
( Re: Fact Sheet 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDE�) 
NPDES Permit Renewal (Storm Water) 

NPDES PERMIT NUMBER: DC0000221 

FACILITY ADDRESS: 

Office of the City Administrator 
Government of the District of Columbia 
The John A. Wilson Building 
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 

FACILITY LOCATION: 

District of Columbia 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 

RECEIVING STREAM: 

Potomac River, Anacostia River, 
And Tributaries 

FACILITY BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION: 

The Government of the District of Columbia oWns and operates a Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System (MS4) which discharges storm water during wet weather events from various 
outfall lbcations throughout the District into its waterways. The District of Columbia 
Government was issued its first MS4 Permit in April, 2000, which required the permittee to 
implement its existing S�orm Water Management Plan (SWMP) over the next three years �d 
during that time review and propose an improved SWMP. In that time, the District has 
established and refined the infrastructure for dealing with MS4 permit compliance "activities 
within their jurisdiction through passage of the District of Columbia Storm Water Permit 
Compliance Amendment Act of 2000 (DC Law #13-311) in June, 2001; developed a m�nitoring 
program to determine the chemical and physical characteristics of the municipal storm water 
being discharged from the MS4 outfalls; performed an assessment of existing MS4 activities 
which contribute to the runoff being discharged into the MS4 system; provided an 
implementation plan for"managing th. MS4 activities within the District; and submitted an 
upgrade to "their existing SWMP. The Permit coverage extends to all areas within the "corporate 
boundaries of the District of Columbia served by, or otherwise contributing discharges, from the 
MS4 system, but does not include the District's combined or sanitary sewer systems. Rather than 
establIshing specific numeric outfall "effluent limits, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
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has established a combination of narrative and best management practices as the effluent limits in 
this permit in Section I requiring implementation of the Upgraded SWMP as a non numeric 
effluent limit consistent with 40 CFR Part .122.44(k)(2). As explained below EPA has 
determined that the Upgraded SWMP represents (1) the technology based level of pollution 
reduction achieved through the combination of best management practices (BMPs) controlling 
the. quantity as well as the quality of pollutants in the MS4 to the maximum extent practicable 
(MEP); and (2) the implementation of the Upgrad�d SWMP (in conjunction with narrative 
prohibition in Section I.C. of the permit) is sufficient to ensure compliance with applicable water 
quality standards. The MS4 Permit characterizes and controls storm water, and because of the 
indiscriminate nature of storm water focuses on controls of the sources of pollutants through the 
use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) under existing Federal rules and regulations. EPA 

. has also identified an effluent limit consistent with the applicable total maximum daily loads 
(TMDLs) waste load allocations (WLAs). 

. 

EPA's implementing regulations for·Section 301(b)(l)(C) among other things prohibit the 
issuance of an NPDES permit "when imposition of conditions cannot ensure compliance with the 
applicable water quality requirements" and to ensure that adequately protective NPDES effluep.t 
limits are imposed whenever "a dIscharge causes, has the reasonable potential to cause or 
contributes to an in-stream excursion about the allowable ambient concentration" ofan 
applicable water quality standard. See 40 CFR §§ 122.4(d) and 122.44(d)(I)(iii). EPA views. 
the MS4 NPDES permit program as an iterative process requiring reexamination of ongoing . 
controls and continued improvements to the respective storm water management programs of 
each faci·lity while continuing to adequately protect the water quality of the receiving -stream. 

When the MS4 Pennit was issued on April 19, 2000, it was subsequently appealed for a 
number of reasons. After the parties fully briefed the issues, the appeal resulted in two decisions 
finally by the Environmental Appe�s Board (EAB) in February, 2002 and upon reconsideration 
in May, 2002. The focus of those appeals was on a total of nine issues which included 
compliance with water quality standards through the use of BMPs, rather than thr.ough 
establishing numeric effluent limits; aggregate versus single outfall discharge limits and 
monitoring procedures for the Hickey Run Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) in .the Permit; 
EP A's -detennination that the MS4 would reduce st.orm water pollutant discharges to the . 
Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP); the process for addres.sing SWMp

· deliverables and 
modifications .during the Permit cycle; and the conflict in the use of "waivers· and exemptions" 
between District and Federal storm water regulations. One of the issues which the EAB agreed 
with EPA included the finding that MS4 permits may have BMPs as pennit effluent controls 
sufficient to meet water -quality standards, specifically affirming the Agency's position that 
NPDES permits are not required to have numeric effluent limits (especially storm water permits) 
but rather may contain BMPs as pennit controls. The EAB also observed that the numeric timit 
for the Hickey Run TMDL in the Permit saying that the Perrriit was not necessarily required to 
have outfall specific limits. On BMP.s ·and MEP, EPA's position was upheld on our 

·.determinations that the SWMP and BMPs represent the controls sufficient t.o achieve reduction 
of pollutants to "the maximum extent practicable"(MEP); that the Permit properly allowed for 
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( \ improvements and upgrades; that EPA properly allowed a three year compliance schedule; and 
that the Perinit properly considers cost b�nefit information. 

With regard to permit modifications, the EAB upheld the compliance schedule and 
extension,of time' provisions which were up to 120 days in the· Permit. Issues remanded to the 
Region included establishing a record justifying that the MS4 effluent limits will "ensure 
compliance" necessary to meet applicable water quality standards; inclusion in the Permit of the 
methodology for monitoring procedures and requirements for either a narrative or the numeric 
standard to address the Hickey Run TMDL; revise the Permit to explain how major and minor 
modifications with regard to MS4 monitoring location and SWMP changes will be addressed; 
and clarification of the District's "waivers and exemptions"clause in the Permit. Since that time, 
consistent with the EAB' s ruling on this issue, EPA has clarified through Amendment Numbers 
1 and 2 to the 2000 MS4 Permit how the MS4 is to be modified and addressing the' different types 
of changes that may be required during the life of the permit. Amendment Number 2 also 
authorized a change "in monitoring statio'ns from the Anacostia watershed to the Rock Creek 
watershed. This Permit reflects those changes to the modification procedures and the monitoring 
'stations. EPA has addressed the other remand issues in the fact sheet andlor in the reissued MS4' 
Permit. 

ACTION TAKEN: 

This action involves reissuing a second round �ational Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) MS4 Permit to the Government of the District of Colwnbia. The. reissued MS4 
Permit will replace the one originally issued on April 19, 2000, and s-ubsequently changed by 
Amendment Number 1 issued on January 12, 2001, and Amendment Number 2 issued on March 
19,2003. The reissued draft MS4 Permit was public noticed on November 14, 2003, for a thirty 
day review and comment period. EPA received four multiple comment letters from interested 
parties during the public comment period and has prepared. individual responses to each of those 
letters (refer to MS4 Responsiveness Summary document). This permit incorporates 
information and schedules contained in the Upgraded SWMP as the primary pollutant control 
mechanism for addressing storm water issues during the next permitting cycle. Changes in the 
permit and Upgraded SWMP reflect information set forth in the District's First Annual Review 
dated April 19,2001; the 2002 Annual Report da�ed April 19, 2002; the 2002 Implementation 
Plan dated April 19,2002; and the Discharge Monitoring Report dated April 19, 2002; and which 
is' supplemented by the 2003 Annual Report, the 2003 Implementation Plan, and the 2003 

. 

Discharge Monitoring Report, aU of which are dated April 19, 2003. The Permit will require 
action and implementation of all MS4 activities by the permittee as set forth in this Pennit and 
the Upgraded' SWMP;-'-The'Permit promotes the demonstration of,the effectiveness of various 
BMPs. The requirements of this Permit build on existing MS4 inventories, databases, and . 
studies which support implementatiol\ of MS4 activities. Finally this Permit continues to require 
the dev.elopment, collection and reporting of baseline and trend monitoring data under the 
District's current MS4 watershed-based monitoring program. Besides compliance with the 
conditions of this Permit, such information will be used to evaluate the overaH effectiveness of 
current controls and direct the developments of additional controls to be taken to enhance the 
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District's storm water management program and provide further protection for water quality. 

Based on the information available as described above for this Permit, EPA has 
determined that the District's Upgraded Storm Water Management Pian establishes controls that 

. will reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable consistent with EPA's 
MS4 storm water program requirements of Section 402(p )(3 )(B)(iii) of the CWA. In reaching 
this conclusion, EPA reviewed not only the monitoring information discussed above, the TMDLs 
and resulting wasteload allocations (detailed in the Fact Sheet).but also the District's Annual 
Reports dated April 19, 2002 and April 19, 2003. In addition EPA also reviewed the District's 

Implementation Plans dated April 19, 2002 and April 19, 2003; the District's fifth Semi-Annual 
Report to the Mayor and City Council dated December 2003. To implement these requirements 
in the Permit, EPA has revised Part I.D. to clarify that the effluent limits for this permit are to 
imple�ent the requirements set forth in the Upgraded Storm Water Management Plan. EPA has 
also provided a clarifying definition of the "maximum extent practicable" standard for the 
specific purposes in this MS4 Permit. The narrative effluent limits provide the performance
based ·standard for evaluating the environmental outcome of the storm water management activity 
which is being monitored for compliance. The Region finds that the Permit effluent limits and 
other requirements {such as those establishing "measurable performance standards" in Parts 
m.C.6 and m.D of the Permit) adequately hold the Permittee to· continue meeting·quantifiable 
outcomes tied to pollution reduction and real achievable results under the currept system of 
annual permit deliverables. 

