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Mr. John C. Hall

Hall & Associates

Suite 203

1101 15th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005-5007

Dear Mr. Hall:

Thank you for your letter of January 6, 1998, requesting clarification from Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Headquarters on detection limits for total residual chlorine (TRC) and
consideration of chlorine demand in evaluating permit limitations. Thank you also for you
follow-up letters dated April 23, 1998 and June 25, 1998 providing additional information on this
subject. Though it has taken some time to respond to your initial inquiries, primarily to research
answers to your questions on detection limits for TRC, I trust that this letter will prove useful in
future discussions with EPA regarding NPDES permitting in general and permit limits for
chlorme in particular. In your original letter, you asked three specific questions. I have
summarized each question and provided responses below.

Has EPA determined that chlorine may be reliably measured below 0.1 mg/l in municipal
effluents?

As you are aware, EPA lists test methods for permit monitoring in 40 CFR §136. On a
national level the lowest published detection limit provided for the methods specified in §136 is
0.01 mg/l This detection limit is for Standard Methods 4500 C1 E and G. This level is based on
testing under “ideal” conditions. EPA has not done a national study to establish method
detection limits for these methods using municipal effluents. The method detection limit in any
one wastewater matrix could differ from the published detection limit established under ideal
conditions. EPA’s regulations at 40 CFR §136, Appendix B specify the methodology for
develening an cffluent-specific detection level. In the absence of studies to establish efiluent-
specific detection limits, EPA normally relies on the published test method detection limit.

Also, the method detection limit must be distinguished from the minimum level. The
detection limit is the minimum concentration that can be measured and reported with a 99
percent confidence level that the analyte concentration is greater than zero. The minimum level
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is the lowest level at which the entire analytical system gives a recognizable signal and
acceptable calibration point for the analyte. In other words, the minimum level is a quantitation
level; it is generally higher than the method detection iimit. The minimum ievel can be used to
assess what, if any, response is appropriate when a discharge exceeds water quality-based
effluent limits that are set below detection or quantitation.

EPA has not established a final national policy on setting quantitation levels from known
detection limits. EPA’s March 18, 1994 draft National Guidance for Permitting, Monitoring,
and Enforcement of Water Quality-based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical
Detection/Quantitation Levels recommended using a factor of 3.18 times the method detection
limit to set an “interim” minimum level or level of quantitation until a final minimum level is
promulgated. EPA’s Engineering and Analysis Division (EAD) in the Office of Science and
Technology is undertaking research that will further examine this issue. Until that research is
complete, EAD continues to recommend setting an interim level of quantitation at 3.18 times the
method detection limit. Therefore, an appropriate level of quantitation for Standard Methods
4500 C1 E and G under ideal conditions would be approximately 0.03 mg/l. For any given
wastewater matrix, the level of quantitation may be higher. It is acceptable for a Region or state
permitting authority to establish a default level of quantitation for a given method. The
permitting authority may adjust the level of quantitation for an individual discharger based upon
a demonstration by the discharger of a higher or lower method detection limit or level of
quantitation for its effluent.

A sampling of States and Regions indicate a variety of approaches to setting a minimum
level for TRC. Many establish a minimum level of 0.1 mg/l when TRC limits are set at or below
0.1 mg/l. Some Regions and States, however, have specified a lower minimum level. In 1986,
Region 4's Environmental Services Division (ESD) recommended setting a minimum level of 0.1
mg/l for TRC. In a separate 1991 memorandum, Region 4's ESD indicated that, based upon their
experience, detection limits of 0.010 to 0.030 mg/] could be expected for normal wastewater
treatment plan operations using approved methods. This memorandum concludes by stating that
it would be difficult to enforce permit limits at or just above the method detection limit and
recommending that enforcement actions not be nitiated on values below 0.05 mg/l. At least two
states, South Carolina and Tennessee, have followed the recommendation of this second letter
and specify minimum levels as low as 0.05 mg/l depending upon the permit limit. The
memoranda from Region 4's ESD are attached.

As you are aware, EPA Region | has established guidance for setting a minimum level or
level of quantitation of 0.05 mg/l for TRC based upon using the method detection limits for
Standard Methods 4500 C1 E and G and a factor of 5, which is greater than EAD’s recommended
factor of 3.18 for establishing a minimum level. The Region has indicated to me that this
guidance sets a default minimum level for TRC and that they would adjust the minimum level
for an individual discharger based upon a demonstration by the discharger of an ability to detect
and quantify TRC at higher or lower levels in its effluent. I strongly suggest that you work with
the Region to develop sufficient information to demonstrate whether a different method detection
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limit and level of quantitation are warranted for a given wastewater discharge using the approved
test methods identified above and optimum analytical procedures.

