect to controlling and treating toxic pollutants like
dioxin, that conclusion is utterly unsupported. The Fact Sheet’s “TechnologyBased Effluent Limits” section discusses conventional pollutants like pH,
BOD5, and TSS but never mentions technology based effluent limits for toxic
pollutants. See Fact Sheet, pp.24–27. Nor does the Fact Sheet attempt to explain
why the mill’s treatment system—which is designed to reduce TSS and BOD5—
constitutes AKART for the toxic chemicals present in KapStone’s effluent.
Ultimately, the Draft Permit contains no effluent limits for toxic pollutants. See
Draft Permit, p.7. Ecology should determine AKART and set AKART-based
limits on the various toxic pollutants in KapStone’s discharge, see WAC 173- 216110(1)(a), or explain why Ecology appears to ignore this basic permitting
requirement with respect to KapStone’s toxic discharges.
Response to Comment 23b). As discussed in Chapter 4 of Ecology’s Water Quality
Program Permit Writer’s Manual, for industries where the EPA has established
effluent guidelines, such as the pulp and paper industry, those guidelines are
typically used as the basis for evaluating AKART. According to EPA’s website,
they identify the best available technology that is economically achievable for the
industry and sets regulations based on the performance of that technology. When
establishing the effluent guidelines they evaluate the practices of the industry, the
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characteristics of the discharges, technologies or practices used to prevent or treat
the discharge and economic characteristics. They evaluate a number of pollutants
when evaluating the characteristics of the discharge, including conventional
pollutants (BOD5, TSS, fecal coliform, pH, etc.), toxic pollutants, including 126
specific “priority” toxic pollutants, and any other nonconventional pollutants
associated with the particular industry. EPA periodically reviews each industry to
determine if the existing effluent guidelines need to be revised. The finding for the
pulp and paper industry in the 2014 review is that the pulp and paper industry is
not a priority for revisions because “EPA did not identify during the 2014 Annual
Review that revisions to the national effluent guidelines or pretreatment standards
are warranted.”
In addition, as described in Section 3.2 of Chapter 4 of Ecology’s Permit Writer’s
Manual, “….the department of ecology shall in issuing and renewing state and
federal wastewater discharge permits review the applicants operations and
incorporate permit conditions which require all known, available, and reasonable
methods to control toxicants in the applicant’s wastewater.” (emphasis added) The
control of toxics is implemented in the permit through the requirements associated
with non-routine and unanticipated wastewater, the spill control plan, the
stormwater pollution prevention plan, and through the requirement for the facility
to have a pollution prevention plan under the dangerous waste regulations. The
non-routine and unanticipated wastewater provision requires the facility to obtain
approval prior to discharging any wastewater that is not represented by the permit
application, the spill control plan and the stormwater pollution prevention plan
require the facility to implement measures to minimize the amount of pollutants
that are discharged to the wastewater treatment plant, and the pollution prevention
plan requires the facility to evaluate the hazardous products/materials that they use
and produce within their operations to determine if there are alternatives that can
be implemented to reduce those hazardous products/materials.
Based on this analysis, Ecology concludes that AKART has been met for toxics and
specific technology based limits are not necessary at this time.
c) Ecology’s RPAs for toxic pollutants are flawed because Ecology should not
have used mixing zones when calculating the mill’s potential to exceed water
quality standards.
Ecology incorrectly concluded that KapStone’s toxic discharges will not violate
numeric water quality criteria in the Columbia River. See, e.g., Fact Sheet, p.43.
That conclusion, described in the Reasonable Potential Analyses (“RPA”) in
Appendix D of the Fact Sheet, is premised on Ecology using the edge of a mixing
zone as the point of compliance in the RPAs. As explained below, Ecology could
not legally authorize a mixing zone for some or all of the toxic pollutants in