Based on the following discussion, EPA finds that the Upgraded SWMP and the Permit {re 
effluent limits to implement that SWMP are sufficient to ensure compliance with applicable "-
water quality standards. Because of continued uricertainty and lack of data regarding the 
efficiency of various BMPs, this Permit also includes substantial monitoring to verify and inform 
EPA's findings. 

The District's Upgraded SWM}> which EPA approved on October 29,2003, set forth a 
franlework for a long term storm water management control program under the reissued Permit 
for assessing its effectiveness in ensuring compliance with applicable water quality standards to 
the maximum extent practicable. The basic strategy for assessing the effectiveness of the 
Upgraded SWMP in meeting the applicable District water quality standar-ds has been and 
continues to be dependent on the cyclic watershed monitoring and asse�sment program 
established under the current permit for assessing long term water quality impacts and trends, on 

. �pecific BMP �onit6ring, where appropri�te, and on the direct (Le., . number of BMPs installed; 
removal efficiencies; storm water volume reduction; event mean concentration reduction; 
pollutant loading reduction) and indirect (i.e., education of the public; monitoring for illicit 
discharges and construction impacts; /ileaning of catch b.asin and streets; removal of floatables 
from District waterways) measurement systems of storm water management controls currently 
being implemented within the District. Within the next two years, the District will-complete their 
initial baseline monitoring under the MS4 Pern'lit and start with their next round of monitoring in 
the Anacostia, Rock Creek, and Potomac watersheds to be .in a position to evaluate the 
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( effectiveness of the storm water controls being implemented annually in achieving compliance 
with applicable water quality standards. This monitoring will serve to further inform and/or 
-verify to EPA whether the Permit controls (including BMP effectiveness) are suffi�ient to ensure 
compliance with applicable water quality standards. 

. 

While the recommendations for each of the MS4 activities identified in the Upgraded 
SWMP WIll continue to be implemented during the reissued Permit cycle to ensure compliance 
with applicable water quality standards, District studies and reports indicate that there are over 
350 BMPs installed currently to reduce the MS4 pollutants being discharged to the system, up to 
60 tons per month during heavy rainfall periods of floating debris being removed from District 
waterways, 700 tons of trash per month being collected from 2,000 litter cans placed at bus stops 
and in heavy pedestrian traffic areas� approximately 6,000 tons of trash being cleaned annually 
through the catch basin program, and 5,298 construction sites inspected in FY2001 with 234 
enforcement actions taken for violations of storm water regulations. Functional landscaping and 
low impact development (LID) practiceS will continue to be promoted and offered as cost 
effective means of addressing storm water management through site design modifications and 
implementation of BMPs. These practices encourage development in a hydrologically functional 
manner, consistent with the natural landscape. Between January, 2001 , and February, 2002, the 
District's Department of Health approved 21 LID storm water management plans as 
demonstration projects. The 8th Street, S.E., pilot project scheduled for completion during FY 
2004 by the Department of Transportation incorporates LID principles and will be used to 
evaluate the effectiveness orLID techniques within transportation capital projects to reduce 
storm water runoff and improve storm water quality. (Refer to Chapters 5 and 6 of the Storm 
Water Management ptan dated October 1 9, 2002, for additional information regarding MS4 
activities). . 

As previously mentioned, the Permit to be reissued will build through implementation of 
BMPs and numeric criteria and program standards, where appropriate, on current projects already 
underway for each of the MS4 activities outlined in Part III.B of the existing Permit. This will be 
achieved through institutional and other accomplishnients to date which included passage of the 
District's "Storm Water Permit Compliance Amendment Act of 2000" that created a permanent 
management infrastructure and funding source for implementing MS4 activities and additional 
actions under the existing Permit that increased District inspection and enforcement of MS4 
activities; integrated BMPs and low impact development projects into all MS4 activities; 
enhanced informational databases for MS4 activities to support implementation; established 
programs to deal with source characterization and identification, snow and ice removal, and 
illicit discharge detection and correction;. created a sampling program to monitor representative 
MS4 outfalls on a rotating subwatershed basis for the Anacostia River, Rock Creek, and Potomac 
River; and developed programs for eoocating the public and private sectors to effectively manage 
storm water. 

On January 1 2, 2001 , the Region issued Amendment No.1 to the existing Permit which 
clarified when the Permit would be reopened and modified in accordance with current NPDES 

Page 5 of 1 1  



pennit regulations. The Amendment was subsequently appealed to the EAB and packaged with 
the original appeal to be decided along with the February, 2002 ruling. The reissued Pennit 
clarifies through the use of a reopener clause when modifications are appropriate and specifies 
throughout the Pennit when major modifications to the Pennit will be required. On March 19, 
2003, tl)e Region issued Amendment No.2 to the existing Pennit which authorized changes to 
the District's monitoring program shifting the stations and associated MS4 outfall locations from 
the Anacostia River subwatershed to the Rock Creek subwatershed and further discussed the 
modification issue. The outstanding issues remanded to the Region by the EAB which still 
remain are discussed below along with an explanation of how they are to be addressed in the 
reissued Pennit. 

Hickey Run is a very small tributary to the AIl:acostia River. The drainage area is a mere 
1.7 square miles. The upper reach is essentially a closed stream and the lower reach an open 
channel. The headwaters of Hickey Run consist of underground storm sewer pipes with outfall$ 
that are very close to each other. Through four outfalls, the stonn sewer gives way to an open 
stream channel. The stream flows through the National Arboretum for less than a mile before 
meeting the Anacostia River. The stream has been historically plagued by illegal oil and grease 
dumping. Above the open stream, there are a number of transportation-related facilities in the 
watershed (gas stations, repair shops, etc.), many of which have not properly disposed·of wa.ste 
oil in the past. Also, oil and grease flush into the storm sewer system during rain stonns. 

While much of the oil and grease !)riginates from nonpoint sources in the upper half of 
the Hickey Run watershed upstream from the four outfalls, these pollutants find their way to the 
storm sewer system and are thus classified as point sources in the Hickey Run TMDL. The open 
channel that flows through the National Arboretum in the lower half of the watershed picks up 
oil and grease from groundwater and sediments as well as occasional illegal dumping. These 
sources make up the nonpoint source load. The following table shows the percent of the total 
load of the pollutants from point and nonpoint sources. 

Source Percent of Total Load 

Existing Conditions 

Point Source (4 outfalls) 88."9% 

Nonpoint Source 

I\1argin of Safety 

11.1% 

·0:0% 

. . 

After the TMDL 

44% 

31% 

25% 

Th� TMDL required a wasteload allocation of 11.9 lbs/day of oil and grease at a stream 
flow in Hickey Run ofO.S cubic feet per second.representing the load from these four sewer 
outfalls. The effluent limit is 11.9 lbs per day for the MS4 discharge to Hickey Run. 

Monitoring for oil and gr-ease in Hickey Run' is presently conducted by the District at their 
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( ambient sampling site identified as THRO 1 and the MS4 sitejdentified in .the 
·
existing Permit. 

Current monitoring data collected at both locations indicate that this parameter consistently 
meets the water quality stahdard criteria of 10 mg/l and should be no longer be considered a 
pollutant of concern. The improved conditions for oil and grease within the Hickey Run 
subwatershed are attributed to the use of source controls and effective enforcement actions. 
Work will still continue in the Hickey Run subwatershed under this Permit by implementing 
additional techniques designed to identify violators and structural controls for ensuring TMDL 
requirements are met on a continuous basis. One of the measures which the District intends to 
pursue under this Permit is the establishment of a BMP stru�ture below the largest outfall from 
Hickey Run prior to it becoming an open channel through the National Arboretum as a means to 
ensuring full compliance with the applicable water quality standard criterion. Development of a· 

. monitoring program for measuring the effectiveness and performance of the BMP in achieving . 
the TMDL endpoint of 10mg/1 for oil and grease is a provision of the Memorandum of 
Understanding which was slgneq in January, 2004 with the agencies responsi1:>le for the project. . 
The aggregate approach and the setting of one limit at this outfall for monitoring the TMDL was 

. decided based on the. configuration of the enclosed stream, the volume of storm water that the 
outfall contributes to the open channel and that the ambient monitoring site downstream of the 
four outfalls that comprise Hick�y Run has not shown oil and grease violations. 

When the oil and grease TMDL for Hickey Run was developed, a single wasteload 
allocation (WLA) was assigned to the combined four outtalls that comprised the man-made 
reconfigured piped stream prior to it becoming a natural waterway in the vicinity of the National 
Arboretum. The 2000 MS4 Permit based Ii numeric effluent limit on that WLA and determined 
that the single numeric effluent limit was an appropriate control for all four outfalls because as 
discussed below the three downstream outfalls of the current MS4 monitoring site were not 
considered to be contributors to the oil and grease problem. That limit had a three year 
compliance schedule before it bec�e effective. Because of the NPDES permit appeal and 
subsequent remahd, that limit never became effective. 