Finally, I would like to reiterate the earlier response from Gregory Currey, Acting Chief
of the Water Quality and Industrial Permits Branch, to your follow-up letter, dated April 23,
1998. In this letter you reference a draft memorandum on chlorine significant noncompliance
(SNC) authored by Water Enforcement Division staff. It is important to note that this
memorandum was never approved by EPA management and never produced in final form; it

does not reflect EPA national guidance or policy regarding detection or quantitation of TRC.

The draft memorandum you provided indicates that dischargers may not be able to
reliably quantify levels of chlorine below 0.1 mg/l in their effluent. The sentence following the
statement you quoted says, “The Region V States selected the .1 level as the most reasonable
level of reliable quantitation based on limited studies and general experience in each State.”
Other Regions and their States, notably in Regions 1 and 4, have made other judgements based
upon their experience. The draft memorandum clearly states that the 0.1 mg/I quantitation level
was being considered only for purposes of flagging permittees in SNC and emphasizes that *“all
violations below the .1 level should be evaluated for an enforcement response.”

The final memorandum on chlorine SNC was signed by Brian Maas, Director of the
Water Enforcement Division, on August 20, 1996. It does not recommend a quantitation level
for TRC. The final memorandum acknowledges that chlorine limits often are expressed as
instantaneous limits and recommends that, where appropriate in individual situations, the
Regions should manually remove the SNC flag.

Do pretreatment program regulations require municipalities to investigate sources of test
interference and eliminate matrix interference to improve effluent test results?

Municipalities are not specifically required by the pretreatment regulations to investigate
and eliminate matrix interference to improve effluent test results. Municipalities are required by
the standard conditions at 40 CFR §122.41(j) and in their POTW permits, however, to provide
monitoring results that are representative of the monitored activity. If a municipality believes
that its effluent testing results are not representative because of matrix interference, the
municipality may find it necessary to isolate and eliminate the cause of matrix interference in
order to achieve accurate and representative results for inclusion in their DMRs.

Does Federal permitting guidancc allow for consideration of chlorine demand in establishing
appropriate water quality-based limits? If so, please identify the relevant guidance.

EPA’s criteria methodology is designed to assess the acceptable concentration of
pollutants that should not result in unacceptable effects on aquatic life and their uses or on human
health. If justified, this concentration is made a function of a water quality characteristic such as
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EPA 505/2/90-001, March 1991) does, however, generally recognize that exposure and
wasteload allocation calcuiations can be dependent upon instream poiiutant reactions. Chiorine
1s known to volatilize in the environment and react with instream compounds. Thus, the concept
of considering chlorine demand, with respect to both chlorine decay and formation of chlorinated
compounds that may be harmful in the environment, is consistent with the TSD approach to
establishing appropriate wasteload allocations and water quality-based effluent limits. When
contemplating whether to account for chlorine demand in developing wasteload allocations and
effluent limits, permitting authorities should consider the potential uncertainties and any practical
difficulties in measuring or modeling instream chlorine demand and in accounting for chlorine

demand when developing permit conditions.
If you have any additional questions regarding Federal permitting regulations and

guidance or if you would like to discuss any specific permitting procedures, please call me at
(202) 260-9545.

Sincerely,

vr o .1

Kathryn Greenwald,
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KEDES Permit Conwliance Limits Por Residuzl Chlorine
~Z4: Michael Y. zirch

70 Jim Patrick, Chiefl
Permit Secticen

X: wWade Xnight, Thisf
Lanoratory Svaluation & G Section

The Laboratory Fvaluation and Quality Assurance Group has received several
calls fram Individuals seeking analytical methodclogy for residual chlorine
that will measure chlorine concentrations at proposed compliance limits of
0.01 rg/L (ireshwater) and 0.04 mg/L (sea water). CQurrent, available
metholodogy approved for NPDES monitoring in the Gctober 26, 1984, Federal
Regz ter will ot accurately measure residual chlorine at the 0.01 ma/L level.