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 112 of 147
KapStone’s discharge. Ecology must therefore re-calculate its RPAs for toxics
using the end of the pipe as the point of compliance.
First, Ecology may not authorize a mixing zone for any of the toxic pollutants. The
application of AKART is a pre-requisite for authorizing a mixing zone. WAC 173201A-400(2) (“A discharger shall be required to fully apply AKART prior to being
authorized a mixing zone.”); see also Fact Sheet, p.33. As explained in the
preceding section, however, the Draft Permit does not impose AKART-based
effluent limits on KapStone’s toxic discharges. Ecology could not authorize a
mixing zone for toxic pollutants. Therefore, Ecology may not rely on a hypothetical
mixing zone to conclude that those pollutants will not violate Washington’s numeric
water quality standards.
Second, because Ecology may not legally authorize mixing zones for persistent
bioaccumulative toxics (“PBTs”) like dioxin, Ecology may not rely on a mixing
zone when calculating the potential for PBTs to violate Washington’s numeric water
quality standards. For the same reasons, if the re-calculated RPAs determine that
concentrations of a PBT in KapStone’s discharge violates a numeric water quality
standard at the end of the pipe, Ecology may not authorize a mixing zone for that
PBT. The EPA and the Washington Pollution Control Hearings Board (“PCHB”)
have both come to the common-sense conclusion that mixing zones for PBTs
generally do not assure the attainment of water quality standards and the protection
of beneficial uses. As EPA recognized fifteen years ago, when EPA banned mixing
zones for PBTs in the Great Lakes:
“[I]t is the mass of [PBTs] that poses a problem, not just the concentration.
Because dioxins, mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and other [PBTs]
degrade over long periods of time or do not degrade at all, their . . .
bioaccumulation . . . in fish and other aquatic organisms can occur at levels that
significantly exceed safe levels for consumption by wildlife and humans.”
65 Fed. Reg. at 67640–41 (November 13, 2000) (emphasis added). Last month,
the PCHB explained that mixing zones for PBTs should “rarely, if ever, be
granted” and held that granting a mixing zone for a PBT in an alreadycontaminated waterway did not comply with WAC 173-201A-400(4). Puget
Soundkeeper Alliance v. Ecology and Seattle Iron and Metals Corp., PCHB No.
13-137, pp.46–47 (July 23, 2015). Ecology could not legally authorize a mixing
zone for a PBT like Dioxin, so Ecology should not have used a mixing zone to
calculate the RPAs for such pollutants.
Response to Comment 23c). Please refer to Response to Comment 23a) regarding
dioxins and Response to Comment 23b) regarding AKART for toxics.
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d) Ecology should explain why bioaccumulation of persistent toxics like dioxin
will not violate Washington’s narrative water quality standards.
The Draft Permit and Fact Sheet do not adequately analyze factors like
biomagnification, additive toxicity, and multiple exposure pathways that impact
how toxic pollutants actually affect aquatic organisms. For example, Ecology states
that “[t]oxic pollutants . . . are near-field pollutants; their adverse effects diminish
rapidly with mixing in the receiving water.” This is not true with respect to
persistent toxic pollutants like dioxins, which can accumulate to dangerous levels in
fish and other organisms even when ambient levels of these chemicals in the water
are below thresholds that Ecology deems safe.
Ecology should revise the Draft Permit and Fact Sheet to explain and ensure that
toxic pollution from the mill will not violate Washington’s narrative water quality
standards, which protect beneficial uses of the Columbia River like salmon and
steelhead survival and human fish consumption. WAC 173-201A-510(1); WAC
173-201A-240. Specifically, the Fact Sheet should explain how bioaccumulation
and biomagnification of extremely toxic pollutants such as dioxins will impact
aquatic organisms. Washington’s narrative water quality standard for toxic
pollution requires that toxic substances in a discharge not have the potential, either
singularly or cumulatively, to harm sensitive aquatic life like salmon and steelhead,
or adversely impact characteristic water uses like fish consumption. (Ecology,
Water Quality Program Permit Writer’s Manual, p.VI-4 (2011) (citing WAC 173201A-240). Because the Fact Sheet does not discuss factors like biomagnification,
additive toxicity, and multiple toxic exposure pathways regarding dioxin and its
congeners, the Draft Permit may in fact be authorizing toxic discharges that violate
the narrative water quality standards, in violation of 40 C.F.R. 122.44(d)(1)(i) and
WAC 173-201A-510(1).
Response to Comment 23d). Please refer to Response to Comment 23a) regarding
dioxins in KapStone’s wastewater. The facility is required to continue to analyze
their wastewater for the presence of dioxins as part of their annual priority
pollutant testing.
24) Kapstone’s thermal pollution exacerbates the Columbia’s temperature problems.
Summertime temperatures in the Columbia River at Longview are too often hot to
support salmon and steelhead. KapStone exacerbates this problem. Ecology determined
that salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River need water cooler than 17.5 °C for
rearing and migration. WAC 173-201A-200; Table 602. The Fact Sheet at Page 37
appears to incorrectly state the applicable temperature criteria (for salmon spawning,
rearing, and migration) as 20 ºC. Even if this were true, KapStone’s discharges would
contribute to a violation of the WQS. According to the Fact Sheet, summertime
temperatures in the Columbia River at Longview can reach 20.6 ºC for sustained periods
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of time—higher than is safe for salmon and steelhead. Fact Sheet, p.13. KapStone
discharges water as hot as 39.4 ºC—about 30 million gallons of it each day. Id. at 12.
The heat in KapStone’s effluent makes a bad situation worse, harming the Columbia’s
ability to support salmon and steelhead.
Because the human influences like dams and global warming cause the Columbia River’s
summertime temperature exceedances, Ecology may not allow KapStone’s discharge to
increase the temperature of the Columbia River. Permitted discharges may not contribute to
violations of water quality standards. WAC 173-201A-510(1). But as the preceding
paragraph explained, that is precisely what the KapStone’s discharge does. Ecology
attempts to avoid this basic rule of NPDES permitting by relying on WAC 173-201A200(1)(c)(i) and explaining that the mill’s discharge will not increase water temperatures by
more than .3 ºC at the edge of the chronic mixing zone. Even if Ecology could legally allow
an increase of .3 °C, the point of compliance would be the end of the pipe, not the edge of
the chronic mixing zone, as Ecology asserts on Page 44 of the Fact Sheet. Application of
AKART to a discharge is a pre-requisite to the authorization of a mixing zone. WAC 173201A-400(2). The Draft Permit and Fact Sheet contain no evidence that KapStone has
implemented AKART to reduce temperature. Fact Sheet, p.44. Ecology’s approach is
illegal. WAC 173-201A-200(1)(c)(i)’s ‘.3 ºC increase’ exception only applies when the
receiving water is violating the applicable temperature standard “due to natural conditions.”
Nowhere in the Draft Permit or Fact Sheet does Ecology determine, or even assert, that the
summertime temperatures in the Columbia are ‘due to natural conditions.’ In fact, the EPA
determined that the Columbia’s summertime temperature exceedances are caused by
humans, primarily by hydroelectric dams. See EPA, Draft Total Maximum Daily Load for
Temperature in the Mainstem Columbia and Snake Rivers (2003). Accordingly, WAC 173201A-200(1)(c)(i) does not apply and Ecology may not permit KapStone’s discharge to
contribute to the Columbia’s temperature problems.
Ecology must set effluent temperature limits for the mill at or below the applicable water
quality criteria of 17.5°C for salmon and steelhead rearing and migration. See WAC 173201A-200. Ecology must also require monitoring and reporting of the temperature of
Outfall 001’s effluent to ensure compliance with the temperature limit.
Response to Comment 24). There are four concepts presented in this comment: 1)
applicable water quality criteria, 2) impact of the temperature of the discharge on the
receiving water, 3) AKART for temperature, and 4) temperature monitoring.
1) Water quality criteria: Table 602 of WAC 173-201A-602 specifies the
designated uses for the various water bodies throughout the state of Washington
and it also specifies specific criteria for certain water bodies that take
precedence over the criteria specified by WAC 173-201A-200. The Columbia
River is one of the water bodies that has specific criteria and they are listed
under the Notes for Columbia River in Table 602. The criteria specified in the
Fact Sheet are consistent with the specific requirements for the Columbia River.
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2) Temperature impact: As noted in the comment, EPA is responsible for
completing a TMDL for the Columbia River. In accordance with Section 3.3.11
of Chapter 6 of Ecology’s Water Quality Program Permit Writer’s Manual, for
existing discharges to impaired water bodies with no TMDL’s, “the permit
writer should target an effluent temperature that will meet a 0.3 oC rise at the
boundary of the chronic mixing zone”.
3) AKART: Please refer to Response to Comment 18) above regarding AKART for
temperature.
4) Monitoring: Permit Condition S2.A.(3) does require KapStone continuously
monitor the temperature of the effluent. The permit requires that the monthly
average and the maximum day value must be reported each month.
25) Ecology must regulate KapStone’s industrial stormwater.
KapStone’s 365-acre industrial facility has the potential to generate significant quantities of
contaminated stormwater. “Stormwater runoff from the built environment remains one of
the great challenges of water pollution control, as this source of contamination is a principal
contributor to water quality impairment of waterbodies nationwide.” National Research
Council, Urban Stormwater Management in the United States (Oct. 15, 2008) (online at:
http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/nrc_stormwaterreport.pdf.). Accordingly, Riverkeeper
invests significant organizational resources in reducing stormwater pollution to the
Columbia River and its tributaries. Ecology’s proposes requiring KapStone to prepare a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”) as described in Washington’s 2015
Industrial Stormwater General Permit (ISGP). But unless Ecology adopts the measures
described below, KapStone is unlikely to meaningfully reduce its stormwater pollution.
Ecology must require KapStone to sample its industrial stormwater before combining it with
process wastewater. KapStone’s current arrangement, wherein all stormwater goes directly
to the wastewater treatment plant, apparently prevents KapStone from monitoring its
industrial stormwater. Fact Sheet, p.58. While Riverkeeper does not necessarily oppose
KapStone running its stormwater through the mill’s wastewater treatment plant on the way
to Outfall 001, the wastewater treatment plant was not designed to remove toxic metals like
zinc and copper that often appear in industrial stormwater. Faced with similar concerns,
EPA stated that “[t]he comingling of process water and stormwater should be avoided.”
EPA, Comments on Fact Sheet and Draft NPDES Permit for Weyerhaeuser Longview Mill
(Feb. 14, 2014). The 2015 ISGP also prohibits comingling stormwater and process
wastewater. 2015 ISGP, p.16. KapStone’s comingling of stormwater and process
wastewater prevents anyone one from understanding how contaminated the mill’s
stormwater is. And going forward, we will have no idea whether KapStone’s stormwater
management is improving. Ecology must require KapStone to monitor the
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concentrations of contaminants in the mill’s industrial stormwater before combining
that stormwater with the mill’s process wastewater.
Ecology should subject KapStone to the core requirements of the ISGP, not just require
KapStone to write a SWPPP. The core requirements of the ISGP are (1) creation and
implementation of an industry- and facility-specific SWPPP, and (2) tiered corrective
actions in response to benchmark exceedances. KapStone’s Draft Permit does not even
approximate these requirements. First, the permit compels KapStone to write a SWPPP
but, as best Riverkeeper can determine, does not require KapStone to implement the
stormwater pollution controls described in that SWPPP. Second, the Draft Permit contains
no mechanism—like corrective action responses to benchmark exceedances—compelling
KapStone to improve its stormwater controls if the actions described in the SWPPP do not
bring stormwater pollution levels below the ISGP’s benchmarks. Even Ecology’s NPDES
permit for the nearby Weyerhaeuser mill made implementation of the SWPPP and
corrective actions in response to benchmark exceedances enforceable permit requirements.
Fortunately, Ecology can easily and fairly rectify these deficiencies in the Draft Permit.
KapStone’s permit should incorporate by reference Special Conditions S3, S4, S5, S6, S7,
S8, S9, and S10 of the 2015 ISGP. Fully incorporating these substantive, sampling, and
reporting requirements of the ISGP into KapStone’s permit will give Ecology and the
public the means to understand how much stormwater contamination KapStone produces,
and the means to ensure that KapStone lives up to the same standards as all other
Washington industries that generate and discharge industrial stormwater.
Response to Comment 25). Many of the points in this comment refer to the Industrial
Stormwater General Permit (ISGP) requirements. It is important to note that there are key
differences between a general permit and an individual permit. Ecology’s Water Quality
Program’s Permit Writer’s Manual describes general permits as wastewater discharge
permits that are developed for a category of discharger instead of an individual facility.
General permits must be written in a manner that will cover all the facilities that would be
eligible for coverage under the permit and cannot take into account individual discharge
scenarios. An individual permit, on the other hand, is able to consider the specifics about
the discharge at a given site and tailor the permit accordingly. The comment notes that the
ISGP prohibits the comingling of process wastewater and stormwater. It is prohibited in
that permit because that permit does not address the discharge of process wastewater. An
individual permit would be required to discharge process wastewater.
The commentor requests that the facility be required to sample their stormwater before it is
combined with the process wastewater for treatment. This is not possible due to the design
of the stormwater and process wastewater collection systems. The stormwater collection
system consists of multiple drains located throughout the site that discharge to pipes that
then discharge to one of the lift stations, where it combines with the process wastewater. It
would not be economically or practically reasonable to require the facility to collect
samples at all of the drains located throughout the site. To address this concern, as
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discussed in Response to Comment 71) below, a footnote has been added to the effluent
characterization monitoring requirement requiring that the facility alternate the sample
collection between the wet and dry seasons to evaluate the effluent with and without
stormwater.
The commentor also requests that the permit be modified to require KapStone to implement
the SWPPP and to add benchmarks, similar to Weyerhaeuser’s permit. Ecology concurs
with the comment about implementation of the SWPPP. Permit Condition S10.B has been
modified to require the facility to implement the SWPPP. With respect to the benchmarks,
as discussed in the Fact Sheet for the Weyerhaeuser Permit, the benchmarks specified in
that permit are for stormwater that does not receive further treatment prior to discharge
and the benchmarks are used to ensure protection of water quality and application of a
system of BMPs and adaptive management to achieve AKART. Similar to the KapStone
permit, Weyerhaeuser’s permit does not include benchmarks for the stormwater that is sent
to the process wastewater treatment plant.
In response to this comment, Ecology reviewed the effluent data with respect to zinc and
copper, since they are both required to be analyzed for in the annual characterization of
the effluent. The results from the previous permit cycle are included in the table below.
Three things can be noted from the table: 1) the concentration of both copper and zinc in
the effluent has decreased between 2008 and 2014, 2) the concentrations of both copper
and zinc are below the benchmark values specified in the ISGP, and 3) there does not
appear to be a significant difference between the results with stormwater and those without
stormwater between 2010 and 2014. These values were used in the reasonable potential
analysis and the discharge did not show a reasonable potential to cause the receiving
water body to exceed the water quality criteria for copper or zinc.
7/15/08
7/16/09
10/15/10
8/25/11
Copper
6.0
3.1
0.8
1.6
Zinc
94.9
43.5
11.8
20.2
Rainfall a
No
No
Yes
No
a. “Yes” indicates rainfall in the previous 24 hours