EP A now has two years of water quality monitoring data from the representative MS4 site 
for Hickey Run which demonstrates that the numeric criteria of 10mg/1 is being met during wet 
weather e,,:ents. Further evidence that the oil and grease criteria is beinR met is· shown through 
monitoring records from the long established Hickey Run arpbient sampling site further 
downstream which is maintained by the District of Columbia Department of Health under th�ir 
Section 106 Program. EPA further notes that the improvement can be attributed to the source 
controls through the use of effective BMPs in the upper parts of the sub watershed in reducing the 
wasteload-aHocations"-jnitially entering· each-of the four·outfaHs to-whichthe·wasteload 
allocations in the TMDL were assigned (at the point of reentry into the main stream at the 
National Arboretum). Based on the a.ove information regarding curr�nt achievement of the 
WLA through the SWMP BMPs, the Region has reconsidered the specific numeric effluent limit 
and has adopted a non-numeric narrative effluent limit (subsumed in the Part 1.D.1, 2 and 3 

·narrative effluent limits) consistent with EPA regulations and the applicable WLA. EPA has also 
identified continued representative monitoring for Hickey Run to ensure that the current effluent . . 
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limits are sufficient to protect water quality consistent with the WLA in Part VI of the Permit. 
EPA notes that in addition the District has committed to install a structural floatable control 
BMP in the lower part of the Hickey Run subwatershed and to develop a comprehensive MS4 
retrofit program in the headwaters of the subwatershed which is discussed in Chapter 3.0 of the 
2004 Arumal Report included in the final administrative record for the reissued Permit. This 
BMP will also further control oil and grease. While the installation of this control device is not a 
requirement of the Permit, the structure will reinforce the permittee's goal of continuing to 
maintain compli�ce with the oil and grease criteria established in the water quality standards 
and the WLA. Since EPA has adopted a narrative effluent limit applicable to the Hickey Run 
outfalls and representative monitoring consistent with 40 CFR 1 22.26 and 122.44 (k)(2),- the 
EAB's remand of the numeric effluent limit and requisite monitoring procedures is moot. 

Initiated two years ago, the District's continuous monitoring program under the MS4 has 
been limited to the sampling of representative MS4 sites in the Anacostia River subwatershed 
which includes the Hickey Run station. While the program is being designed to rotate the 
'sampling to encompass the Rock Creek and Potomac River subwatersheds to establish baseline 
information and trend data to evaluate MS4 performance, the Region reaches the following 
conClusions based on the storm water data sampled to date from the Anacostia River ' 
subwatershed. The storm water data sampled reveals minor or no loads of volatile organic 
compounds, acid extractable compounds, base/neutral compounds, pesticides, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), or dioxin. A number of metals are contributed in minor amounts; highest 
among these are copper and zinc. Moderate loads of nutrients were contributed, while significant 
loads of suspended and dissolved solids, fecal coliforms, and fecal streptococcus should be 
noted. Oil and grease; even at the Hickey Run storm water monitoring site, are no longer major 
pollutants of concern based on the. available data and according to the draft 303(d) list mentioned 
previously in the fact sheet. While this information represents only one of the three watersheds to 
be monitored, it would appear that �ediments, bacteria, and nutrients pose the greatest concern 
from the MS4 discharges at this time and that the potential for causing or cO,ntributing to water 
quality standard exceedances from the other parameters being monitored are relatively low. 

The monitoring results from the April 1 9,2002, and 2003, Discharge Monitoring Reports 
show the water quality standard criteria for oil and grease ( 10mgll) being met during storm water 
sampling events at the MS4 representative station for Hickey Run. This would indicate, that Best 
Management Practices (BMPs)required by the previous Permit applied throughout the Hickey' 

'Run watershed are being effectively managed providing adequate controls to ensure achievement 
of the applicable water quality criteria and TMDL wasteload allocation. The signed agi'ecment 
between the District of Columbia Government and the National Arboretum to install a BMP 
project to control oil and grease and trash is viewed as a further measure' of compliance on 
Hickey Run as the stream reestablishe:;; itself to a viable waterway before crossing National 
Arboretum property prior to entering the Anacostia River. 

The strategy and approach set forth in the Upgraded SWMP has been successfully 
demonstrated in the Hickey Run watershed. In that watershed a series of sour�e controls and 
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enforcement actions have resulted in achievement of the applicable water quality criteria and 
applicable wasteload allocation of 10mgll water based on the monitoring data collec.ted. over the 
last two years.(see Discharge Monitoring Reports dated Apri119� 2002 and April 19, 2003) 
Based on that monitoring data, the criteria is being met during stonn water events even through 

. the low flow (base flow) was used in the Hickey Run TMDL ·effluent limit calculations. The 
District has determined that oil and grease is no longer a pollutant of concern as demonstrated by 
the District's qrafr303(d) list (the list of impaired waterbodies). In that list, the District has 
proposed delisting the Hickey Run as a waterbody impaired by oil and grease as identified on 
previous 303( d) lists. Based on the information described above, the Region has thus determined 
that consistent with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1) and EPA's Jechnical Support Document for Water 
Quality-Based Toxics Control that the BMP controls provided by the reissued Permit will be 
sufficient to ensure that the discharge from the Hickey Run outfalls will not cause or contribute 
to an exceedance of applicable water quality criteria for oil and grease. Work will still continue 
under the reissued Permit in the watershed however, through continued implementation of 
techniques for identifying and enforcing against illicit discharges, source control measures, and 

. . 

structural BMPs to provide preventative control measures for ensuring compliance with the 
applicable oil and grease water quality standard. 

To further ensure compliance with water quality standards in addition to the non·numeric 
limit requiring the use of BMPs identified in the SWMP, the Permit establishes narrative effluent 
limits identified in Parts I.C. and 1.0 of the reissued Permit which prohibits the permittee from 
discharging pollut�ts from the MS4 system to District waterways that could cause or result-in 
an exceedance of applicable water quality standards. In further support of our determination that 
this MS4 Permit requires controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the "maxiinum extent 
practicable" (MEP) in accordance with Section 402(P)(3)(B)(iii) of the Clean Water Act which 
was specified previou�ly in the fact sheet, EPA has added a definition of MEP in Part X of the 
reissued Permit. The permittee is also required in Part IX.B and IX.C. of the reissued Permit to 
demonstrate compliance with the effluent limits through the Annual Discharge M.onitoring 

. Report with the storm water component of any approved TMDL within the District [Refer to 
November 22, 2002, memorandum entitled, "E�tablishing.Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements 
Based on Those WLAs ] and when an exceedance occurs, to recommend a remedial coUrse of . 
action through the Annual Implementation Plan for correction to the maximum extent practicable 
within the permitting cycle. Language has been included in Part IX.A of the reissued-Permit to 
say that "waivers and exemptions" under District law that are not consistent with applicable 

. Clean Water Act requirements, regulation�, p'olicy, or guidance are prohibited; and, as such, this 
Permit does not authorize. the discharge of any pollutant through such waivers, etc. The 
District's monitoring program for establishing baseline and trend data in the reissued Permit for 
determining BMP performance and c&mpliance with w�ter quality standards includes a complete 
set of MS4 representative sampling sites for the Anacostia and Potomac Rivers and Rock Creek. 

Based in part on comments �d on·the analysis set forth above regarding the effluent 
limits developed to ensure compliance with water quality �tandards, EPA has adopted a narrative 
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effluent limit to the Part I.D.3 of the Permit that EPA has determined to be consistent with the 
applicable TMDL WLAs. EPA has determined that a combination of the narrative prohibition on 
discharges that "cal,lse or contribute to the exceedance of the District's water quality standard in 
Part I.C.2 of the Permit along with the effluent limitations identified in Part LD.2 (primarily 
through implementation of the Upgraded Storm Water Management Plan) are sufficient to ensure. 
compliance with the those water quality standards and are moreover consistent with the 
applicable TMDL WLAs. Since no implementation plan was part of the approved TMDL or 
·WLA (nor is such a plan a requisite element of a TMDL), EPA has determined that in addition to 
the effluent limits it is appropriate that the Permit require the development of an implementation 
plan to determine whether the controls are sufficient and/or whether additional controls are 
necessary to further reduce the discharge of particular pollutants. The Permit is written as an 
action document to require implementation and to minimize delays. Part lILA of the Permit . 
requires submission of these implementation plans as part of the compliance schedule. The 
Permittee is required to submit implementation plans for all of the applicable TMDL WLAs in 
the Anacostia River and Rock Creek watersheds. (Hickey Run is addressed �n a separate Section 
VI of the Permit.) The Permit also requires the Permittee to describe the past practices and 
activities that have been implemented to achieve the reductions, the environmental benclunarks 
by which perf9rmance may be appropriately measured and any additional practices or controls 
that may be necessary for achieving the necessary reductions identified in the applicable WLA. 
The Permit requires submission of these plans to EPA and a review and decision to approve or 
disapprove (and resubmit the plan) by the Region. The Permit includes a specific Permit 
reopener authorizing EPA to formally modify the Permit in the event that EPA determines 

. additional NPDES controls are necessary to l?e consistent with the WLAs. The Region expects 
that such additional may be necessary for some parameters but not others, but is moving forward 
to gather that information and make an informed decision. 