Two Performcace Evaluation Stuiles (WPOIS and 1ir016) were conducted between
Anril 21, 1285, and Acril 14, 1986. The participates were highly qualified
£Pa, State oad other laboratories located naticnwide. Perfommance by the
leboratories indicate poor precision for an unkiown chlorine standard (Sample
1, WP01S) at the 0.02 ny/L level. Of the 221 laboratories participating, 140
(63 wvercent} raported usable data, and only 133 (60 percent) reported a
sitive valia within three (3) standard deviations of the mean value. 'This,
ndicates that 37 percent of the laboratories were wnable to easure (detect)
the residuzl chlorine at the 0.02 my/L level using EPA aporoved methodology
in & gistilled water matrix. The rarge of valuss reported was from none
dotected to greater then 0,234 mg/L. Seven of (he 140 labs reporting usahle

data had vaiuas greater than 0.234 my/L. Thus, 40 percent of the labs had
periocs The remaining 133 respondes gave a median value

(Sig%ete yghab;u DEriCTnanc

of 0.043 .;m c::m a s;a:‘.dad deviation of 0.05¢ /L. The median value
iriicates 2 positive bias of 0.023 =3/L fram the true valuve.

Lll?

rmanoe standax :: WPOTS 2, (0.55 xz/L) shows 11.1 percent of the

sed unacczptasle veluls greater than (hree (3) stendard deviations
L value reportad O*xc standard devizticn at .55 my/L level was

2L ITCO

S Dzitn frmoa WX mC for perifoctance steniardas ab the 1.14 /L and
Tevels showad 0.7 &nd 10.5 percent o the labs with unacceptable
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TyD: Of wasiswaters oeing analyzed, Sacondly, the poor terfommance by highly
gualified Lahoratories on a B standard at 0.02 mg/L supports this idea. A
more reaiystic spproach would bz to sot the limit at the lowest level that

can he relisbly achleved within specified limits of precision and accuracy
during foutine laboratory ocerating conditions. Inis level is nommally called
thz Practical Quantitation Limit (PQL). The PQL thus reoresenta the lowest
lzvel achievable by good latoratories within specified limits during routine
ldboratory operating conditions. The PQL is normally determined through
interlanoratory studies, such a3 the PE studies mentioned earlier. The MDL

is always cotained under ideal conditions (no interferences, qualified analyst
and properly omerating equipment). The MDL represents the lowest achievable
level, wharezas the RQL represents the lowest achievable level under praédtical
and voutine laboratory conditions. Usually the PQL will be 5 to 10 times
hRigher than the ¥DL and the confidence level will be 95 percent or higher.

T2 setting of compliance limits at the MDL is very unrealistic based on the

Using the auperunstric titrator to measure residual and free chlorine on
river water used as once through ron-contact cooling water, I have observed a
A0 of 0.03-0.04 mg/L. 'The measurements were made wxler ideal conditions and

a minimun awount of organic material was oresent in the samples.

Considering the potential users of the analytical methodelogy, the PE data
and past oxperience, I would recammend setting a valuve of 0.1 mg/L for the
residusl chlorine compliance limit. MNinety (30) percent of the laboratories
snould provide reliable data at 9.1 my/L compliance level.

2-zidual cnlorine deta from IMR-DA Stuly 6 will be available within the next
month. These responses will b2 fram the regulated permittees and should
orovide statistical data to help set the campliance limit., I would expect
the merrormancs to be less tnan the periormance ror W15, wWpU16, and the
BSOV7 stutias.

sy a0y guesticons, {oel free to contact me at FIS 250-3351.

Yoo Laue

riy



TRC: The laboratory used a Hach DPD method with a colorimeter which
had preprianted calibrztion scales Lo wmeasure the concentration of the

aaalyte.

Regulatory Requirement: The Hach reagents and 3 colorimerer or
spectrophotometer are EPA—acceptable for NPDES monitoring if used in
accordance with approved procedures. The preprinted calibration
scales provided by the manufacturer, bzsed upon factors developed
uader ideal conditions, are ouly acceptable 1f verified. If the
spectrophotometric method is used, one of the standards should be zt a
concentration near, bur above, the method detection limir (MDL)} and
the other concentrations should correspoad to the expacted renge of
concentraiions found in the samples or shiould define the line=z

working range of the detector. Each day of use the czlibration sczale
or curve zust be verified with a blank znd & Ieast one high and one

T

(’J

low standard representative of the linezr working range-
standard checks must zgree withia + 10% oI the originzl sc Tew
curve must be prepared. Verification detz should be reco:

B - IS ' LD v —
maintained on file. See Standard Method. 408Z, and ZPA M
-J.)Oo Do



TRC METHODS/LIMITATIONS

P AMPEROMSE .
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0505-0.02 MG/L

10-110% HAS BEST
RSD AT OR NEAR
MQL OF ALL THE
METHODS

¢ MOST SENSITIVE

*

INSTRUMENT/ANALYST
DEPENDENT

MQL DEPENDENT ON SIZE
OF TITRANT DROPLET
RECOMMENDED FOR TEXTILE

OR COLORED WASTES

_ELECTROD "

DPD-COLO

TON SELECH i

LTITRAHET&

0.1-2.02 MG/L

e

10-100%

RECOMMENDED FOR TEXTILE

OR COLORED WASTES

0.01=-0.03 MG/L

10-100%

.