11/2/12
0.8
15.6
Yes

12/4/13
1.7
17.8
Yes

10/8/14
0.64
7.0
No

Lastly, the commentor requests that the following permit conditions from the ISGP be
incorporated by reference S3, S4, S5, S6, S7, S8, S9, and S10. Due to the fact that this is
an individual permit and not a general permit, none of the conditions have been
incorporated by reference, rather, the applicable portions of the permit have been included
in the permit and modified to reflect the operations at the facility. Permit Condition S3 in
the ISGP requires that the facility create and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan, which is also required in KapStone’s permit as Permit Condition S10.B. ISGP
Permit Condition S4 describes the sampling requirements for the stormwater. As discussed
above, it is not possible for the facility to sample the stormwater before it is comingled with
the process wastewater for further treatment. ISGP Permit Condition S5 specifies the
benchmarks for the stormwater discharge. As discussed above, benchmarks are not
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appropriate for the permit as there are no dedicated stormwater discharge points and the
facility is not able to sample their stormwater before it is comingled. ISGP Permit
Condition S6 includes requirements for stormwater only discharges to 303(D)-Listed or
TMDL waters. The requirements for the discharge associated with 303(D)-listings and
applicable TMDLs are discussed in Section III.E. of the Fact Sheet. ISGP S7 includes
requirements for inspections of the stormwater system, which is also required by Permit
Condition S10.C of the final permit. ISGP Permit Condition S8 specifies the corrective
action requirements for when a facility exceeds their benchmarks. As described above, this
is not applicable for KapStone’s permit since benchmarks are not appropriate. However,
Permit Condition S3.F of the permit specifies the required actions when the facility violates
their permit. ISGP Permit Condition S9 specifies the reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, which are specified by Permit Condition S3 of the permit. Finally, ISGP
Permit Condition S10 requires that the facility comply with the applicable water quality
standards and with AKART. The Fact Sheet discusses how compliance with both the water
quality standards and AKART has been demonstrated for KapStone. In addition, as
discussed in Response to Comment 68) below, Permit Condition S10.B has been revised to
require that the SWPPP describe each BMP selected to eliminate or reduce the potential to
contaminate stormwater or groundwater and these BMPs must include, at a minimum,
good housekeeping around the site and preventative maintenance of the stormwater
drainage system. The BMPs specified by Permit Condition S3.B.4.b.i.2) and 3) of the
Industrial Stormwater General Permit with an effective date of January 2, 2015 must be
included in the BMPs that are considered for the site.
26) KapStone must sample its discharge for prohibited solid wastes.
KapStone appears to discharge plastic debris directly into the Columbia River though
Outfall 001. According to public testimony by mill employees on August 24, 2015, plastics
enter the mill’s waste stream when the mill uses old corrugated cardboard (“OCC”), which
often contains plastic debris. Testimony and photographs submitted to Ecology by John
Williams and “Employee Number 1” at the public hearing demonstrate that the mill’s
wastewater treatment system allows a significant amount of plastic debris to reach the
Columbia.
Riverkeeper supports the Draft Permit’s ban on solid waste, including plastic debris, in
KapStone’s effluent. See Draft Permit, p. 23 (“The Permittee must handle and dispose of all
solid waste material in such a manner as to prevent its entry into state ground or surface
water.”). However, KapStone’s current permit contains precisely the same language. The
ban on solid waste discharge, and the Draft Permit’s other requirements for handling solid
waste, are clearly not sufficient to keep KapStone from dumping plastics into the Columbia
River. To ensure that KapStone stops dumping plastic trash into the Columbia, Ecology
should require KapStone to regularly monitor its effluent in a manner reasonably calculated
to detect plastic debris. KapStone should monitor for solid waste when plastics are likely to
be present in the effluent; during or directly after the mill uses large quantities of OCC.
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Response to Comment 26). Please refer to Response to Comment 5) above regarding the
Solid Waste Control Plan.
27) KapStone’s water intake kills salmon and eulachon.
KapStone’s cooling and process water intake entrains and kills small fish, including salmon
smolts. Below, a picture taken inside the mill shows native three-spine stickleback found in
the mill’s water system after becoming entrained and dying. These three-spine stickleback
are roughly the same size and shape as native ocean-type chinook salmon smolts that rear
and migrate in the lower Columbia and Cowlitz rivers near KapStone’s water intake. In fact,
public testimony given by “Employee Number 1” at Ecology’s August 24, 2015, public
hearing confirmed that smolts have been found entrained in the mill’s water intake. Under
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act, Ecology may not authorize, and KapStone may not
carry out, activities that kill, injure, or harm ESA-listed, take-protected species like salmon.
16 U.S.C. §1538(a)(1)(B); 50 C.F.R. § 222.102; see also Loggerhead Turtle v. County
Council of Volusia County, Fla., 148 F.3d 1231, 1247–55 (11th Cir. 1998); see also Strahan
v. Coxe, 127 F.3d 155, 158, 163 (1st Cir. 1997). Based on the documented entrainment of
smolts and other small fish in KapStone’s water intake structure, the structure entrains and
kills salmon and eulachon that are protected by the Endangered Species Act.

