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January 21, 2010
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Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities
5100 Brookshire Blvd.
Charlotte, North Carolina 28216

Subject: Speculative Effluent Limits
Proposed CMU-Mount Holly Regional WWTP
Mecklenburg County

Dear Mr. Gullett:

This letter is in response to your request for revised speculative effluent limits for the proposed Charlotte
Mecklenburg Utilities and City of Mount Holly Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility at the wasteflows
of 17 MGD and 25 MGD. The revised speculative limits should now include the nutrient loading from the
Clariant WWTP facility. CMU has indicated that the Clariant facility will be going offline and connecting
to the proposed Long Creek Regional WWTP. It should be understood that these speculative limits are
only applicable if the wastewater from the City of Mount Holly is included in the proposed project. There
is no capacity in Lake Wylie for a Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities discharge facility on its own, based on
the EPA approved 1996 Lake Wylie TMDL allocation.

Receiving Stream. Lake Wylie has a stream classification of WS-IV CA. Waters with this designation are a
source of drinking water supply, culinary or food processing purposes in addition to the standard uses for
waters with a C classification. It is also designated as a critical area (CA) which means the area adjacent to
a water supply intake or reservoir where risk associated with pollution is greater than from the remaining
portions of the watershed. North Carolina regulation 15A NCAC 2B .0202 (20) provides a more thorough
definition of critical area. In addition, it is recommended that 15A NCAC 2B .0216 also be reviewed in its
entirety for the water quality standards that are applicable to WS-IV CA streams.

Speculative Limits. The speculative limits were developed based on Division staff recommendation and
consideration of the Lake Wylie TMDL allocation. Based on available information, speculative effluent
limits for the proposed discharges of 17 and 25 MGD to Lake Wylie are presented in Tables 1 and 2. A
complete evaluation of these limits and monitoring frequencies and monitoring requirements for metals
and other toxicants will be addressed upon receipt of a formal NPDES permit application.
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TABLE 1. Speculative Limits for CMU- Mount Holly WWTP, Proposed flows of 17.0 MGD

Effluent Characteristic . Effluent Limitations >
Average " Average ‘Maximum

Flow 17.0 MGD
BODS5, Summer 4mg/L 6.0mg/L
BODS5, Winter _8mg/L 12 mg/L
TSS 30mg/L 45 mg/L
NH3 as N _ 1.0mg/L 3.0 mg/L
Dissolved Oxygen 7.0mg/L
(minimum) '
TRC o 17 ug/1
Fecal coliform (geometric 200/100 ml 400/100 ml
mean)
Total Phosphorus 90 Ibs/day

(equivalent to

0.63 mg/1)

Total Nitrogen 618.5 Ibs/day

(equivalent to

4.36 mg /1)

Chronic Toxicity - 90%
Pass/Fail (Quarterly test)

TABLE 2. Speculative Limits for CMU- Mount Holly WWTP, Proposed flows of 25.0 MGD

Effluent Characteristic ___Effluent Limitations

‘Monthly ~ Weekly ‘Daily

Average Average Maximum
Flow 25.0 MGD
BODS5, Summer 4mg/L 6.0 mg/L
BOD5, Winter 8 mg/L 12 mg/L
TSS 30 mg/L 45 mg/L
NH3 as N 1.0 mg/L 3.0mg/L
Dissolved Oxygen 70mg/L
{minimum)
TRC 17 ug/1
Fecal coliform (geometric 200/100 ml 400/100 ml
mean)
Total Phosphorus 90 Ibs/day
(equivalent to

0.43 mg /1)

Total Nitrogen 618.5 Ibs/day
(equivalent to

2.97 mg/1)
Chronic Toxicity 90%
Pass/Fail (Quarterly test)

Monitoring in Lake Wylie will also be required to ensure that the water quality model predictions were
accurate, and to ensure the discharge does not create adverse conditions in the Lake in the future. CMU
and Mount Holly will be required to monitor upstream and downstream of the outfall. The following
parameters should be included in sampling: dissolved oxygen, temperature, conductivity, pH, total



phosphorus, total nitrogen and chlorophyll a. Instream monitoring will be required three times per week
during the months of June, July, August and September and once per week during the rest of the year.

Engineering Alternatives Analysis (EAA). Please note that the Division cannot guarantee that an NPDES
permit for discharge of 17.0 MGD with expansion up to 25.0 MGD will be issued with these speculative
limits. Final decisions can only be made after the Division receives and evaluates a formal permit
application for the proposed discharge. In accordance with the North Carolina General Statutes, the
practicable wastewater treatment and disposal alternative with the least adverse impact on the
environment is required to be implemented. Therefore, as a component of all NPDES permit applications
for new or expanding flow, a detailed engineering alternatives analysis (EAA) must be prepared. The EAA
must justify requested flows, and provide an analysis of potential wastewater treatment alternatives.
Alternatives to a surface water discharge, such as a spray/drip irrigation, wastewater reuse, or
inflow/infiltration are considered to be environmentally preferable. A copy of the EAA requirements is
attached to this letter. Permit applications for new or expanding flow will be returned if all EAA
requirements are not adequately addressed.

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) EA/FIS Requirements. A SEPA EA/EIS document must be
prepared for all projects that: 1) need a permit; 2) use public money or affect public lands; and 3) might
have a potential to significantly impact the environment. For new wastewater discharges, significant
impact is defined as a proposed discharge of >500,000 gpd and producing an instream waste concentration
of > 33% based on summer 7Q10 streamflow conditions. For existing discharges, significant impact is
defined as an expansion of > 500,000 gpd additional flow. Since CMU- Mount Holly’s facility is proposing
a discharge of >500,000 gpd flow with an instream waste concentration > 33%, the CMU- Mount Holly’s
facility must prepare a SEPA document that evaluates the potential for impacting the quality of the
environment. The NPDES Unit will not accept an NPDES permit application for the proposed discharge
until the Division has approved the SEPA document and sent a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
to the State Clearinghouse for review and comment. A SEPA Environmental Assessment (EA) should
contain a clear justification for the proposed project. If the SEPA EA demonstrates that the project may
result in a significant adverse effect on the quality of the environment, you must then prepare a SEPA EIS
(Environmental Impact Statement). Since your proposed discharge is subject to SEPA, the EAA
requirements discussed above will need to be folded into the SEPA document. The SEPA process will be
delayed if all EAA requirements are not adequately addressed. If you have any questions regarding SEPA
EA /EIS requirements, please contact Hannah Stallings with the DWQ Planning Branch at (919) 807-6434.

Should you have any questions about these speculative limits or NPDES permitting requirements, please
feel free to contact Jackie Nowell at (919) 807- 6386. '

Respectfully,

-

m Belnick
Supervisor, Western NPDES Program

cc: Brent M. Reuss/ Black & Veatch 8520 Cliff Cameron Drive Suite 210 Charlotte, N.C. 28269
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, PO Box 33726, Raleigh, NC 27636-3726 Attn: Sara Myers
NC WRC, Inland Fisheries, 1721 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC, 27699-1721 Atin: Fred Harris
Jeff Debessonet/SCDHEC 2600 Bull Street Columbia, S.C. 29201
Mooresville Regional Office/Surface Water Protection
Pam Behm /Modeling TMDL Unit
Hannah Stallings/Planning Section
Central Files
NPDES Permit File
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