MQL EFFECTED BY COLOR
AND TURBIDITY

NOT RECOMMENDED FOR
TEXTILE OR COLORED
WASTES

RS C.01-0.03 MG/L

10-100%

MQL DEPENDENT ON SIZE
OF TITRANT DROPLET
MQL EFFECTED BY COLOR
AND TURBIDITY

NOT RECOMMENDED FOR
TEXTILE OR OTHER
COLORED WASTLS

.0 MG/

MCTE:

UR L TR

FETHODS PROVIDE ADEQUATE SENSITIVITY OR RESOLUTION AT THE
SUFR LR LIMITS BELOW 0.05 MG/L.

i SO0 ALL METHODS CAN APPROACH 110% MNEAR THE MQL.




' UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION iV

INVIRCNMENT AL SERVICES DIVISION
ATHENS. GEORGIA 30513

DATK ¢ February 22, 1981

STBIECT: Response to Reguest for Imput on Enforcement
Activities Relative to Analysis of Total
Residual Chlorine-Memo: Michael Hom, 2/8/91

Wl z Michael H. Bixrch, Chemistjggéﬁ;f
Laboratory Evaluation and ‘Quality Assurance Section
Analytical Support Branch

TO: Michael EHcom, Chief

KY/NC/FL Unit

Facilities Perfiormance branch
water Manacemeni Division

~e the following informatica will assist in related enforce-
ment activities and decisions. Unfortunately, the permit lim-

itls) (PL) and the sensitivity required of the approved methods
Pyl I residual cilozine (YRC) &t these levels do not lend

ch:omselves to clear-cutl decisions. Many of the PLs for TRC are
woitten ot ox just above the method(s) detection limit (MDL)} and
The zensLtivicy or resolution Goesn’t wllow the analyst to
diffecrentiate between the two in most cases. The relative
stondord deviaticn for all the methods Delow a concentration of

) ©3/L PRC or total coxidants goes Lxrom 10 to 110 percent as the
cntrition approaches the MDL of the method. We have seen
—its with PLs of 0.0605 (factoxr of two below the best reported
co 2.037 we/L in Recilon IV ifor wascewater treatmeant plants

recwlrsd wo locilorinate and ZLs in the range of 0.1 to
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that meet the conditions of the approved method(s) with some
additional requirements. HNOTE: No color comparator wheels
arc approved for the MNPDES self-monitoring program. If a
colorimeter or spectrometer is included in the kit, the
calibration chart or readout mus: be verified each day of
operation with standards as required in Method 408 E DPD
Colorimetric Method. The preprinted calibration scales or
abzorbance/concentration readings provided by the manufac-
turer, based upon factors developed under ideal conditions,
are only acceptable if verified. If the spectrophotometric
method is used, the calibration scale must be initially
verified using a series of standards and a blank covering
the range frem 0.05 to 4.0 mg/L as stated in Standard Meth-
ods 408 E and EPA Methods 330.5. Each day of use, the
~zlibration scale or curve must e verified with a blank and
z+ least one high (preferably at mid-range) and one low
standard (near or just above the ¥DL) representative of the
inear working range. These standard checks must agree
within +10% of the original scale or a new calibration curve
must be prepared. Verification data must be recorded and
maintained on file for later inspection. Table I (Attach-
ment 1) contains information for some of the kits that are
apuwroved, provided the above-mentioned conditions are met.

=g

Do these approvals include any procedural modifications
(calibrations, etc.)?

H

es, see answer to No 1.