The best way for Ecology to protect itself and KapStone from Endangered Species Act
liability is to require KapStone to swiftly implement one of the water intake structure
designs described in EPA’s new regulations. Importantly, EPA’s intake structure designs
were reviewed in a Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Statement written to satisfy the
Endangered Species Act. Giving KapStone four and a half years to report back on which
federal water intake regulations the mill might be subject to (see Draft Permit, p.60) will
cause the continued entrainment and death of protected salmon in violation of Section 9 of
the Endangered Species Act.
Response to Comment 27). Please refer to Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), and 69)
regarding the Cooling Water Intake Structure requirements.
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Oral comments submitted at the hearing by Miles Johnson, Jasmine Zimmer-Stucky, and
Dan Sears
28) Hi, my name is Miles Johnson, I am an attorney with Columbia Riverkeeper. I want to thank
Ecology for having us all here tonight and thank all of you for showing up to support clean
water in the Columbia. Your voices make a big difference. I will use my 5 minutes to talk
about a couple of different things. First is toxics in the mills discharge. Looking at the
permit factsheet there have been instances where monitoring of the mills discharge has
detected dioxin, has detected toxic metals like zinc and copper, has detected other chemicals.
Not every time the mill samples does it detect these things but, you know, dioxin is coming
from somewhere. The permit factsheet and the permit should explain where Ecology thinks
these toxic chemicals are coming from. And once they have explained it they should
explained why they are implementing all known reasonable and treatment technologies to
remove those chemicals from the discharges. Until then Washington administrative code
prevents Ecology from authorizing a mixing zone for those toxic chemicals or calculating
their mixing or, or using a mixing zone to, make the determination that there’s a
determination there is no reasonable potential for these toxic chemicals to violate water
quality standards.
Response to Comment 28). Please refer to Response to Comments 23) and 61) regarding
dioxins, toxics, and AKART.
29) Second as a couple of people have already mentioned, I would like to talk to about
stormwater. You know every other industrial facility in Washington that discharges
stormwater to the Columbia River, basically complies with the same standards. It has to
samples a stormwater to see whether or not it’s becoming with things on site with things like
oil, with things like toxic metals like copper and zinc. And then it is supposed to, when its
exceeding benchmarks set by Washington Department of Ecology it is supposed to take
action to treat its stormwater, make sure that that contamination is not continuing. That is
what everyone is supposed to do but that is not really what is going on here with KapStone at
least not according to my reading the permit. So the first thing that KapStone ought to be
required to do, is sample its stormwater and, so Ecology and everyone else can understand
whether it is becoming contaminated on site and, if it is, Ecology should require KapStone to
take best management practices to keep toxic contaminates out of stormwater and if it does
find its way in there to treat that stormwater to make sure those toxics aren’t finding their
way in the Columbia River.
Response to Comment 29). Please refer to Response to Comments 7), 25) and 68) regarding
stormwater.
30) I would like to close by talking about temperature. As a lot of people have said tonight we
are talking about 30 and 40 million gallons of water a day going into the Columbia River.
Sometimes as hot as 100 degrees. The Columbia River is a big river, but this summer shows
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that were at a tipping point in the Columbia where the water really is too hot. We’ve lost 5080% of the Sakai trying to head back to Idaho. We have got fall Chinook entering the river
right now. The rivers is too warm and authorizing a discharge into that river 100, 30 million
gallons a day at almost 100 degrees, just doesn’t make sense anymore and it doesn’t comply
with the requirement anymore and discharge to apply all known and reasonable technology.
There is no reasonable treatment technology thats being proposed that I have seen in the
permit to deal with this extremely hot discharge but that is exactly what Washington’s water
quality regulations and probably and probably the clean water act require and as I think I
make the point before as kind of a technical point about the clean water act, just to get this on
the record. Washington is required to make a determination that the high temperature in the
Columbia are not man made before they go and authorize additions f heat to the Columbia
and so. Thank you.
Response to Comment 30). Please refer to Response to Comments 18) and 24) regarding
temperature.
31) Alright, my name is Jasmine Zimmer-Stucky, I work with Columbia Riverkeeper. First I
want to thank Ecology for hosting this hearing tonight and for local 153 for requesting this
hearing and bringing these issues to the forefront. We all know that when a workforce is
strong and protected, companies tend to follow their regulations closer so we appreciate you
being here. We all know someone who fishes in the Columbia or we are people who fish in
the Columbia. The city of Rainier gets their water supply from the Columbia. So even
though you probably don’t live in Rainier, you have probably been to the Pastime tavern or
the Cornerstone Café and drank water that came from the Columbia. The fact that KapStone
samples, water samples, reveal that they discharge dioxin, not every sample but some
samples, yet Ecology the new permit has no limit on dioxin is alarming. I would encourage
Ecology to implement Dioxin limits and other toxic limits into this next round, this new
round of permits for KapStone.
Response to Comment 31). Please refer to Response to Comments 23) and 61) regarding
dioxins and toxics.
32) Additionally, we have seen alarming photos and heard stories of the fish intake of the water
intake system capturing fish. Into the mills you know system, and one of the best ways for
Ecology to protect itself and KapStone from endangered species act liability and to protect
everyone who enjoys the Columbia River is to require KapStone to implement one of the
water intake structures that are described in EPA’s new regulations and not simply authorize
what they currently have which we know isn’t working. So thank you for having this hearing
and thank you for everyone for coming.
Response to Comment 32). Please refer Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), 27) and 69)
regarding the Cooling Water Intake Structure requirements.
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33) So my name is Dan Sears, I am the conservation director with Columbia Riverkeeper. I want
to start by echoing what Jasmine said, which is to thank the members of local 153 who
requested this hearing. It’s really an impressive opportunity I think to improve the quality of
the river, to improve the quality that is coming out of the mill, and it’s one that you all have
created. So I really want to say that we appreciate that at the Riverkeeper very much. And to
Ecology I want to say thank you for being here. I think what we see here tonight is a real
opportunity to do better than what is being done now. Having this sort of venue, it allows us
to understand that there are some big unresolved problems what what’s coming out of the
mill. And Miles and Jasmine and to great detail members who are here from local 153 have
laid out some of those issues. So the big ones that jumped out for us, obviously to start with
the toxic pollution. If there is not an AKART approach already being applied to toxics, it
doesn’t make sense to allow the toxics to mix into the river. So that’s one big failing we see
in the permit. Second big failing we see obviously is that you are adding something into the
river system the bio accumulates and so the very idea that it would mix away and defuse into
the river, it doesn’t make sense if that material, the load of it adds to what’s already there and
build up as you go up thought the food web. So that’s a major concern for us, is that toxic
load that is being added.
Response to Comment 33). Please refer to Response to Comments 23) and 61) regarding
dioxins, toxics, and AKART.
34) The second big one is obviously temperature, which 100 degrees Fahrenheit at 30 million
gallons is screaming high, I mean that is bigger than a lot of cities along the Columbia River
that rely on the Columbia so I, I’m surprised that there is no temperature limit in this permit.
I think that that is an oversight at best, at best being kind of nice. We would ask that there be
a temperature limit added. And that the temperature be what’s healthy for Salmon that is in
the river, so taking a hard look at rationing that down to the point where the water that is
coming out of the outfall actually meets what’s needed to sustain uh, fish, healthy fish
populations in the river itself.
Response to Comment 34). Please refer to Response to Comments 18) and 24) regarding
temperature.
35) Um, and then the last thing, which you know, this is something that we could never see, it’s
the workers who brought the images of the fish that are being killed in the system. It’s really
impressing to see that laid out in such stark detail and the plan as suggested in the permit so
far is to study the issue of how many fish are being in trained and impinged and killed. We
think that that’s inadequate as Jasmine already said, I think it makes a lot more sense to
impose up front now what we know are structures that work in intake mechanisms that work
rather than wait four and a half years and allow the fish killing to keep going on. With that
thank you very much, for, for again calling this hearing, folks that are here and we really
appreciate all the information that has been shared tonight. Thank you.
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Response to Comment 35). Please refer Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), and 69)
regarding the Cooling Water Intake Structure requirements.
COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS (COMMENTS 36 – 58)
Oral comments received during the Hearing:
Linda Horst, Kelso, WA
36) KapStone’s draft water permit makes a mockery of the clean water act in four ways.
a. KapStone discharges extremely lethal dioxin and other toxic chemicals into an
already dioxin laden Columbia River.
b. KapStone discharges daily, 30 million gallons of 90-100 degree water into the
Columbia River. This threatens already endangered salmon and steelhead and
contributes to algae blooms.
c. KapStone discharges polluted stormwater from its 365 acre facility into the Columbia
River. Other Washington industries are required by state law to prevent and treat
stormwater contamination. KapStone must be required to conform to the same
standards.
d. KapStone’s old water intake structure sucks in juvenile salmon and steelhead. This
endangers the recreational and commercial fishing industries that our state works so
hard to protect.
I trust that the Department of Ecology will honor their mandate and take action to stop these
extremely serious violations of the clean water act.
Response to Comment 36). In 1971, the EPA established the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit program to regulate point sources that discharge
pollutants into waters of the United States, in accordance with the Clean Water Act. Many
states, including Washington, are authorized to administer the NPDES permit program for
EPA. As part of Ecology’s permitting process, each of the items mentioned above were
evaluated and discussed in the Fact Sheet that was made available with the permit during the
public comment period. A brief discussion and the location of the information in the Fact
Sheet about each item is provided below.
a) As discussed in Response to Comment 23) above, the permit renewal application
incorrectly reported the detection limit as a measured value of 2,3,7,8 –
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin. In reality, the facility has not detected dioxin in
their effluent since they shut down their bleaching plant. With respect to other
toxics that have been detected in the facility’s effluent, Ecology performed a
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reasonable potential analysis (RPA) for each pollutant based on sample data
submitted throughout the previous permit cycle and with the permit renewal
application to determine if the discharge has the potential to exceed any of the
water quality standards at the edge of their mixing zone. This process is
discussed in Section III.F of the Fact Sheet. If the RPA concluded that a pollutant in
the effluent had the potential to cause the receiving water body to exceed the water
quality standard for that pollutant, then a water quality based limit(s) would be
established for each applicable pollutant. The results of the RPA are located in
Appendix D of the Fact Sheet and they show that none of the pollutants have a
reasonable potential to cause the receiving water to exceed the water quality
standards (except for Arsenic, which is discussed in Section III.F).
b) Please refer to Response to Comments 18) and 24) regarding temperature.
c) Please refer to Response to Comments 7), 25) and 68) regarding stormwater.
d) Please refer Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), 27) and 69) regarding the Cooling
Water Intake Structure requirements.
Dave Eckersley
37) Number 10 machine expels, I don’t know 200-300 gallons of oil per day, I don’t know how
much, you would have to ask an oilman but it’s a lot of oil and it goes onto the floor and
some of it goes in to the drains. And who know how much goes into the, you know ground,
because I am sure it’s not sealed. And that’s really all I had to add because I think everything
else is getting covered, so thank you.
Response to Comment 37). This information is appreciated. Permit Condition S9 requires
the facility to have a spill control plan which is intended to address spills of oil and other
hazardous materials. Based on this comment, Permit Condition S9.B.2 has been modified to
include the underlined language “A description of preventive measures and facilities
(including an overall facility plot showing drainage patterns) which prevent, contain, or treat
spills of these materials, including, but not limited to, spills to the wastewater treatment
system.”
Mary Lyons, Board Member of Land Owners and Citizens for a Safer Community
38) Our vision for our work is to not simply to maintain the safety of the community but to
improve it. And, the level of safety involved in the proposed permit is not what we consider
to be acceptable. The board’s vote was in support of Local 153 and we want to be sure that
the state understands that there have been changes not only in the science of permitting but
also in the outlook and the vision of this community. The expectance of, I think, of our
community to continue to be, to stand by while industry is and the rights of industry are put
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first and the safety of workers and our citizens and our families is put second, I think is over
and I don’t know if the state understands that.
Response to Comment 38). It is unclear from the comment what portion of the permit is
considered to be “unsafe”. For information regarding how the permit limits and conditions
were established, please refer to the Fact Sheet. During the permit renewal process,
information about the facilities discharge was evaluated and used to establish permit limits
and conditions, as appropriate, to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving water.
39) I think that with this, the lack of temperature monitoring in this permit, it really speaks to a
passive denial on the part of the state to acknowledge the science that we are looking at on a
daily basis in the pollution of the river and the pollution of our waters in the, the air and I
think that with the temperature of the river rising on a regular basis and there is no, there is
nothing that I have seen on a clear ownership of the cumulative effects of the temperature of
the waters as they are going into the river.
Response to Comment 39). Permit Condition S2.A requires the facility to continually
monitor the temperature of their effluent and to report the monthly average and maximum
day value to Ecology on a monthly basis. There is a process for evaluating cumulative
impacts to a water body, the Water Quality Improvement process, which is described on
Ecology’s Water Quality website. The Water Quality Improvement process includes the
development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for impaired water bodies. The state
of Washington would typically develop the TMDL, but because there are multiple states and
tribes that will be affected by a TMDL for the Columbia River, EPA is responsible to develop
the plan. Please refer to this link for more information:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/links/wq_assessments.html.
Please refer to Response to Comments 18) and 24) for additional information about
temperature.
40) And I think it is ironic that we’re saying were hoping to rise to the bar of Oregon rather than
challenging Oregon with a higher bar in Washington. And I think that this will do a minimal
to what is being so destructive to our entire environment. And the community, the Columbia
River, the lower Columbia River community is, changing and we are filling with young
families with children and we want sustainables in our world. And killing the fish and killing
the water and the good of this amazing river is not going to bring that about so, that’s what I
wanted to say.
Response to Comment 40). Comment noted.
Shawn Nyman, President of the Cowlitz Wahkiakum Central Labor Council
41) I first of all I want to thank the community allies who have showed up tonight on behalf of
153. I think it is very brave on behalf of the workers to, they have clearly been talking about
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this and asking for support and asking for something to be done and sometimes it takes the
village you know to be heard. Like I said I just really want to commend the workers that are
being brave coming tonight and speaking because there is often repercussions. And I hope
with this spot light on it that there won’t be. I have heard about the fish and the air and the
water and all of that and that is super important. But keeping in mind that these are human
beings down there, these are workers that show up every day, some know what is happening
and some don’t know what is happening down there when they show up. And so as these
permits are reviewed and all of this is taken into consideration, I just want the workers voices
and what they are reporting to be heard, they are as important. Thank you.
Response to Comment 41). Comment noted.
“Mr. X”
42) Hello I’m Mr. X. and my concern on issuing the permit is whether or not you’ve taken into
effect the stormwater runoff that is not collected in their collection system and run through
their clarifiers. The, for instance, the unimproved surfaces that they have through the mill
which is gravel that we in some cases have water running into their areas or other chemicals.
And also, the hog fuel pile which is probably 2 ½ to 3 acres, guessing, on an unimproved
surface. Whether or not you’re taking groundwater samples on the parameters of these areas
and comparing them on a regular basis to see, how they are effected on coming in and going
out of the properties in comparison to which you are collecting in comparison to running out
through the clarifiers and back into the river. In my opinion, we have put all of the rest of the
production chips that they are going to make into paper on improved surfaces and try to
collect groundwater there, but the hog fuel which we use for power generation is not on an
improved surface and in these days and times I would think that would come into effect with
their clean water act.
Response to Comment 42). Permit Condition S10.B.b has been modified to require the
facility to identify the best management practices necessary to eliminate or reduce the
potential to contaminate stormwater or groundwater.
43) The other concern I have is with air quality issues tied to the processing equipment that they
have for the dredges of the mill. When we clean the water coming out of the mill it goes
through a dredge system and they have a dewatering screw conveyer. And in the building
that that is in there is open chest that the dredges go into prior to being dewatered and then
burnt at the boilers. And these buildings are full of hydrogen sulfide bad enough that you
cannot enter those without having to go get a monitor and having the operator turn on the
chemicals pumps to dilute the H2S and I don’t know how chemically that effects it, if it’s just
hiding it or if it, what it does to it. But once the chemical is turned on you can go in there
where the monitor and stay below good levels. But in the mean time when nobody is in there
and it’s running 24 hours a days, it’s polluting that room and the exhaust fans are pumping it
right out into the atmosphere. And so the concern is the water system is tied to the air system
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and they, they both need to work tougher to make it healthy for the environment and I think
you need to look into this.
Response to Comment 43). Comment noted. The Air Operating Permit for this facility will
be renewed soon and this issue will be evaluated during that process.
“Local 153”
44) Local 153 the first thing I wasn’t to comment is on the stormwater. I too believe that it needs
to be monitored. The company has put off repairs in many of their tanks. They have a 50%
caustic tank that has been leaking quite some time and as in the ground. They have other
tanks that have leaked black liquor and other things. They go around the mill and end up in
the stormwater. These things need to be monitored and policed and so the public is aware of
what’s actually going into the river. We have many different chemicals that are used in the
paper process, biocides, limacine, and other things. These things needs to be watched. We
have had upset conditions where they have killed all the bugs in our clarifier systems. They
have a surge system to put this stuff in for the temporary time. But overall it when these
upset conditions take place, we are defiantly at risk for polluting the waters in the Columbia.
Response to Comment 44). Permit Condition S9 requires the facility to have a spill control
plan where they are required to identify hazardous substances used and stored throughout
the facility and describe the preventive measures utilized to prevent, contain, or treat spills of
these materials. The permit condition has been modified to include language that specifies
that the plan also must include spills to the wastewater treatment system. Please refer to
Response to Comment 16) and Comment 21) above for more information regarding the 50%
sodium hypochlorite tanks.
Please refer to Response to Comment 25) regarding monitoring of the stormwater.
45) The temperature is also a huge issue. 3 years ago the company came up with a plan to save
5-8 million dollars a year. It’s called the white water project. And that increased the
temperature of the water inside of the mill to where we have had a member who’s stepped in
the storm drain and it was so hot that that person had blisters on his leg. And another
member who had blisters on their arm when they had upset conditions, due to the heat of the
water. We had a cooling tower which is now fixed, but there was a long period of time when
that cooling tower was not used. There are definite issues around this and the permit needs to
be stringent to insure that we put clean water back into the Columbia River at an appropriate
temperature.
Response to Comment 45). The comment about the process water temperature increase is
noted. Injuries that happen to workers while they are working should be reported to the
Washington Department of Labor and Industries. The reported monthly average and daily
maximum temperatures of the wastewater treatment plant discharge for the past three years
were reviewed and the process water increase due to the “white water” project did not
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appear to have a significant impact on the effluent discharge temperature. This may be due
to the cooling tower that is mentioned in the comment.
Please refer to Response to Comments 18) and 24) regarding temperature.
46) There are reasons why they need to be monitored. They don’t report the fish that we have
seen in the intake to Department of Ecology. We have seen smelt in there, this is an ongoing
thing every year. We have smelt that get into the system, we also have stickleback that get
into the system. Who knows what other kind of fish.
Response to Comment 46). Please refer Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), 27) and 69)
regarding the Cooling Water Intake Structure requirements.
“Employee #1”
47) I work down at the mill. I have visually seen mechanical equipment in disrepair, there was
not, what I feel an adequate push on getting the equipment that deals with our wastewater
back into working proper conditions. I have written work order for it, I have seen those work
orders cancelled, marked as completed. The work had not actually been done, it was not
completed. Or they will get marked as unnecessary.
Response to Comment 47). Permit Condition S4 in the permit requires that the facility must,
at all times, properly operate and maintain all facilities or systems of treatment and control
(and related appurtenances), which are installed to achieve compliance with the terms and
conditions of the permit. Please report the incidents such as those described above directly
to the environmental staff so that they may be appropriately addressed. You may also report
the incidents to Ecology if you do not feel they are being responded to appropriately. When
reporting issues to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and location of the observed issue,
when possible.
Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations.
48) There are problems that I have seen with the groundwater, we have hazardous piping in the
mill, they’re not inspecting the piping that they are supposed to, the state has been involved
with it. It’s a continuous problem with the inspection. We have leaks that are going to the
ground and that chemicals, those areas are not monitored with any of our groundwater and
our water treatment process. So, nobody reports them or they don’t know about them and it’s
going into the groundwater that is not tested. I have witnessed tanks that are leaking sodiumhypochlorite 50%. Thousands of gallons, they made quick repairs on it, they know that their
repairs are not going to last, they did not have plans in order to keep the same incident from
happening again, and it did, theres another thousands of gallons of sodium-hypochlorite that
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leaked, got into the ground. It’s on blacktop, there’s holes in the blacktop that goes right into
the sand.
Response to Comment 48). Permit Condition S9 of the permit requires the facility to have a
spill control plan and Permit Condition S3.G requires the facility to report spills of
hazardous substances to Ecology. Please report the incidents described above directly to the
environmental staff as soon as possible or to Ecology if you do not feel they are being
responded to appropriately. When reporting issues to Ecology, please provide the date, time,
and location of the observed issue, when possible.
Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations.
49) The skimmers on the clarifiers are continuous problems, the pumps break, get plugged up,
they don’t work properly, parts are forever, procurement is not, they don’t have adequate
parts supply and access to keep those things maintained and timely repairs to be made.
Response to Comment 49). Permit Condition S4 in the permit requires that the facility must,
at all time, properly operate and maintain all facilities or systems of treatment and control
(and related appurtenances), which are installed to achieve compliance with the terms and
conditions of the permit. Please report the incidents such as those described above directly
to the environmental staff so that they may appropriately addressed. You may also report the
incidents to Ecology if you do not feel they are being responded to appropriately. When
reporting issues to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and location of the observed issue,
when possible.
Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations.
50) Acid enclosure is another place where we have had leaks. They are supposed to have liners
in them that prevent any of the acid to go into the ground, quite frequently the liners are
damaged, it can go through the concrete into the groundwater or into the sewer systems. If
it’s collected and treated it’s not as much of a problem in my opinion as if it’s going straight
into the ground water.
Response to Comment 50). Permit Condition S9 of the permit requires the facility to have a
spill control plan and Permit Condition S3.G requires the facility to report spills of
hazardous substances to Ecology. Please report the incidents such as those described above
directly to the environmental staff so that they may appropriately addressed. You may also
report the incidents to Ecology if you do not feel they are being responded to appropriately.
When reporting issues to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and location of the observed
issue, when possible.