To clarify the narrative effluent limits developed consistent with the applicable TMDL 
wasteload allocations identified in Part I.D.3 of the reissued Permit, EPA has identified all 
applicable TMDL WLAs with their associated reductions from the most current estimated 
loadings available at this time and included them in the attached table, hereafter known as 
Appendix A, to the fact sheet. Appendix A is intended to summarize the applicable approved 
TMDL WLA information as' it relates to the DC MS4 as of the effective date of the Permit. Each 
waterbody-is identified by its pollutant(s) of concern, the existing baseline loads estimated to 
originate from the MS4s, corresponding units for these loads, and the load reduction percentage 
associated with each TMDL WLA. The figures relate only to the MS4 portion of the total 
storrrr.wat�rlQa�_'!llQ_�atioI?:.t �<L as�Q�iated I�g���iQ..I! . .Ion���h: W�!.�!J?o<J�_Jhe TMDL WLA for 
the MS4 were determined.by estimating total"MS4 loads through modeling, identifying the 
dimensions of each permitted watershed, and proportionally assigning pollutant loads to each 
MS4 sewershed for each waterbody .. Appendix A is a compilation of data extracted from the 
final District of Columbia TMDL�, EPA TMDL decision rationales, and supporting information. 
Appendix A is for informational purposes only and is intended as a guide to assist the permittee 
with implementing and evaluating the effectiveness of MS4 Permit controls developed consistent 
with the approved WLAs. The applicable approved TMDL documents should be consulted· 
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( regarding specific details concerning the development and explanation of the MS4 WLA 
information identified in Appendix A. 

In response to the remand from the EAB and various commenters to the draft Permit, 
EPA has adopted a Permit provision DCA that specifically prohibits any discharge that the 
District could otherwise allow through such a waiver or exemption issued under District laws. 
Such a discharge would not be authorized by this Permit and as such could constitute a violation 
of the terms of this Permit. 

In its decision of the appeals of the 2000 MS4 Permit, the EAB remanded to tp.e Region 
that the District's Section 401 certification could not be relied on solely as a mechanism for 
concluding that the document would in fact achieve water,quality standards (WQS) and that an 
additional record of support would be needed by the Region. In response, EPA requested Section 
401 certification of the second round draft MS4 Pennit from the District's Department of Health 
at the time of the public comment and review period. The information used as the basis for our 
rationale discussed in the fact sheet and comments received during the public noticing period 
which are addressed in the responsiveness summary to comments as well as the Upgraded 
SMWP and associated MS4 Pennit deliverables has been used by the Department to establish a 
record of support for their decision. The Section 401 certification which EPA Region III 
received from the Department of Health and which is part of the administrative record concludes 
that the second round draft MS4 Permit will ensure compliance with applicable WQS. The EPA 
Regional office accepts the Section 40 1 c�rtification from the Department of Health with the . 
understanding that the Region is not basing its reliance solely on the certification but on the 
record of support which is discussed above that the Department used during this process to arrive 
at the conclusions which are stated in the certification letter. 

EPA consultations under the Endangered Species Act with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Marine 
Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) were conducted as part of the public comment on the draft 
Pennit. Both Services agreed with the findings of the biological evaluation prepared by the 
Region that the stonn water discharges covered under the MS4 Permit would not adversely 
affect Federally listed endangered and/or threatened species located within the permitted area. 
EPA has included copies of the correspondence (letters dated December 30, 2003, from NOAA 
Fisheries and dated February 11, 2004, from USFWS) in the final administt:ative record for the 
reissued Permit. 

-... -.. -- -- For·more-infonnatiun;cuntact··Mr. Garrison D. Miller, mail code 3WP13, Office of 
Watersheds, EPA Region III, Environmental Protection Agency, 1650 Arch Street, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19103-202"9. 11 

• 
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District of Columbia MS4 \Vaste Load Allocat�ons (WLAs) with Legend of Tenns 
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( Explanation of Tenns tor the TMDL Table 

Column 1 - Stream segment name and number of pollutants for which TMDLs have been prepared. 

Column 2 - The "Pollutant" column identifies the pollutant detemlined to cause a water quality 
impairment of a specific stream for which a TMDL was established: 

BOD - Biochemical Oxygen Demand 
TSS·- Total Suspended Solids 
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons - PAH 1, P AH2, PAH3. Classes of 
similar compounds grouped according to the number of carbon rings. Occur 
naturally in oil, coal, coal tar, and creosote; also result from incomplete 
combustion of hydrocarbons such as coal and oil. 
Chlordane - A pesticide 
Heptachlor Epoxide - A pesticide 
Dieldrin - An insecticide 
DDT - A pesticide banned in 1972. DDD and DDE are two products resulting 
from the breakdown of DDT that are more toxic than DDT itself. 
TPCB - Total Polychlorinated biphenyls were used as insulators for electrical 
equipment. 

Column 3 - "Existing MS4 Load" identifies the estimated numerical quantity of pollutant discharged 
from the MS4 system. In many cases, the quantity and quality of the available water quality data 
regarding MS4 discharges was limited. 

Column 4 - "TMDL MS4 WLA" identifies the waste load allocation portion of the total maximum daily 
load that may be discharge� from the MS4 system. 

Column 5 - "Units" describes how each numerical quantity is understood. 
tons/G.S. - Tons per growing season. Growing season extends from April 1 
through October 1. . 

lbs. for 3 yrs. - Describes the three year load in pounds. To get the annual �oad 

in pounds, must divide by three. 
. 

MPN/IOOml :- D«:?scribes fec·al colifonn bacteria count in tenns of the Most· 
Probable Number per 100 milliliters of solution 

Column 6 - "MS4 % Reduction" describes the percentage decrease of individual pollutant loads from 
the estimated "Existing MS4 Load" necessary to achieve the to the "TMDL MS4 WLA." 

"Unknown" - Refers to the current status of associated 'staged' TMDL and the 
need for additional data to quantify loads. Data will be collected in �econd 
stage of TMDL through a monitoring plan (See, e.g., A!lacostia Oil & Grease 
TMDL and Approval Rationale for a more detailed discussion and/{)r the 
District's commitment·to do follow up monitoring) .. 
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14 
15  
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District of Columbia MS4 WLAs 

.,.-.. --- _. 

Copper 
Arsenic 
PAH 1 
PAH2 
PAH3 
Chlordane 
Heptac�lor E'poxide 
Dieldrin 

Chlordane 
Heptachlor E:poxide 
Dieldrin 
DOD 
DOE 
DDT 

... -.... --
...

. 

----_. 

nc 
rdane 

DOD 
DOE 
DDT 
Dieldrin - - -

Heptac�l�r E.E0xide 
PAH1 
PAH2 
PAH3 
TPCB 

Arsenic 
Copper 
Lead 

Pollutant ____ A • •  

1 .217E+01 
9.759E+00 
5.777E+01 

57.766 1 5488 

. .. _-,'-- _ .. . 

- -_ . . .. _--

1 .423E-01 
2.065E-02 
1 . 1 82E-02 
5.265E-02 
12·86·E�6 
3.443E-0 

1 .  
1 . 
2. 
7. 
1 .598E-04 -. . -

·2 .694E-04 
1 .226E-01 
7.2 19E-01 
4 .594E-01 

4.620E+01 
2 .214E+01 

2.361 E+03 
3.877E+02 
7.906E+02 
2.054E 
1.932E-01 
1 . 1 44E+00 
1 . 1 44E+00 
1 . 409E-02 
4 .089E-03 
8.192E-03 
5.212E-03 
1 .273E-02 
3.409E-02 
3.522E-01 
MS4 WLA 

2.024E+02 
1.326E+03 
2 . 1 93E+02 
2.192E+02 
3.415E+00 
1 .055E-01 
6.41 5E-01 

1 . 1  
5.390E-0� 
1 .200E-01 

7.080E+OO 
4.500E�01 

Ibs/day 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr . 
I �.�!Y.!:._ 
Units 

MPN/ 1 00 ml 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 

tons/G .S . 
Ibs/day 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr . 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs!yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
Ibs/yr. 
I�§{y..!:.. __ -

I 

1 of 5 

50% 
30% 
30% 
77% 

Unknown 
0% 
0% 
0% 
85% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
90% 
80% 
31% 

·90% 
90% 
90% 
0%. 

MS4 % Reduction 
90% 
50% 
30% 
30% 
77% 

Unknown 
0% 
0% 
0% 

83% 
98%· 
98% 
98% 
90% 
79% 
31% 

80% 
98% 
98% 
98% 

-... ---
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4 . Zinc 1 .366E+O'2 1 .339E+02 Ibs for 3 y�s. . 0'% J,-.. 
-" ·-·--FortStartton .. 

··--r- 'Pollutant ---Existing' MS4Load- - 'TMDL MS4 WLA Units . M_S_4 % Reductio ..! r 
_ " . . 1 ._ __ --�rsenfc __ _ ._ .. . -·- -- ·--=�--�·�1 .��9-E::6T· - . 