Is pH monitoring/adjustment critical for the DPD colori-
matcric method (DR-1C0 or similar kits)? Would this be
eszential for monitoring both contract operators (and labs)
and BPA enforcament officers relative to Florida domestic
Tl noras (naeckazgs plants, eto)?
.. ph range of the color cevelevoment step for Method 408 E
i1s §.2-6.5. Values outsidz of this range will cause a bias
Pootoe YO dato. nignlin cllallnz (>»250 mg/L) or acidic

: S : ‘ 1 c&, the pid should be
iny the buffer reagent.
itive, therefore the facil-
: znd to violate permit
oy ti.z color development step is

~
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nesessary.

quiraed, woula the electrode method, as
. i, etc., bo regquired in conjunction



Each method (iodometric, amperometric, colorimetric or
specific ion electrode) has a critical pH range for the
measurement of TRC and free chlorine. Interferences with
the color indicators in certain matrices common to many

stewaters are a known problem; therefore, color indicators
or wheels are not approved, and all pH determinations must
be made by the electrode method when applicable.

Do samples have to be collected in the actual containers or
caix they be transferred?

The sample can be transferred, but aeration of the sample
will cause volatilization and loss of the chlorine. There-
fore, transfers and/or agitation should be kept to an abso-

Jute minimum.
=2t is the maximum (practical) holding time for TRC?

The maximum holding time is 15 minutes whether practical or
nocC.

What are the detection limits for the approved kits?

The MDL will be approximately 0.010 to 0.030 mg/L depending
on the method, sample matrix and interferences. Normally, a
0.C20 to 0.025 mg/L blank is observed just from the reagents
when added to distilled water. Matrix interferences such as
dyes will cause false positive readings, and the amperomet-
ric titration would be the method of choice. The detection
limit will vary from one kit (of the same type) to another
anc 1s reagent and matrix dependant. Day-in and day-out,
the sensitivity will change and & concrete detection limit
is nhard to predict. Based on expéerience, a 0.020 to 0.030
ng/L cdetection limit would be expacted for normal WWTP
operations for the DPD kits. Amyperometric MDL would be
0.0i0 to 0.020 mg/L provided the instrument was operating
pro2exly and the analyst was familiar with low level
meosur@snents («nows when he/she is in trouble and has a
quility control program in place to help document problems).
£ Zotection iimit of 10 ug/L is the lowest destection limit
w2 Lav: observad. Recently, EPA EMSL-CI suggested using a

Lov-level amserometric titration sethod. Lut .2 method Las
not boen approved to our kniowledca. Al ths methods, exzept

WL 0 noo-sv2raovad modification of the Orion &lactrand, can
LLoUn. nearesc NV
T LTl RE e LolilL oor on che

Sooll g/ L increment. The size of tie ¢roplet added in the

teesg oy ! R S G R . a0 ..

. In the low-level method it was reported that
. ncrements (equivalent to 0.005 mg/T.) can be
aclievad, but this would be questionable at a WWIP.
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Do the detection limits or any other factor warrant the
difference in price between a Hach DR-100 ($200) and an
amperometric titrator ($1500)?

Yes, when there is a matrix interference in t@e colorimetric
method that creates a false positive bias as in the case of
a POTW receiving dye wastes from an industry.

Does the convenience and/or accuracy warrant the increase in
price ($200 to $1500) between the DR-100 and the DR-700 or
DR-2000?

The resolution and sensitivity will not be improved to the
extent to justify purchasing the more expensive instrument.
The ability to conduct other tests with the DR-700 (colori-
meter) and DR-2000 (spectrometer) would be the justification
for purchasing the more expensive equipment. A colorimeter
passes a wide band of light (20 angstroms) through the
measuring cell while the spectrometer uses a grating or
prism, a much more expensive process, to select & much
narrow band of light (2-5 angstroms). The smaller the band
of light passing through the measuring cell, the less likely
an interference from some other light absorbing species in
the sample. The DR-100 is a colorimeter, but does not have
interchangeable filters. The more expensive equipment would
have better electronics which would equate to somewhat
better resolution and stability. The DPD chemistry 1s one
of the major limiting factors. Some way of concentrating
the sample without loss of chlorine is needed to improve the
detection limit and sensitivity.

Also can you recommend brand names of portable pH and spe-
cific conductivity meters?

There are numerous meters on the market that will do an
adeguate job. The most important factors one should consid-
er are given in the methods. A pi meter must have a way to
accapt a two buifer calibration (separate calibrate and

-y e

slc*a adjustuents), meet the 0.1 pH unit scnsxt LVity and

shculd have texperatura ccapensacing circuitiw Texzperacurs
Compensation cih;uAgry is necesszry icr thD COﬂuuC;i‘ity
meters o wenserature must be determinsd bhelores a cazicula-
tica adiuscaent can e made for tae onuucL‘ V.o EFA
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Tiat are the same as the MDL ox just barely above the MDL. See
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~ttoched memo to Jim Patrick, July 8, 1966. The Laboeratoxzy
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Bvaluation and Quality Assurance Section would not recommend
initiating enforcement actions on values below 0.05 mg/L.