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 130 of 147

Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations.
51) Dewatering the solid waste area, we store dregs, green liquor dregs, plastics, ash from the
boilers, all of these things have pH’s that are high or low. They’re not on a sealed surface, all
of that water can go into the groundwater as well. It’s not being tested to my knowledge, it
doesn’t go through our test system and, I don’t believe there is any way of or anything in
process that would rectify that. And I don’t believe our permit even deals with that, I don’t
think, I didn’t see anything in the new permit that would prevent that from, prevent them
from allowing that to happen.
Response to Comment 51). Permit Condition S5.B. states that the Permittee must not allow
leachate from its solid waste material to enter state waters without providing all known,
available, and reasonable methods of treatment, nor allow such leachate to cause violations
of the State Surface Water Quality Standards, Chapter 173-201A WAC, or the State Ground
Water Quality Standards, Chapter 173-200 WAC. Ecology was informed during the last
wastewater inspection that the green liquor “dregs” and ash from the power boiler are now
being stored in a paved area. Ecology will verify this during my next wastewater inspection.
In addition, Permit Condition S10.B has been revised to specify that the best management
practices selected for minimizing the potential to contaminate stormwater must also address
the potential for groundwater contamination as well.
52) So, the other issue I have is plastics, I don’t know exactly where or how they test the
particulates that get sent out into the river. I have personally been working on the outfall line
that goes into the river, I have seen the effects when that outfall line was put back into the
process, it overflowed and it left huge clumps of shredded plastic. These I am sure are not
allowed to be released into the water and they are, which leads me to believe there not being
tested or the testing they are doing is not being adequate. We take tons of plastic from the
OCC it goes into the landfills but there are still a huge amount that I believe is being released
into the water undetected. The mixing zone that is 200 feet off of the inlet of the, or the
outlet of the pipe, I don’t know how or where they test that, or how frequently they test that
either. So, I guess I am getting the shepherds hook or something. After that incident I
noticed that at one of our employee meeting they have this nice big fiber green sign and I will
read what it says right here. The Great Pacific Ocean garbage patch is in an area of marine
debris consisting of small plastic pieces that covers hundreds of thousands of square miles
approximately 3 to 5 million tons. Now this is a company who is saying that they are not
contributing to it because they make cardboard and cardboard packaging. I’ve seen the
plastic going into the river, they can’t tell me they are not contributing to this garbage patch.
Response to Comment 52). Please refer to Response to Comment 5) regarding plastics in the
wastewater.
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53) With that being said, the maintenance in the area, they continue to reduce the mechanical
force. They continue to put demands on them, it’s all about production. They don’t care if
something on backend of the mill may be failing needing repair. They put more pressure to
do other jobs and if you report that, well that becomes your new responsibility as well so now
you just pile more on yourself. I personally, the plastic problem, I had our union president go
to Pat Ortiz to ask him to get this remedies’ or if he had a plan to get a remedy for that
problem. He came back to me and shrugged it off, yeah, he knows about it, and they are
going to do something about it. What they did about it, by the end of the next year he was a
salary person, our union president. So, that wasn’t my intention to get the problem fixed,
they just try to make it go away by sweeping it under the rug.
Response to Comment 53). Comment noted. Permit Condition S4 requires that the facility
be properly operated and maintained, but Ecology does not have the authority to specify how
many employees are dedicated to that task. Please report potential non-compliance with the
permit to Ecology if you do not feel they are being appropriately managed by the
environmental staff. When reporting issues to Ecology, please provide the date, time, and
location of the observed issue, when possible.
Ecology also notes that Permit Condition S3.F requires the facility to take corrective actions
when it violates or is unable to comply with any permit condition and report any permit
violations.
54) The fish that, if that picture of the fish here was names Cecil and he was in Africa, everybody
would be in an uproar right now. So these smelt, I fish for sturgeon at one time just before
those pictures were taken we were paying $10 a pound for smelt. There’s hundreds of
pounds going into the trash, so that is the value that they show with that. Right now the state
is not requiring them to report that, they know it’s an ongoing problem. I do hope they have
serious standards for reporting these smelt in the future and before next spawning season
which will be in February by the way. The other smelt in there, the sticklebacks, I don’t
know if, if I have heard that they are endangered or threatened or whatever. They wouldn’t
let them dredge the river at one point because they were spawning or it was a spawning
period. But we have got them coming inside the mill, into our screens and water treatment
systems. I think that was the only two points I wanted to make on that so.
Response to Comment 54). Please refer Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), 27) and 69)
regarding the Cooling Water Intake Structure requirements.
Written comments received at the Hearing or via the mail:
Gary Wallace
55) The entire permitting study is flawed in its failure to consider the impacts of global warming.
Because the permit is directly tied to the Columbia River System it is the Department of
Ecology’s (DOE) mandate (raison d’etre) to always consider the effects “in total” on any and