5.O'46E-02· · Ibs for--3"yrs. - 70'% " \ , 
"'- -2 . Copper 6.273E+O'O' .2.484£+0'0' Ibs for 3 yrs. 55% 

3 - "Lead 1 .7O'4E-01 6.748E-O'2 Ibs for 3 yrs. :65% 
4 - -. Zinc - .. . .-

-- -- 1 .  i12E�O'1 1 .695E-O'1 Ib f 3 0'% 
5 

- ". . 
Chlord-ane'--- -

.--
- - - 1:132E:O'3' - 1 .682E-O'4 

. __ s � ��'-r--'-' 8'5°'0 _ Ibs �oL� yr�.+ .. /C 
6 - - .. 000 - - - . . . . - '--

9.44O'E-O'4 9.346E-O'5 Ibs for 3 y'�s. '90% 
7 DOE . - --.. �. 1 .8_95E:O'� : 1 .486E-04 Ibs for 3 yrs: 92% 
8 .DDT 

.. . •  _ 5. 1 71 E-O'3 1 .536E-O'4 Ibs for 3 yrs. 97% 
9 Dieldrin . _ ___ . 1 . !  7O'E.-O'4_ 2 .34O'E-O'5 Ibs for 3 yrs. 80'% 
1 0'  Heptachlor Epoxide 7.5 13E-O'3 1 .841 E-O'5 Ibs for � yrs. 90'% 
1 1  

'PAH1 
. - .- --- .---. 

7.831 E-02 7 .752E-O'2 Ibs for 3 yrs. 0'% 
,. . 1 2  . PAH2 _ . . __ f-- _ ... �:528'§-9_1_ . 8 .875E-O'3 Ibs for 3 yrs. 98% 

1 3  PAH3 2.871 E-O'1 5.629E-O'3 · Ibs for 3 yrs. 98% 

��-=._£ort 
1;�vis �� �P

CBS..-polI.��nt .,,-= ��sti�9�M�-.f!:i�� :> TMD L MS4 WLA 
I��� MS4 0;09:�:�ction 

_ . _ _ . __ . _ _ � _. _  . . _. ___ . �rsenig_. ____ . r---- -- ,3.3O'O',E-O'l __ 9.8O'9E-Q? _ I�s f� ��_ . _ 7Q% 
. .....:.. . . _ . .. _. _ _ . . � fopper _ .L_ m --f----- . . _. 1 . J.���'!.91 . .. 4.69q�+<?il __ .I�� for 3 yrs; ___ ._ . .. _ 60'% 

. _  

��_�_=--��.-�� ___ . __ . . . _���:c
d 

_�_�. 
. 

--f- ---.
. -- =�}!i����r __ �;:�:��:_§j. J�� ��� � ��:: . -- --Wa-" " . , , -. 

Fort Dupont Pollutan!
. 

Existing MS4. Load TMDL M§�LWlA ,-:._._Units MS4·% Reduction 
. . . _ . _ . . __ _ � . t-rsenig _ . _ . _ .----f-- --. -. 5.569E.�Q'L 1 .651 E-O'1 _ I�s. f��_�� .. r- . �9�� 

_. _ ____ _ .- 2 _ Coppe� _ _ __1-_ _ . __ _ . __ . � .9���!Q.1 _ 7.654�+QQ_ .I!?� f�!��..:.... _. __ _  50'% ._ . 
_____ . .  _ _ 3 lead . _ .. . . _. -f---- _ _ _  .. �994�.:!:.QQ �.561 ��Q'Orl�.�...for 3ES. · 60'% 

- - -- - -Nas� Run _. --�in'c 
POllutant r-.Exi$tinQ.M�� TMDL �����&r-!!?�. ��i�rs, ;M$4'%1��U�tlOn 

__ . _ _ . __ _ .1 Arsenic _ _  ._. __ . ' ''_1--' ___ _ n�;462E!..QQ __ _. __ .8 .56_�.E-O'1 Ibs for 3 yrs. 75% 
_ . _ . _ ... . ? ___ . fopper 1-_ _ ' __ " ___ ' J .��z:�!� _ . __ .? 29�,,�!Q..1 � for 3 y..!!:.... 60'% 

r- - _ 3 Lead ._. __ . _ _ _ __.§..611� _� .96�§:t:O'1 Ibs for 3 yrs. 70'% 
1-_ _ _ . _. _ . 4 ,

. Zinc . _ 1--_____ 4.O'O'?,t$_ . }.96?E;�..l�s fo�rs. 0'% 
. ___ .

.

. . 5 Chlord�'�_�=-
" _f--___ _ " . . __ 2.34�E-O'� . " 3.48_�_E-O'� __ lbs for 3 yrs. 85% 

...... _ .. 6 DOD ._ . ______ . __ 1-- . ____ .. _ _ . 1 .4O'4���_. . __ ! .3�Q..��_�bs for 3 yrs. 90'% 
___ .. 7 DOE ._ .. _ .. . .  __ . . __ I- __ '. __ . _. l:...�� O'�.:Q?_ 2.859E-O'3 ":,,,!bs .for 3 'irs. 92% ... 
_ . . . . 8 _ __ pOT _. _. .-f-- -- . �:6J3��- 2.858E-O'3_J.��.for 3 yrs.. ._ 97% _

_ 

_ 

.... ... .. .. . . .. B . . . . pieldri!1 . . __ � . _1-- __ _ _ __ 1;§.45E:Q� 3.29O'E-04 __ J.b� for 3 yrs. J�O% __ 
_ _  __ . __ . _ ._1 9 . . _tieptachlor EE..oxid�'_f-___ ' __ ' _ _ _ ?_:!�?E:� _ 3 . 1 1 �§��, .lbs for 3 yrs. 90'% .. __ 

1 1  PAH1 1 .61O'E+O'O' 1 .594E+O'O' Ibs for 3yrs. 0'% 
1 2  PAH2 

. --.-.---
. .  ---:f- --- .. �i:696E+06" 1 .920E�O-1" - ibs for 3 yrs. -- 98% ---.. . . . ' - 1 3  PAH3 ·-----.. -1---- - tf1 50E+OO' 1 .23O'E-O'1  -lbsfor 3yrs. --98%-

-... -.- . - . - 1 4  --. . .. - - TPCBs
-·---- ,"" .-.-.- .-.-_ .

. -
-

-
-

-
. 

-'--'-
-1- -

---PopesBra-nc�-h-=-- "'POITUta"nt' -'-I-ExiStingMS4L_§: -T�Q:C�54.�YiLA- Units M$4 % Reductio'n' 
. 1 Arsenic 1 .763£+0'0' 5.237E-O'1 Ibs for 3 �s. . . . _!Q%_ 

2 
. 
Copper

'
- ----

- . . 6.483E+61 - 2.567E+01" --Ibs for 3 yr.s. 60'% 
... -. 

- -... -. - "----1--. - -.-.. - . .  - . - . --. 
- -- . -... - - . ... . -... -.--- .--. . 

3 _ -k_ead '-- '---'- " .. ---1--'- __ ._ .3: ��?��� _. 1 .O'82E,:+-"9,,.:t --t.�s for 3 yrs. 65% .. 
4· . _.?inc . ____ . ...:.._. . .  _____ . _. ' " .. __ .. 1 .. 921.f:....�.O'2 1 .9O'2E+O'2 _!�s for 3 yrs. _0':..,;%",;.0 __ _ 

5 ._. Chlord�.!l.-=-_ _ _._ 1-- ' .. _ 1 :1.?2§:-O'�. 1 .74O'E-03 _ I�s .f�r 3 yrs. ___ .. 85% 
6 �DO _. ___ . . __ u _ _ .A _n .. 1 :O'q7�_-O'�. 7 .582E-04 . Ibs �()�.3 yrs. _ _ 90% 
7 DOE _ _ _ ' __ ' '' __ 1-' _ _ _ 

3.�1 O'�Q.� _ 1 .568E-O'3 Ibs f9t��: _ __ _ . 92% 
8 . pOT .. _ ... . _.__ . __ � _ __ .. _ 5;i�.�E-O'� _ 1 .6O'8E-03. _. I!>.� f�.1...¥!�-"_. �!� 
9 . pieldri!.l __ . __ -'- _ ___ . __ . .. 1 :'?"�9�.:<!� 2.50'0'£-0'4 _. Ibs f��3 yrs. . _ ___ -80% _ . 

_ _  
1 0'  . Heptacl]J��:..�oxide _I--.__ 1 .962E-O'3 1 .942E-O'4 Ibs for 3 yrs. 90'% 

I- . . .
. _ _ 1 1  PAH1 . .. _ ._ . _ ._ f94�t+Q9- 8.746E-O'1 I.��S ��!� _._�

-
: O% -� . 

1 2  PAH2 _ _ _ _  
' ___ 1-" __ __ �.!57?�+Q� _ 9. 166E-O'2 lblS fp.r�.: __ _ _ . _ 98r.? 1 3  PAH3 
- ---I-- _ 2.9.?O'� .. �O'_q, _ 5.9O'O'E-O'2 . . Ibs f�� ���. _ . 9?"10 

14  TPCB 
Jexa��yii=-Trj��t�·�. = ' -�-Oiiutant 

... . --+--cE:-xistin�L�_-�-4....-�<?��.� �t-MbL_ MS4 W� ' -
. .- (inits--·- "M-S4'%-Reduction V\. 