Iz

vou have any questions, please contact me at FTS 250-2447.

sotaciments (2)
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TABLE I
Chlorine Rius

Laistte Chemical Products Campany

Model

3.76 DT-DR
3512 SL-MW
3208 SL-26"
3u1 SL-SWS®
3514 SL-16"
o7 Lp-267

LP~MW
LP-16"

Yoial Test Factcr
DHE~1G0 DPD Free & TRC
DR-750 DPS Frec & TRC
DR=23GG DPD Free & TRC
OR~-20060 DPD Free o .C
el e DD Yree & AT

S PR T R T Y
ket et JAT QadGUoG

SEL o wia il

Range (mg/L)

0-10"
0.1-1.0
0.2-3.0
1.0-6.0
0.2-6.0
0.2-3.0
0.1-1.0
0.1-6.0

Text Factor

LPD Free & TRC
TRC
TRC
TRC
TRC
TRC
TRC
TRC

Pree &

by hKj
SRR
(A
(VI D)
"o B T v T ' B (I ' ¢

&3]
ﬂl
14

Range (mg/L)
0-3.5"
0-3.5"
0-3.5"
0-3.5"

>
6-3.5

-Lilice Color Comparator and

Sl Wits excloy e Lanctte Ooua
e ™ e e —~ PR P e ey s N ~ -~ Fy d l Iy
VouLG onLy e acceptable whnin usec with an accepted colorii-
TG .

e DO IO SInaiT o will nol Lo Lelll, fut will be a function

and eguipment

be determined. Normally, &

e QLT SIECTICMRETEL ) and LSt
o T/ bleank is obseirvec Tost f£rom the reagents when
st Lo e clstilled water. I i :aterierences such as dves
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

.'v}‘ﬂ :nO‘
AUG 20 1998
OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Significant Noncompliance ffr Chlorine

FROM: Brian J. Maas, Director
Viater Enfeorcement Divisi

TO: Regional Weater Enforcement Branch Chiefs

N

Cver the past severzl months, we have examined how
violations of chlorins efifluent limits will fit into the new
cdefinition of Significant Noncompliance (SNC) in the NFDZES
progrzm. There have been a number of different proposzls from
Regions and States aimea at changing the way the new definition
addresses chlorine. These proposals were discussed at the June
26, 1996, Regional EInforcement Branch Chiefs’ conference call and
in subsequent communications with various Regions.

Zzsed on these discussions, there appears to be no general
consensus at this time on any proposal to modify the SNC

definition for chlorine. Therefeore, I believe it 1s ir the best

interest of the water prcgram to allow the new definition to be
Zully implemsnted zccorcing tc the schedule approved by Assistant
Acministrator Steven Herman on September 21, 18985. As ws gain
more experience in addressing chlorine violations under the new
definition, we can determine whether there should be a2 different
EDQ-VaCu.
ral issue i these discussions on chlcorin: SNC as
cial casz2 can be made that this particulzr parameter
ly different from other parameters thit I =zhould
a1 treatment Zor the purpcse of trigcarirs SNC
Cimely and zppropriate procsss thazs Lo -
prezompeion that Zormal eniorcement action will te cernsicdarad
wnen SNC criteriea are mel unless compliance 1s achigvei.
However, given the nature of many chlorine limits end monitoring

recuirements, 1i.e2., limits are usually instantaneocus znd
monitoring may be performed 24 or more times per dzy, & violation
vazed on one of those meazsurements may not present either a
significant environmental concern or be indicative of substantizal
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-deficiencies in operation and maintenance. The issue for
chlorine is whether these violations could be considered an
isolated event where the zppropriate response would not routinely
rise to the level of a formal action. In the near term, I
suggest that when this conclusion is reached for an individual
situation, the Regions snhould manually remove the SNC flag in the
automated tracking system.

I remain open to adcditional discussions on chlorine SNC and
believe that your experisnce in implementing the new definition
for chlorine SNC violaticns will be important for our subsequent
discussions. If there zre questions regarding the chlorine SNC
issue, please call me a2t (202) 564-2240 or Richard Lawrence at
(202) 564-3511.

cc: fFred Stiehl
Carol Galloway