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 132 of 147
all, of all systems directly (ie this mill’s permit) or indirectly affected; (salmon, fish, eagles,
osprey, QUALITY OF LIFE, water and air quality, Future glacial replenishing environments
system failure – no more cooling water supply (due to receding mountain snow-packs and
glaciers). As the water volumes and velocity decrease the impact of any thermal input
increases. Any failure to make an overall global view the 1 starting point makes this, or any
and all other, permitting hearings and/or processing flawed. This permit must be
reconsidered due to lack of future water volumes and subsequent “mass kill-off”
temperatures (as seen now in the entire Columbia River system). The current failure of
KapStone’s water intake to not take in or encumber or entrap fish (as shown by photos @ the
Longview hearing) must be corrected first! Outflow temperature down! No more “corporate
first, people second” attitude! “in process” translates into “it’ll get done-sometime, maybe”.
The DOE has a mandate to use hard science (done-although, very skewed pre-corp., permit
ok’s with a rubber-stamp because the corp. is increasing production?!?) Wrong-Thinking
and present information (in plain English please)
• Comparing gallons with pounds in the same table?!?
• Using Cº instead of Fº? – we’re in the USA!
• Reducing inspections and sampling intervals? Wrong way – more to know changes now!
For we the people to decide – We create their paradigm.
So, please inform me of the temperature (in H20 Fº) of the Columbia River at the Canadian
border. That is the only temperature to use as a base. Then calculate the impact of every
effluent/sediment dumped into the “river’s system” by similar mill sites. what farm
chemicals are there to possibly recombine with/into, what HANFORD’S IMPACT is – both
with chemicals/compounds and temperature, add-in the holding-ponds at each dam
throughout the system and then mandate that your/out goal is to make the entire Columbia
River system capable of sustaining –WITHOUT DIMINISHMENT, DESTRUCTION,
DESERCRATION – OUR QUALITY OF LIFE AT OUR CURRECT LEVELS – WITH
CLEANER AIR & WATER NOW AND FOR OUR CHILDRESN CHILDRESNS. WE
THE PEOPLE WILL DECIDE. OUT GOAL IS – GLOBAL PLUS LOCAL HEALTH.
HELP US ATTAIN IT.
No more corporate wants, corporate gets.
Use the river’s capacity to absorb, not the corporate’s desire to increase production to
determine who. what does what, where, for how long, at what amounts/levels per ANNUAL
analysis – Hard earth science determines.
Response to Comment 55). There are a number of permit-related issues brought up in this
comment: 1) cooling water intake structure, 2) temperature, and 3) reduced monitoring
frequency. There are also two comments regarding the materials presented during the public
hearing. With respect to the permit related items:
1) Please refer Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), 27) and 69) regarding the
Cooling Water Intake Structure requirements.
2) Please refer to Response to Comment 39) regarding the process for assessing
cumulative impacts on a water body. And please refer to Response to
Comments 18) and 24) for additional information about temperature.
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3) Please refer to Response to Comment 65) below regarding the monitoring
frequency.
The comments regarding the hearing materials are noted.
Anonymous #1
56) With modern technology KapStone shouldn’t be able to discharge anything. They could
reuse their (so called clean water) in their process. This would eliminate any hazard to fish
or polluting our valuable resource.
Response to Comment 56). Comment noted.
57) Your fines need to be raised substantially. This company makes so much money that your
fines are a joke.
Response to Comment 57). Comment noted.
Anonymous #2
58) Very concerned about the ground water and no testing. The fish in intakes is a great permit
issue. Although they should be required to do more reporting with a better way of stopping
fish from entering the intakes. The temperature of the water that is discharged is a big
concern also as of a large percent of people from this area, I am a fisherman.
Response to Comment 58). Please refer to Response to Comments 42), 48), 50), and 51) for
responses related to ground water concerns.
Please refer to Response to Comments 1), 2), 3), 4), 27) and 69) regarding the Cooling
Water Intake Structure requirements.
Please refer to Response to Comments 18), 24), and 45) regarding temperature.
COMMENTS FROM EPA (COMMENTS 59 – 71)
59) Technology-based effluent limits (TBELs) are unclear.
The current permit and proposed permit impose tiered production-based TBELs that adjust
three months after production increases and decreases. The fact sheet provides no rationale
or justification for the delayed implementation of increases or decreases to the TBELs in
with production fluctuations. Please explain the need for the lag in applying TBELs
commensurate with production level.
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The basis for the mass-based TBEL is unclear following the description in the fact sheet
(Page 25-28). For improved transparency, please provide the calculation methodology used
to derive the production level tiers (Page 28, Table 12) and each of the calculations to derive
the production-based TBELs provided in the fact sheet. It appears some of the limits may be
incorrect based on EPA's understand of calculation methodology. Refer to the table below.
Highlighted values differ from the effluent limits in the draft permit.

Additionally, the tiered production levels in the permit do not match the tiered production
levels in the fact sheet. The reason for the discrepancy is only evident by reviewing the current
permit which explains that the transition to the production limits occurs when production
exceed 95% of production level. Furthermore, EPA Permit Writers' Manual, page 5-38,
states, "up to a 20 percent fluctuation in production is considered to be within the range of
normal variability, while changes in production higher than 20 percent could warrant
consideration of tiered limitations." The proposed draft permit and fact sheet does not provide
an explanation for the basis for the production tiers. The EPA suggests that Ecology provide a
better description of the basis for the tiered TBELs.
Response to Comment 59). There are two concepts mentioned in this comment, the
calculation of the emissions limits and the basis for tiered limits. With respect to the
emission limit calculations, it is true that the calculated limits do not entirely match the limits
that would be calculated solely using the ELGs. This is due to the PCHB decision that is
discussed in Section III.B of the Fact Sheet. The limits in the PCHB decision were based on
a production of 2231 tons of UBK/NSSC pulp per day, which was the production capacity of
the facility at the time. Ecology notes that the table above applies the PCHB limit in all three
tiers, while Ecology only applies the PCHB limit for production values less than 2231 tons
per day and applies the NSPS effluent guidelines for any production greater than that. As
noted by the fact that the majority of the calculated limits in the table above are greater than
those in the current permit, the NSPS ELGs are more stringent than the PCHB limits, with
the exception of the average monthly limit for BOD. The ELG for the average monthly value
of BOD is 4.2 pounds per ton of product, where the PCHB ruling equates to 3.2 pounds per
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ton of product. This was the method that was used to establish the permit limits in the permit
issued in September 2007.
With respect to the tiered limits, they have been included in the permit since the permit
issued in 1991 and production has consistently increased during the last permit cycle, as
shown in the graph below. This increase in production is expected to continue through the
next permit cycle based on Notice of Construction (NOC) Order 9213 that was issued on July
26, 2012. The NOC allows KapStone to modify their paper machines so that they will
operate more efficiently, allowing for a greater production capacity; however, the NOC
states that the primary production limit of 3600 machine dry tons will not be changed by the
NOC. As such, the third tier limit for production levels greater than 3890 machine dry tons
is not necessary and it has been removed from the final permit. If the facility wishes to
increase their production capacity above that limit, a modification to their Prevention of
Significant Deterioration permit would be required and it would be reasonable to require
them to modify their NPDES permit as well. The calculated limits were also adjusted for a
maximum primary production of 3,600 MDT/day (which equates to 3,863 air dried tons/day).
The average production rate for the past two years (September 2013 to August 2015) has
been approximately 3140 MDT/day. An increase to a maximum of 3600 MDT/day would be
an increase of 15%, which is less than the 20% fluctuation mentioned in the comment.
Therefore, the first tier limit has also been removed to simplify the permit limits. The limits
are calculated using air dried tons, as such, Section (5) in the Monitoring Schedule has been
revised to require that the facility report their production values in air dried tons, rather than
machine dried tons.