1 . Arsenic 1 .341-E+O'O 3.984£-01 Ibs for 3 yrs. 70% .-.- . _ .. -- .- - .. . - . _. -- - - -,, - _ . . - '  ._-- "--_. __ . "-2 Copper _ , _ __ . . 
4.996£+0'1 1 .978£+01. _ Ibs f().!. 3 yrs. . '§Q% . 

3 ·Lead . . ' 1 .343£+00' 4.653E"<?1 · Ibs for 3 y'rs .  65% 
A , Zinc 1 .351'E+OO' 1 .337£+00' Ibs for 3 yrs . 0% 
5 Chlordane ._ _ 8 .975E--Q3 1 .333£-03 Ibs for 3 yrs. 85% 
6 DOD 7.O'59E-O'3 6 .989E-O'4 Ibs for 3 yrs . BO'% 
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I ' 7 DDE 
'ie' 

. ·� � .. ·· ·.
·� · ··8 

. 
DDT 

1 .477E-02 1 . 1 70E-03 . . . I.�� for 3 yr�: 92% - -_. _-- - 1-- ' .
-4.012E-02 1 . 1 80E-03 97% . . . . -. .. -_. __ . 

- - -

_ . . 

. . - . .. _ =-= Ib� f£r 3_yr�: . 
1- ' . .. . . . . 9 Dieldrin . .-. -- . . . ... -.� .. -

1 0 .Hepta.c�19..r: �.E0xide ._ . . _ 
1 1  PAH1 
12  

.... ·PAH2 . 
.
-

1 3  PAH3 
- --f-.. .. 

B.700E-04 . . . . .. : = . 

1 .420E-03 
6 . 192E�01 - . - - .- . - -3.609E+00 
i25'OE+OO ' _ . .  . 

.

. 

1 .740E-04 Ibs for 3 yrs. 
1 .406E-04 Ibs for 3- yrs. 
6 . 1 �OE-01 Ibs for 3. .Y.�s. __ 
7.0751=-0:2 . . I!,s f�� 3..��� . . 1-- . 4.500E-02 Ibs for} Y!�' . . 

BO% 
90% 
0% 
98% . _ _ .

.
. . 

98% 
14  TPCB 

. UpperWa�:}3ranc::.6: �· !'E l lut��t ...... ·--'Existing-�i�� TM!?�.�S4 WLA �,. __ !-.iiiit5--·-�4·%Reduction. 
1 TSS 2.220E+01 9.900E+00 tons/yr . . 55% 
2 Ch l0rdane . _ .-1-_ . . .. 6..�99�.:0? . 9 .533E-03 Ibs for 3 yrs. 85°io 
3 DDD 4.000E-02 3 ,960E-03 IbS for 3 yrs. '9Qo�-" 
4 DDE 

- - - - . 
9·.9SiE-02 .

. 
7 .908E-03 Ibs for 3 yrs. 92% 

.. -. 

5 DDT , ._ . ... -f- _ . .  _ .. .1:3��:9� 3.962E-� _.I�� for 3 yrs. 97% 
6 Dieldrin'- 4.725E-03 9.450E-04 _ I �� for �� 80% 

. -
7 Heptac�lor fu?oxide ==�:._ := 

. .  
�- �. ?��-�·3fp3.:.. 8 .704E-04 Ibs for ,3 yrs. 90% .-

8 PAH1 4.419E+00 4.375E+00 · IbS for 3 yrs. - .� -. _ . .
.

.. -
9 

-. 
PAH2 -- . --f- -- ' - 2:6508011- 5 , 194E-01· --·ibs for 3 yrs. 98% 

t-��-=�- -= .- �-�',, :� - . _ ���� _. ��_-�. .=_��-===
. 

1 ·�Z��! ._ - - :U5�=Q]. -'bs for 3 vrs. 98% 

��wer_Wa!!�_'���riCf .. J'olruta.nt --... _ c:-Existi�g MS4 Loa�t-:-2�"-D L  M_S� .wLA , Ui'ijt$;:: · ,MS�%:R.�d�"tI9n 
1 TSS . . ... q-. .. ---I-- - - . . --.- �.200E-+:9� 

. 3.700E+00 ,..: '. _ ."!9nsfyr 55% ... 
2 .Chlord(�ne . . .--f-. . . . .  _ ..

.
. 2.478J�:�� 3.81 3E-03 _J�� for 3 yrs. 85% 

3 DDD ____ _ _ . . 1..:.55§.�� ._ 1 .541.�� -'��for 3 yrs. 90% 
4 DDE ___ __ _ . . �:88.§.� � .

. . .. 3.077�-Q.� �� for 3 yrs. 92% 
5 gDT ._._._ .. ____ ._ . . _._ . ... §�QE-O] . 1 .5��-0�.-l�s for 3 yrs. - 97% 
6 'pieldri�_ . .. . _ .  ___ _ ._ . .

. 
__ .1 .840E-Pl_ . _ 3.6�_Q.�-Q1_.��_for � 80% 

7 .Heptacl�L<?!.�..P..oxide .. ____ . . __ . . _ ,;3.:3�.��.:��. .. 3.482E-04 Ibs for 3 vrs. 90% .. .. 
B PAH 1' . ... _ _ _ .. . ... 1 .7_1.9��Q._ 1 .702E-+,00 1�� for 3 yrs. 1- " .. Q�/� '" 

. 9 . .  PAH2 _ .--f--.-_ . - 1 .031 E+01 2.021 E-Q) _ I�� f9r 3_�I-__ .. _98% '-
._ .. ._ }� ���� . _ _ _ _ _  - . _6:�Q9!EbQ _ 1 .300E-01 ._ !�� for 3 yrs. __ _ _  9B% . .  __ . .  

:::-'
-

. H-·-I�-�e(��n.-- -···:·� �
h lor

d�-�-�I-�-t8nt-
__ • . 

J�.xisti"-i���L��_C! : _
.
TMDL MS(��� -

. ---'UnitS' . ·:MS4�%· Reducti()l1 . 
.. _. . . . __ __ 

.

... 5 . 76.1.§.�0�. . 8 .556�.-0� J�� for 3 yrs. _ __ u' 
85% _ . __ 

2 ODD _ .
. 

_ ___ . . 3.261 E-02 .3. 1 97E-()_3 .. Ibs f�!. �.��: + �.!� 
3 DDE __ + . 8 .707E-02 . 6.B96E-03 . Ib� f�.3 yrs: .. . _ . . . . _92% . 
4 DDT 2.314E-01 6.872E-03 Ibs for 3 yrs. 97% 
5 .Dieldrin .. ��� � � � 3.436E-02 - 6.872E-03· . Ibs for 3 yrs. 

. '-80% 
-_ .. - . 

6 Hep!ac�!o! EP_oxide . ... _ . _  ... . _ 
. . . is'1QE:03 ' 7 .435E�b-4 - Ibs 'for 3 yrs. 

-�-... 
7 PAH 1 _ . __ . _ ..

. 
_. _ .�:��i§�o]' �. 7 .  765·E·-§�. -ibs for 3 yrs. . _ . .Q% .. _ _ 

. . 

B PAH2 _ _ . _ _  1-_ . 2.372E+01 4.649E-01 Ibs f� � xr�. 98% 
9 PAH3 . _____ 1 .502E+0! . 3.004E-01 Ibs fo� 3 :}���. 98% 
10  TPCB 

. . .. ... -. .. .  -- .. . -.- . . . --. . -. 
.. ... --_. . -- - - .- .- .. -- - _ .  - .-

. - . - ---b------- -.. ... Upper ���_k_�����__ J:'ollutal"!�.. . Existi� MS4 '=-��c! _ _ :rMDL_�S4 VV'-:� Units MS4 % Reduction 
1 Fecal Coliform Bacteria 1 .265E+1 5  6 .266E+ 1 3  MPN/ 100 m l  95% . - _ .. . 

- - - - - - - -- ... .. . .  , _ .  
' . . . . - - - - _ . _- -. ..-

2 .. . Copper 1 55.600 147.820 Ib��:.. 0% 
3 Lead 

.
-. . �� � _ _ . '71. .826 9.f?50 Ibslyr. 86% 

4 Zinc 365.040 346.790 Ibs/yr. 0% 
5 Mercury �� __ ._ ... _. . . �:.�9.0��q1. . 5.500E-02 Ib�-'y..!:. . . . .. .. . 85% 

.. . Lower
'
Rock Creek ..