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 136 of 147
60) Effluent Limitation Guidelines (EGLs) require limits if chlorophenoliccontaining biocides are used.
EGLs at 40 CFR 430 (applicable to this permit are Subpart C 430.35, Subpart J 430.105 and
Subpart L 430.125) states, "[o]nly facilities where chlorophenolic-containing biocides are
used shall be subject to pentachlorophenol and trichlorophenollimitations. Permittees not
using chlorophenolic-containing biocides must certify to the permit-issuing authority that
they are not using these biocides." The permit and fact sheet contain no information
regarding the facilities used of "biocides". If biocides are not used, a certifying statement
should be required upon issuance of the permit or an explanation regarding certification
status should be provided in the fact sheet.
Response to Comment 60). KapStone submitted a letter stating that the biocide
products used by KapStone, do not contain either pentachlorophenol or
trichlorophenol. This letter was received by Ecology on October 20, 2015.
61) Demonstrate compliance with the TMDL if Dioxin is detected in the effluent.
The fact sheet explains that the dioxin limits were removed from the permit when the facility
eliminated the chlorine bleaching process. However, should dioxin be detected in the
effluent, the permittee should be required to demonstrate compliance with the TDML [EPA's
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) to Limit Discharges of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-pdioxin (TCDD) to the Columbia River].
Response to Comment 61). Please refer to Response to Comment 23a) above regarding
2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin.
62) Discharge from sanitary WWTP limits for chlorine are too high and
monitoring point insufficient.
The fact sheet does not provided a basis for the chlorine effluent limits at outfall OOS.
Ecology considers the sanitary discharge as an internal outfall (or monitoring point) even
though the discharge receives no additional treatment prior to discharge. According to the
flow diagram (Fact Sheet, Page 10) the sanitary wastewater stream combines with the
industrial wastewater stream prior to discharge thereby benefitting from significant dilution
with the industrial waste stream and stormwater flows. Ecology must show that the presence
of chorine at outfall 001 will not cause or contribute to violations of the WQS for chlorine in
the receiving water. Ecology must provide a basis for the effluent limits. Compliance
monitoring for chlorine should be required at outfall 001 to ensure both average monthly
limits (AML) and maximum daily limits (MDL) established consistent the criteria and
methodology for established water quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) are met.
Response to Comment 62). The chlorine residual limits for the sanitary wastewater
treatment plant effluent (WWTP) are technology based limits to ensure that the sanitary
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effluent is properly disinfected prior to being discharged to the Columbia River. The
treated sanitary effluent is combined with the treated process wastewater and stormwater
prior to discharge, and, as noted in the comment, this will significantly dilute the amount of
chlorine residual in the final discharge. For that reason, the internal monitoring point of
the sanitary WWTP discharge is more appropriate for demonstrating that the facility is
adequately disinfecting their sanitary effluent.
Due to the dilution mentioned in the comment, a water quality based limit is not necessary
for Outfall 001 as there is no reasonable potential for the effluent to violate the water
quality standards for chlorine. The maximum discharge from the sanitary wastewater
treatment plant is 0.14 million gallons per day (MGD). The minimum daily average
discharge from Outfall 001 during the previous permitting period was 12.5 MGD. Even at
the maximum sanitary WWTP discharge, the sanitary WWTP effluent would be
approximately 1% of the final discharge. At the maximum permitted chlorine residual
discharge of 6 milligrams per liter, the concentration in the final effluent would be 60
micrograms per liter. Entering this conservative value into Ecology’s reasonable potential
spreadsheet demonstrates that the concentration at the edge of the acute mixing zone (4.14
micrograms per liter) and at the edge of the chronic mixing zone (0.71 micrograms per
liter) do not demonstrate a reasonable potential for the final discharge to violate the water
quality standards.
63) Clarify actual dimensions of the mixing zone.
The permit describes the dimensions of the mixing zone as a "circle" with radius of 240 feet
measured from the center of each port. However, because the diffuser will be 286 feet (after
repairs and modifications, fact sheet page 39), the actual dimensions of the mixing are oblong
and approximately 766 feet (240+286+240) by 480 feet (240+240). The EPA suggests the
permit and fact sheet more accurately describe the dimensions of the authorized mixing zone
and provide a diagram of the location in the receiving water.
Response to Comment 63). The permit and fact sheet have been revised as requested.
The fact sheet has been revised as follows:
Chronic Mixing Zone--WAC 173-201A-400(7)(b) specifies that mixing zones must not
extend in any horizontal direction from the discharge ports for a distance greater than 200
feet plus the depth of water over the discharge ports and may not occupy more than 25% of
the width of the water body as measured during MLLW.
The discharge pipe has multiple discharge ports extending from both sides of the diffuser,
which creates a series of overlapping circles forming an oblong shape where mixing is
occurring within the chronic mixing zone. The dimensions of the oblong are approximately
441 feet by 484 feet. The mixing zone extends from the bottom to the top of the water
column.
The permit has been revised as follows:
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Chronic Mixing Zone
The mixing zone is an oblong circle around the diffuser 441 feet long and 484 feet wide.
The mixing zone extends from the bottom to the top of the water column. The
concentration of pollutants at the edge of the chronic zone must meet chronic aquatic
life criteria and human health criteria.
64) Actual dilution is less than represented in the permit due to the broken diffuser.
All the permit calculations were done based on (1) the dilution factors associated with the
current outfall diffuser configuration if it were fully functional and (2) the dilution factors
associated with the planned outfall diffuser configuration following repairs (permit page 9).
However, as of the writing of the draft permit, the outfall is broken and therefore the level of
dilution is likely lower than the two scenarios considered for the reasonable potential
calculations presenting in the fact sheet. The EPA suggests the Ecology either (1) perform
analysis to show WQS will be met at current dilution and incorporate that dilution into the
permit or (2) incorporate a compliance schedule to ensure that repairs are made "as soon as
possible." The draft permit is not representative of the current diffuser configuration/dilution
and there is no mechanism in place to ensure repairs will be made.
Response to Comment 64). The repair work was completed on January 14, 2015, which is
before the effective date of the permit. The permit has been revised to remove the previous
dilution factors that are no longer applicable.
65) Reduced monitoring frequency is insufficient to characterize the discharge and
demonstrate compliance.
The current permit made allowance for reductions of monitoring frequency based on past
compliance with limits, reducing from daily to 5/week and subsequently 4/week. The
proposed permit further reduces monitoring frequency to the level of once per week for
TSS and BODs. Given the volume and nature of the discharge, the EPA believes the
sample frequency is insufficient to capture process fluctuation and upsets that are likely to
occur with this type of manufacturing plant (Refer to graph below based on discharge
monitoring report data.). The EPA requests the Ecology consider the potentially variable
nature and size of the discharge when establishing monitoring requirements. Given the
overall modest monitoring requirements for the facility and considering that variations in
volume and concentration of TSS and BOD in the effluent may drastically affect mass
loading, the EPA believes that daily monitoring of BOD and TSS is appropriate for the
facility.
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Response to Comment 65). As described in Section IV.A of the fact sheet, Ecology’s Water
Quality Program Permit Writer’s Manual was used as guidance for determining the reduced
monitoring frequency. While the concerns regarding variability stated in the comment are
noted, due to the fact that the limits are technology based limits and not water quality based
limits, Ecology does not feel daily monitoring is necessary. Technology based limits are
established to ensure that the facility is adequately treating their wastewater prior to
discharging it, and, if a technology based limit is exceeded, it does not necessarily indicate a
violation of the water quality standards. Compliance with the limits demonstrates that the
wastewater treatment plant is being properly operated and maintained and is able to
effectively treat the wastewater that is being sent to it for treatment. Wastewater treatment
plants are generally designed to handle variability associated with the influent, as long as it
is not so extreme as to overload the system or provide insufficient food for the biological
component of the system. In addition, pH is a good indicator of a spill to the wastewater
treatment system and that is required to be monitored on a continuous basis. Therefore, it is
not as important to detect all of the fluctuations within the influent and effluent of the
wastewater treatment; however, both BOD5 and TSS are important indicators of how well the
wastewater treatment plant is functioning. Therefore, the sampling frequency must be
sufficient to detect any trends that might indicate declining performance of the system.
Based on the comment, Ecology reviewed the NPDES permits for the seven other pulp and
paper manufacturing facilities regulated by the Waste 2 Resources – Industrial Section that
have similar wastewater treatment plants for consistency (Cosmo Specialty Fibers, Inc was
not included because it utilizes a different wastewater treatment process). Four of the
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facilities have a specified monitoring frequency of three times per week for both BOD5 and
TSS, one of the facilities has a monitoring frequency of four times per week for BOD5 and
TSS, one of the facilities has a monitoring frequency of one time per week for BOD5 and TSS,
and one of the facilities has a monitoring frequency of one time per week for BOD5 and three
times per week for TSS. The monitoring frequency for KapStone has been four times per
week and Ecology is aware that they have been making efforts to improve their wastewater
treatment plant operations. As such, Ecology feels that reducing the monitoring frequency to
three times per week is consistent with the requirements for other similar facilities and
acknowledges that the facility is making improvements to their operations. Please note that
the permit does include a footnote for the monitoring table that requires the facility to return
to daily sampling if there are two limit violations for that parameter during a consecutive 12
month period.
66) Sufficiently Sensitive Methods required for application and limit monitoring.
EPA's Sufficiently Sensitive Methods rule became effective September 14, 2014. The
permit, in either S2.B or Appendix A, should articulate or reference the requirements of the
rule to ensure enforceability in permitting.
Response to Comment 66). Ecology has implemented the new rule through Appendix A in the
permit. The use of Appendix A is enforceable due to the fact that Permit Condition S2.A
requires that monitoring must be conducted in accordance with Appendix A. Ecology’s
Water Quality Program has verified that the requirements of Appendix A are at least as
stringent as the sufficiently sensitive methods rule requirements.
67) New request for reduction in monitoring should not be granted.
Standard permit conditions under S2.E allow the permittee to request reduced monitoring.
As already mentioned, given the volume and characteristics of discharge and the potential
for pollutants from the industrial discharge, the effluent monitoring requirements are
minimal. Reducing monitoring frequencies from the levels proposed in the draft permit
would not be appropriate.
Response to Comment 67). Monitoring frequencies have been increased from those
proposed in the draft permit (refer to Response to Comment 65). In addition, footnote
g of the sampling frequency table in Permit Condition S2.A requires the facility to
return to monitoring daily if there are 2 permit violations in any consecutive 12-month
period. If the facility is required to revert to daily monitoring, they should have the
ability to request a reduction in monitoring frequency after demonstrating better
performance by the wastewater treatment plant. As stated in the permit condition, any
reduction in the monitoring frequency will occur through a permit modification or
during the next permit renewal, both of which will include an opportunity for the public
to comment on the proposed reduction.
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68) Strengthen permit conditions to address stormwater.
The permit incorporates conditions applicable to stormwater discharges under S10. The
EPA notes the draft permit conditions are less stringent than conditions applicable to
industrial stormwater dischargers under Ecology Industrial Stormwater General Permit
(ISGP). The EPA suggests the following additions to strength the stormwater requirement
and bring conditions and requirement in line with Ecology ISGP and EPA Multi-Sector
General Permit (MSGP).
a) Include requirement for good housekeeping such as, "Preventative maintenance
procedures, including regular inspections, testing, maintenance and repair of all control
measures to avoid situations that may result in leaks, spills, and other releases, and any
back-up practices in place should a runoff event occur while a control measure is offline. A schedule or the convention used for determining when pickup and disposal of
waste materials occurs. Also provide a schedule for routine inspections for leaks and
conditions of drums, tanks and containers."
b) Include preventative measures to protect the industrial wastewater treatment
system such as,
Control Measure Selection and Design Considerations.
•

•

•

•

Preventing stormwater from coming into contact with polluting materials is
generally more effective, and less costly, than trying to remove pollutants
from stormwater;
Using control measures in combination may be more effective than using
control measures in isolation for minimizing pollutants in your
stormwater discharge;
Assessing the type and quantity of pollutants, including their potential to
impact receiving water quality, is critical to designing effective control
measures that will achieve the limits in this permit;
Minimizing impervious areas at your facility and infiltrating runoff onsite
(including bioretention cells, green roofs, and pervious pavement, among
other approaches) can reduce runoff and improve ground water recharge

c) Minimize Exposure. You must minimize the exposure of manufacturing, processing,
and material storage areas (including loading and unloading, storage, disposal, cleaning,
maintenance, and fueling operations) to rain, snow, snowmelt, and runoff in order to
minimize pollutant discharges by either locating these industrial materials and activities
inside or protecting them with storm resistant coverings. Unless infeasible, you must
also:
•

Use grading, berming or curbing to prevent runoff of contaminated flows and
divert run-on away from these areas;
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•

•
•
•
•

•

Locate materials, equipment, and activities so that potential leaks and
spills are contained or able to be contained or diverted before
discharge;
Clean up spills and leaks promptly using dry methods (e.g., absorbents) to
prevent the discharge of pollutants;
Store leaky vehicles and equipment indoors or, if stored outdoors, use drip
pans and absorbents;
Use spill/overflow protection equipment;
Perform all vehicle and/or equipment cleaning operations indoors, under
cover, or in bermed areas that prevent runoff and run-on and also that
capture any overspray; and
Drain fluids from equipment and vehicles that will be decommissioned, and,
for any equipment and vehicles that will remain unused for extended periods
of time, inspect at least monthly for leaks. "

d) Permit should be more directive regarding stormwater inspection requirements such
as:
Routine Facility Inspections.
During normal facility operating hours you must conduct inspections of areas of
the facility covered by the requirements in this permit, including, but not limited to,
the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Areas where industrial materials or activities are exposed to stormwater;
Areas identified in the SWPPP and those that are potential pollutant sources
(see Part 5.2.3);
Areas where spills and leaks have occurred in the past three years;
Discharge points; and
Control measures used to comply with the effluent limits contained in this
permit. "

Documentation of inspection should include
•
•
•
•

•

The inspection date and time;
The name(s) and signature(s) of the inspector(s);
Weather information;
All observations relating to the implementation of control measures at
the facility, including: A description of any discharges occurring at
the time of the inspection; Any previously unidentified discharges
from and/or pollutants at the site;
Any evidence of, or the potential for, pollutants entering the drainage
system;
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•

•

Observations regarding the physical condition of and around all outfalls,
including any flow dissipation devices, and evidence of pollutants in
discharges and/or the receiving water;
Any control measures needing maintenance, repairs, or replacement.