.. -· "'PoiiUtant Existing MS4 L��2M..DL .�S4_�L� _ _ ___ ynits .. .. MS4 % Red�ction 1-.--
.
---1----.. -.--- Fecal Coliform Bacteria i 4A57E+14 2.206E+1 3  MPN/ 100 m l  95% 

2 Copper " - -- ---1-- " 149':676 1 42 . 1 90 Ibs/yr. 0% 
3 Lead ' -

. .... 
--1-- 69.080 9.1 90 Ibs/yr. . 86% 

4 Zinc 
. .  -

351 . 140 3:33.580 Ibs/yr. 0% 
_ " 5 .. .Mercury . . . .  _ 3 .. 600E-01 5.300E-02 Ibs/yr. 85% 

Broad Branch Pollutant _�=� Exi��!:IgJIIIS4 Loa.d TMDL MS4 WLA Units MS4'% Reduction · 
- ----- --... 1 · · 

.. · 

.. 
· 
.. 
· Chlordane ' - .. _ 1 .89SE-02 2.B1 5E-03 Ibs/yr 85% 

2 DOD' 1 .393E-02 1 . 379E-Q3 Ibslyr 90% 
3 DOE 

. . 
3 .059E-02 2.423E-03 Ibs/yr 92% 

4 DDT . 8.271E-02 2.457E-03 Ibs/yr 97% 
5 Dieldrin 1 .7 1 3E-03 3.391 E-04 Ibs/yr · 80% 
6 .HeptachlorEpoxide . . 2.875E-03 2.B47E-04 lbs/yr 90% 
7 PAH1 1 ·.303E+OO 1 .290E+00 . Ibs/vr 0% 
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__ ____ . --__ � -. .  ___ _ - _���; --- . -.--- 7.66SE+00 _ . ___ ! -S1.?�� _ _ _ .,.::lbc.::.s/
"-!-
y-,-r_-+-__ �8% --;1-.,: __ ___ . _ ___________ ._ . . . _ __ _ __ ._._____ _  ____ __ . ___ ___ _ �:�l?�.!QQ _ 9.656E-02 __ _ _ Ibs/yr _ 98% I 10  TPCB 1 .27SE-01 1 .27SE-04 Ibs/yr 1 00% \:. ' :-p�m-b-a!1-_ 0-_ �_ ��k�= � 

.
.
. 
pC;-lIutant · ·.-_ _ �-xi-stiji9.... M§_4 _Loac:t � TM6L.-MS4-�� Units·· 'M,S4'% Re.duction k. 

1 Chlord�� _ _ _ __ _ ___ . _ _. 4. 1 93E-04 6.22SE-OS _ 1,:c-b..::;;s/-f-yr'----f-____ 87S::-;O/c:-::
-

o_._ 
2 DOD 2.426E-'04 2.401 E-OS 

. 
'Ibs/yr 90% - -.-- .. -.----- .- - . - ... -I- . -.-.. -- -- -;'--='-;<..:......--t------::-=-::-7-----I 3 _ pOE ... _.____ _ _____ ._ �.�_?9_E...:-Q�1- S.043E-OS _. __ ._ Ibs/yr 92% 

4 DDT ___ _ __ . __ ._ _  �.69S�_-i>}1- S.032E-9"§" I!=>s/yr 97% 
S Dieldrin 2.860E-OS S.661 E-06 Ibs/yr 80% .. 
6 �Heptac�I����oxide =_ =�-:=- �.- ._ $:���§:q5 �.. 5.4 75E-q� _ _!bs�. ��=-)O�_ -=--. 

_ _ _ . _. __ 7 _ _ PAH 1 _. __ _ __ __________ _ 2.8§.!?_�- 2.827-E-Q2 _ __ _  �bs/yr _ __ 0% _ 
__ . _ 8 PAH2 _ , . .. _______ . ____ 1------ . : __ . � :?2,!_�.:P:!, 3.4 13��Q.� __ Ibs/yr . . 98°Ic_o _ _ _ 

9 .. PAH3 1 . 1 03E-01 2 : 1 83E-03 Ibs/yr 98% 
_ ___ __ . _ .. _____ 10 _ ._. TPCB __ _ _ _ . _._ --r:::,-- --- - �736E-Q�_: 2.736§::06 _ . ___ _  lbs/yr 99.90% _ 
1-_ Fenwi���r�I!��.:__ _�olllJta_nt _ Existi�lL�S4' Load T��!:.NlS4��r

-
_. __ !Jnits · MS. % Reduction 

1 Chlordane _ ' ___ 1-_ 3 .. �1 7E:-q�_ _ 4.926E-04 . . It>sp_ _ __ 85% 
_ _ 2 DOD _ 2.74 "fE-03 2. 71 9E-04 _ Ib�!y!:__ __ 9.9°/� 
_ . . __ _ ._ ,� . . DOE _ _ _ �--=-:= . . "=___ . _ . . ?:��?:.E-Q.3� 4.389.!=-Q.� . _. Ibs/yr ____ ._ . . 92% _ _ 

._- . __ _ .. .. _4 _ _ pOT . .. '_1-_ _ __ _ _ U�! 1 ��02 _ 4.489E-04 !�s/yr ________ 97% __ . __ 
_ _ _ _ _ 5 pieldrin _ _ _ ._ __ - - --1---- -. - ... �:�3�.�:q1 _ 6.801 E-OS !bs/yr _ .. __ ... 80% . _ . . 

6 !1epta9!21�_�oxide __ 1--_ __ _ _�:�2��::Q�_ 5.369E-OS .. Ib�!�r:.____ __, �qO(o 
__ _ __ __ . - 7 _ . PAH1 _ . _ _  - - --r-- - - ? �94!=_-0!_ 2.271 E-01 Ibs/yr 0% 

8 PAH2 1 _328E+OO 2.630E-02 Ibs/yr 98% 
_-��.:=�=-�_ 9. .  PAH3 _ _ �_ ..::: =---�I-_'_�-_� _ �.:.42�_$.-gi _ 1 .668E-Q? 1��/y! __ , _ . 98% 
.------,-,:=_-:1.:.0::-:-:::-. _ _ . _____ 'TPCB 

. .. __ 
_____ 2.27� _._m_' . . . . . ?.27�.�:9§ _ __ ..... . Ibs/yr __ :. 99�90% 

-

Klingle Valley _ _. __ Pollutant Existing MS4 Load TMpL IV!S4_�LA. Units MS4 % Reduction 
1 Chlord�n�_ _ ._. ______ _ . . . �.2_4.4§-'9� _ 1 .373E-03 Ib;>lyr 8S% 
2 DOD _ _ __ _ . S.S29E-03 S.4 73E-04 Ibs/yr 90% 
3 DOE _ . 1 .41 SE-02 1 . 1 21 E-03 Ibs/yr 92% 
4 DDT __ __ _ 3.774E-02 1 . 1 21E-'03 Ibs/yr 97% 

_ ... __ ._ S _ �ieldrin . _ _ . -----1-- -- - - .-
·�:�6� �_�04_ _  1 .299E-04 Ibs!y�. _ __ 80% 

6 HeptachlolE.E()xide . __ 1-_ _ _ 1 .242E-03 1 .230E-04 Ib�. . . _ �Q�/o 
7 PAH 1 __ _ -I- 6.30SE-0�. _ 6.242E-01 Ibs��r 0% 
8 PAH2 3.794E+00 7.S1 1 E-02 Ibs/yr 98% 
9 'PAH3 _ -� __ �- 2.424E+00 4.800E-02 Ibsiyr 98% 
1 0  __ .. _. JPCB _ _ ___ .___ __I--_ _ ___ _ _ ��Q��;.::02 . 6 .D46E-05 

u
lb

n
S
�ltsy

r 99.90% 
=-= L�2.!:! _Bri��h . __ _ . .'p'ol��.!a.nt Exi��il!9_ ��4.!-��d._ . TMDL MS4 WLA !IIIS4 % Reduction 

1 Chlord�_n� . . . ____ _ 3.�26E�03 4.790E-04 Ibs/yr 85% 
2 DOD 1 .974E--Q3 1 .954E-'()4 Ibs/yr 90% _ . ---- '- - -3 DOE. .. _ .. _ _ . _ _ 4.96SE-03 3.932E-D4 Ibs/yr 
4 DDT ._ .  _ _ . 1 .326E-02 3.938E-04 Ibs/yr 
5 Dieldrin _ 2.3S2E-04 4.658E-OS ibs/yr 
6 Heptachlo.r!=eoxide - --r-" 4_392E-04 4. 348E-OS Ibs/yr 
7 PAH1  2_202E-01 2 .  1 80E-01 lbs/yr 

" '
-

' 
-

-

_
. -8 PAH2 1 .322E+00 2:61 7E-il2 Ibs/yr 

9 --
.
- PAH3 :� � �

.
�� :���: __ 

- 8.444E-01 1 .672-E-02 Ibs/yr 
10  TPCB 2_ 1 1 7E-02 2. 1 1 7E-OS lbs/yr 

92% 
97% 
80% 
90% 
0% 
98% 
98% 

99,90% .- . .  -- -_ . . - .- ... -_. _- --_ . . _--_. '--,--__ __ f!I�!yi�-_H!��.I1 .____ _ . !,.ollu�nt _��L��i!.l9..MS_4 Load TMDL MS4 WLA Units MS4 % Reduction 
1 _ _ Chlor�a._n.�_ _ __,_ _ 3.S83E-03 5 .321E-04 Ibs/yr 8S% 
2 DOD ... .. _ . 2_200E-03 2. 1 78E-04 Ibs/yr 90o/� 
3 OOE -'--.�'-' - -- 5 .520E-03 4 , 372E-'04 Ibs/yr' 92% 
4 ' oOT ��=-_-.-_

-
--�-_ _  -_--_ _ 1 .474E-02 4.379E-04 Ibs!.yr _ . 97% 

5 Dieldrin 2.623E-04 5. 1 94E-OS Il?!?'-Y� . _ 8_0% 
6 . . Heptac�l()r�e.oxide 4.888E-04 4.839E-OS ibs/y� 90% 
7 .PAH1 . . __ . _.. 2.446E-01 2 .422E-01 Ib!;!�� . 0% 
8 PAH2 __ _ _ 