Response to Comment 68). Permit Condition S10.A requires that all stormwater generated
by the Permitee that has the potential to be contaminated by industrial activities be collected
and routed to the process wastewater treatment system. Permit Condition S9 requires the
facility to follow their spill control plan, which will minimize the potential for spilled
contaminates to contact stormwater. However, Ecology concurs that it is important for the
facility to ensure that all the stormwater is properly collected and that the potential to
contaminate stormwater or groundwater should be minimized. As such, Permit Condition
S10.B has been modified to require that the SWPPP must describe each BMP selected to
eliminate or reduce the potential to contaminate stormwater or groundwater and that good
housekeeping around the site and preventative maintenance of the stormwater drainage
system must be included among the selected BMPs. At a minimum, the BMPs specified by
Permit Condition S3.B.4.b.i.2) and 3) of the Industrial Stormwater General Permit with an
effective date of January 2, 2015 must be included in the good housekeeping and
preventative maintenance BMPs that are considered for the site. Permit Condition S10.C
requires an annual inspection during the wet season to verify that the description of potential
pollutant sources is accurate, that the site map in the SWPPP is up to date, and that controls
to reduce pollutants in the stormwater discharges are being implemented and are adequate.
The condition was modified to indicate that the inspections must also include the controls to
minimize the potential for the discharge of untreated stormwater to surface water. The
language was also revised to require the inspection of the stormwater discharge to be
conducted within the collection systems, since the stormwater is not directly discharged to
the surface water.
Please refer to Response to Comment 25) for additional discussions regarding stormwater.
69) Consideration of Cooling Water Intake Structure (CWIS) should be accelerated.
The fact sheet (page 59-60) provides some information about the facility's CWIS, but
Ecology has not received sufficient information to determine the extent to which 316(b) of
the Clean Water Act applies to the permittee. Ecology should incorporate requirements
under condition S15 of the permit to accelerate the submittal of information needed
determine the applicability of 316(b). Additionally, Ecology should strengthen the
conditions under S15.A to better understand how the CWIS is being operated and
maintained and what is being done to minimize impingement and entrainment. In an effort
to begin gathering the application information required under S15.B, the facility should be
required to keep records of all incidences of impingement and entrainment not just
"significant" events.
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Response to Comment 69). Ecology concurs that it would be beneficial for the facility to
submit additional information during the permit cycle to establish the applicability of the
requirements of 40 CFR Part 125 Subpart J in order to ensure that the appropriate
information is submitted with the next permit renewal application. The facility is still in the
process of collecting the data needed to determine the percentage used exclusively for
cooling water. Therefore, Permit Condition S15.B.1 has been added to the final permit to
require the facility to submit a revised EPA Form 2-C Supplemental Cooling Water Intake
Structures form by December 31, 2016.
The requirement with respect to “significant” events is a reporting requirement, not a
recordkeeping requirement. The facility is required to report any significant events to
Ecology within 24 hours to ensure that Ecology is aware of such an event and has the
opportunity to investigate the reported event in a timely manner. The permit references the
applicable permit renewal application requirements which specifies the information that is
required to be collected and submitted by the facility.
Permit Condition S15.D has been added to the permit which is a requirement to inspect the
facility on a weekly basis to ensure that the facility is monitoring the operations and
maintenance of the facility and will be aware of any impingement or entrainment events.
The facility will be required to note the presence of impinged or entrained organisms, in
addition to any corrective actions that are implemented.
70) Wastewater Treatment Efficiency Study is a good step but more needs to be done.
Based on the large discharge volume and the potential to discharge a variety of toxic
pollutants, the EPA strongly agrees with the requirement to evaluate the overall effectiveness
of the industrial WWTP with the expectation that it be operated at peak efficiency. The EPA
further recommends that the permittee be required to evaluate new technologies and
treatment options that may be used to remove more of pollutants, particularly persistent,
bioaccumulative, and toxic (PBT) chemicals known to be present in the wastewater. This is
consistent with the state regulatory requirement for "all known, available and reasonable
methods of treatment" (AKART). To ensure that this analysis is thorough, comprehensive,
and meets Ecology's expectations, we recommend that Ecology work with the facility to
refine and agree upon the scope prior to commencing with the study. The EPA recommends
the permit require Ecology's review and approval of the study plan prior to implementation.
Response to Comment 70). Due to the fact that the facility discharges a large volume of
treated wastewater with relatively low concentrations of toxic pollutants, it is typically
prohibitively expensive to implement new treatment technologies. As such, once AKART has
been established for a facility or particular wastewater stream, an AKART study is generally
only necessary when the facility is proposing to make significant changes to their operations
or to their wastewater treatment system, or when there have been major technological
advancements in the methods available for treating similar wastewater streams. As far as
Ecology is aware, no such projects are anticipated for the next permit renewal cycle, and we
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are not aware of significant technological advancements in treatment technologies that are
available for this wastewater. However, as recommended in Section 1.2 of Chapter 4 of the
Permit Writer’s Manual, “if the effluent guidelines are over 10 years old, the permit writer
should, at a minimum, conduct an analysis of unit processes design and efficiencies at the
facility to determine if the effluent guidelines constitute AKART”. The intent of the treatment
efficiency study in the draft permit is to require the facility to collect the information
necessary to demonstrate that the treatment system is still operating as efficiently as possible
for the next permit renewal process.
The permit requires the facility to sample the wastewater for priority pollutants once per
year. The data collected from those sampling events will be used to determine if there is
change in the characteristics of the wastewater during the permit cycle, which may indicate
the need for an additional AKART analysis.
71) Improve Effluent Characterization- Final Wastewater Effluent- Priority Pollutant
Scan.
The permittee is required to perform annual priority pollutant testing on the final effluent
after mixing with storm water and cooling water streams. The clean water streams may
dilute the process water to the degree that toxic pollutants are no longer detectable. In
addition to monitoring the final effluent, the EPA recommends requiring priority pollutant
monitoring on the process wastewater stream before dilution with clean water streams to
better assess the overall pollutant load to the river (e.g., monitor secondary treatment
wastewater effluent). This additional monitoring should be done in addition to testing the
final effluent.
Response to Comment 71). As shown in Figure 2 on page 10 of the Fact Sheet, all the
stormwater and cooling water is combined with the process wastewater prior to the process
wastewater treatment system. The only stream that is not included as part of the process
WWTP effluent is the sanitary WWTP effluent. As far as Ecology is aware, there is no way
to test the effluent from the process WWTP without the “clean water” streams mentioned in
the comment. To accommodate this request, Footnote p has been added to the monitoring
table and reads as follows: “Effluent characterization sampling must be conducted in a
manner that is representative of the discharge. Throughout the permit cycle, the facility
must alternate their sample collection periods to include the dry season and the wet season
when stormwater is present in the system.”
COMMENTS FROM KAPSTONE (COMMENTS 72-73)
72) KapStone believes that the calculations of the discharge limits included in draft permit
condition S1 need to be updated. Attached are the 2012-2014 production levels of the
different pulping sources as well as the calculation sheet for the corresponding technology
based limits with the updated values that KapStone believes are to be used. 40 CFR §430.01
states that the pulp values need to either be machine dried tons (off-the-machine moisture) or
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air-dried tons (10% moisture). In KapStone’s case, the production values for pulp production
should be in air-dried tons.
Response to Comment 72). As discussed in Response to Comment 59) above, the tiered limits
have been removed from the permit and the revised permit limits are based on the production
level specified in NOC #9213 converted to air dried tons. Section (5) of the Monitoring
Table in Permit Condition S.2 has been revised to require that the facility report their
production values in air dried tons.
73) KapStone requests to modify draft permit condition S10.A as follows:
“Unless Ecology approves otherwise in writing, all stormwater generated by the Permittee
that has the potential to be contaminated by industrial activities must be collected and routed
to the process wastewater treatment system and discharged through Outfall 001. For
purposes of this permit, ‘stormwater’ means that portion of precipitation that does not
naturally percolate into the ground or evaporate, but flows via overland flow, interflow,
pipes, and other features of a stormwater drainage system into a defined surface waterbody,
or a constructed infiltration facility. Any potentially contaminated stormwater generated by
the Permittee that is not collected and treated prior to being discharged from the site must be
reported within 24 hours and a plan for corrective action submitted within 30 days”
KapStone believes this modification is consistent with Ecology’s position but adds clarity by
incorporating the definition of “stormwater” from the Industrial Stormwater General Permit
and also adds flexibility in case a future need arises in which it would not be feasible to route
stormwater that has the potential to be contaminated by industrial activities to the treatment
system.
Response to Comment 73). This comment includes two requested changes to the language in
the permit. With respect to the addition of “unless Ecology approves otherwise in writing”,
if the facility were to request such an approval from Ecology to directly discharge
stormwater to the surface water, it would be a significant change to management of
stormwater at the facility and the only way Ecology could approve such a discharge is
through modifying the permit. The requested language was not added to the permit.
With respect to including the definition of stormwater to the permit, Ecology does not feel
that the added language is necessary. Definitions applicable to the permit are specified in
the Fact Sheet, which includes the exact definition requested in the comment (see page 73 of
the Fact Sheet).
Administrative Revisions
•

Permit Condition S7 was revised to add the language “average monthly” to the BOD and
TSS design criteria to clarify that the loading criteria are monthly averages and not daily
maximum values.

Fact Sheet for NPDES Permit WA0000078
Longview Fibre Paper and Packaging Inc
Page 147 of 147

Addendum A
Pictures Mentioned in Oral Comments