1_.4�8�_+.0q, 2 .907E-02 .. . i2� _____ .. . . 98� __ 
9 PAH3 , _ _ i-- _._ __ �:3n�:oL 1 .857£-02 i- - Ips/yr 98% ( 

_ 10  . Tf'CB _ _ _ • 2. 35S-E-02 2 .3S5£-:05 Ibs/yr 99.90% � 
Nonnanstone Creek Pollutant 

- --- -ExISting Ms;fLoad - TMOL MS4 WLA Units N!S4 % Reduction , -------1"- -�--- · ---- - :chlordane-- C'-------S233E:03 --- - .  - '7 .7i1--E�D4 ----- Ib I 85% . . _ _. ._��r:. _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
2 DOD __ __ 3. 363E-03 � .329E-'04 I��/�_ 99% 
3 DOE __ _ _  r- _ 8 . 1 52E-0� 6.457E--D4 I�_!?��___ _ __ 92% 
4 . DDT 2 . 1 84E-02 6.487E-04 Ibsfyr 97% 



( 

( 
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. .  __ ___ __ . . .  ? __ _ .. Dieldrin 4.044E-04 S.OOBE-OS Ibs/yr BO% 
6 HeptachlorEpoxide - ---- -·-7.328E�O-4 -

. 
7 .2S5E:OS--- -Ibs/yr -- -- 90% ---- . 

- . ' -'- - - 7 
- - -PAH 1

' ---- . .  - . - - .- -. 3�5i�E�01- - - 3.S43E-01 -- · ·- II?.�!Y!". __ �-�- -- O� - -
-- -

.
- - - -- 8 - -- PAH2 

. 
-- -" ----- - .. 

2 . 1 37E+OO - 4.232E-02- Ib 1 . 98% -·· - - · -- -- · 9 - - - - - PAH3 " - - - -.-- -- 1 .364E+OO · 2 .70 1 E-0i -· --�� . . . 1- ' " .
-

-.
-

-? _ _ _ __ . _. __ . _ ____ ._ ._ . _ _ Ibs/yr . r-- 9B% 
r---- ___ �Q __ ___ �PCB ______ _ _____ . ___ . _ ���?.7E-.� ___ . 3.4S7r::-Q§_ I�siyr- -���_ 99�96% ____ _ 
__ . P.i��_�_�!�t_ �.��.�c�_ ... 

Chlorda
��I!�tant Existing 1'!I��1t1���3 _IMDL ������ .. l.!1l.i� ___ __ _ MS4 %8��u<::tion 

2 DOD -- - � .  �-
. 

3.984E-03 3.944E-04 :�:��� 90% 
3 DOE _ _  7.60SE-03 6.023E-04 Ibs/yr 92% 
4 DDT _ __ _ .. 2;OB6E-02. 6 . 1 96E-04 Ibs/yr 97% 
S Dieldrin _ _ _ __ S.032E-04 9.963E-OS I�s!y� _ BO!o. 
6 HeptachlorEpoxide 7.649E-04 7.S72E-OS Ibs/yr 90% 
7 PAH 1 

_ _ 3.0B4E-01 3 .0S3E-01 Ibs/yr 0% 
8 PAH2 _ _ 1 .765E+00 3.494E-02 Ibs/yr 98% 

_ 9 PAH3 _ _ 1 . 1 1 7E+OO 2.21 1 E-02 Ibs/yr 98% 
. _____ ---.!9 ____ . __ . _ IPCB __ . __ . __ . 3.OBSE-02 3.08SE-OS Ibstz'T _ . . . .  9�:�0% 

Portal Branch __ c=' Pollutal"!�_.. EXiSti"ng-M-S4-Load- " TM�,= NiS4 WLA U
'
nits MS4 % Reduction 

. . . __ ' .  1 Chlordall�_ _ _ _ _ _ 1 .228E-03 1 .824E-04 Ibs/yr BS% 
_ _ 2 DOD __ _ _ .. . _ _ �.:914�-03 1 .01 4E-04 Ibs/yr 90% 

3 DOE 2.0S6E-03 1 .628E-04 Ibs/yr 92% 
4 DDT =_=1-:_ ' 5.610E-03 

. 
1 .666�-04 Ibs/yr 97% 

5 Dieldrin . _ _ .. _ . .  _. 1 .2B2E-04 2.S3BE-OS Ibs/yr 80% 
_ _ _ 6 HeptachlorEpoxide ?:Q.1JE-g4_ 1 .997E-OS Ib�/yr_ _ __ __ .�Q.°�o 

7 PAH1 ' - � -
" ==-�==�. - __ B.����:q.?___ B.41 1 E-02 �bs/yr . _'h 0% 

_ _  B PAH2 4.91 3E-01 9.72BE-03 . Ibs/�r 98% 
9 PAH3 

.
-

.- - -- .. - - 3. 1"1'6E=of - 6 . 1 69E-03 Ibs/Yr" 9B% 
�. ____ ._"!Q______ _  ____ JPCB _____ . � __ :==_�=_ .. . _ = _ f394.§.:Q.� - 8 .394E-06 Ibs/yr 99.90% 
� Soap��o-"e .Creek !,�IIl!.�nt _ E_�Ls!i"lg .�S�.Load · fMDL MS4 WLA-- Units MS4 % Reduction 

-

-

_ _ _ _ . _ . 1 Chlorda_n�_ __ ___ _ 1 .323E�02_ . 1 .96SE-03 Ibs/yr 85% . 
_ . 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

2 
3 
4 
S 
6 
7 
8 
9 
1'0 
1 1  
1 2  
1 3  
1 4  

. -

. DOD . . . " --r-- 7.�SSE-03.. 7 .2B2E-04 Ibs/yr 90% 
DOE __ . _ 1 .�92E-02_ _ 1 .S78E-03 Ibs/yr 92% 
DDT 5 .. ?B7�-q2. 1 .570E-03 Ibs/yr 97% -'-1-Dieldrin _ _ _ _ 8.�01 E-O� 1 .703E-04 Ibs/yr 80% 
HeptacI:1IQ��eoxide _... 1 .70BE-03 1 .691 E-04 Ibs/yr 90% 
PAH 1 _ _ _ _ _ _ .  9.g03E-01 B.91 3E-01 Ibs/yr 0% 
PAH2 . . _ . _  . ___ � __ _ _ . � .4.?5§ .. �9Q _ 1 .0BOE-01 Ib_� __ t-- . _ 9B% _ 

PAH3 .. _ . _ _ __ I--' . __ �.��1"��gQ 6
B.·

9
57
1 2
9E
E-

-0
0
s
21- _ Ibs/yr 

_ _ t---_h..J!8% _ . _ 
TPCB B.S79E-02 Ibs/yr 99.90% . .. ----- --,1----- -- --- . - - .-- - --- -.. -1- . .----

_ .. _ _ .�2"'!Lu�nt ___ ExistiI"!9-'·�'§�I:-��_cL .. . . T!VIDL MS4 Wl:...� �nits _�o Reduction 
Chlordan�.. _ . _ 2.731 E-04 S.407E-OS . ib!?/y'� . 80% 
DOD . . ____ 1-__ �. 1 73�.-04_ _ 3. 14 1  E�9_S. · lb�!1!'_ _ _  _ _ 90% 
DOE __ _ __ . __ . S . 1 1 5_E-9'! _ .  4.0S1 E-OS I�� ___ ___ .. _ 92% __ . 

. DDT _ _ . __ .. ' __ 1-' _ _  . . _ 1 .432E-03 4.2S3E-_0?_ _ _ Ibs/y� __ . __ E% _ _ 
_ .. pieldril!.. __ . _ .. _-+ ___ . .. _ 4: 1 :1 BE-Q§. B . 1 S4E-06 _ . .. . Ibs/yr __ · __ BO% ...:....._ . 

HeptachlorEpoxide 5 .61BE-05 B.342E-06 Ibs/yr 8S% -PAH1
--- ' - --r'--- - . . . . .- -- - -.-. - -.. ------

-.I-:
P 

.. 

AH2
. --- --- --r--.- -- -.- - 1 .�p�-0� 1 .907E-02 _ . I�� _____ .. _ ___ O% _ . . _ 

TOS4E-01 2.0B6E-03 I�r .. 98% ___ . .  
�f AH3'�= ���= .= ��-�_._ .. 6.�.9�(:9�_ 2.616E-03 _ . . . .  !�s/yr 96% __ _ 

Arsenic __ 4 .. �'§!_�.:91... 1 .46SE-02 __ . _ Ibs/yr 6S% ... . ·�·oppe� .���� · �_ 1 .1?1 E.:+-QQ S .096E-01 __ lbs/yr 6S% 
Lead _ .. __ . -t---- _. 

�:��S_�_-.n 1 .694E-01 _. __ !bs/yr 7S% 
_ .. 

Zinc 
- -. L . _  42�SE+q,� 4.2S2E+OO I�� .. __ -r--- - _ ._9% 

TPCB I 2.434E-03 1 .377E-06 Ibs/yr 99.90% 



(r 


