
  

View from the Chair 

I N S I D E  T H I S  

I S S U E :  

Issue: Fracking 

Fluids 

2 

June Tour  

Recap 

3 

Emergency 

Relief Discharge 

Permits  

4-5 

A Word from 

the EPA  

6-7 

Sufficiently 

Sensitive Test 

Methods  

8-9 

Upcoming 

Events 

9-11 

THE CIPCA MONITOR 

S E P T E M B E R  2 0 1 4  
V O L U M E  1 4 ,  I S S U E  3  

Please direct newsletter 

questions, comments and 

submissions to 

Mary Paterniti  

(303) 651-8667 

Dave Cross  

CIPCA Chair  

St. Vrain Sanitation District  

 

The Good, the Bad and 

the Ugly  

Not long ago, my teenage 

sons and I spent an after-

noon watching the classic 

western, The Good, the Bad 

and the Ugly.  I say after-

noon, because itõs a really 

long movie, (almost three 

hours) and classic, because 

itõs probably the best of 

the Clint Eastwood spa-

ghetti westerns.  If you 

havenõt seen it yet, the sto-

ry takes place during the 

US Civil War and concerns 

the misadventures of three 

somewhat violent men 

who are each seeking to 

claim a hidden treasure of 

Confederate gold.  Not 

coincidentally, of the three 

leads, one is good, one is 

bad and one is ugly.  The 

movieõs storyline, cinema-

tography and soundtrack 

are all amazing and can 

stand up to todayõs movies 

even though the film was 

made in 1966.  Both the 

music from the opening 

credits and the movieõs title 

became a part of American 

culture.  With that in mind, 

Iõd like to shift gears slightly 

and take a look at, òThe 

Good, the Bad, and the Ug-

lyó of pretreatment custom-

ers.  These are the people 

that you interact with when 

you visit businesses to col-

lect samples, perform in-

spections, collect industrial 

waste survey information or 

inspect grease or sand traps. 

The Good :  You know 

them when you meet them, 

and you can tell how they 

feel about you and your or-

ganization.  These folks will 

answer questions complete-

ly, are proud to show you 

around their facility and will 

cheerfully follow up on any 

issues in a timely manner.  

They may go above and 

beyond in areas such as 

documentation, waste col-

lection/disposal or chemi-

cal storage.  They are of-

ten interested in environ-

mental issues and believe 

there are wide-ranging 

benefits from being re-

sponsible with industrial 

processes.  They may ask 

for your input on compli-

ance issues to insure that 

they understand complete-

ly.  These people do exist, 

although I wish there were 

more of them. 

The Bad :  You know 

them when you meet 

them, and you can tell how 

they feel about 

...continued on page 10 Fall Conference  
October 9, 2014  

Check page 11 for more 

information.  

http://www.cipca.org/
mailto:mary.paterniti?subject=CIPCA%20Monitor
http://pixabay.com/
http://www.clipart.com/
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Derik Caudill  

Littleton/Englewood 

WWTP  

 

Hydrofracking, or òfrackingó 

as it is commonly known, has 
become a controversial prac-

tice across the United States, 
particularly in Colorado and 

it seems the more that is 
learned of this process and its 

environmental implications, 
the more controversy arises. 

A new study conducted by 
Cornell University looks into 

the chemical makeup of 
wastewater generated by the 

fracking process. Melissa Os-
good with Cornell University 

summarized this new re-
search in a press release on 
June 25, 2014. The study ex-

amines flowback fluid and 
how it interacts with the soil 

around the well during devel-
opment and in the event of 

accidental spills. 
 

During the well development 
process, 10 to 40 percent of 

the water and chemical solu-
tion mixture injected at high 
pressure into deep rock stra-

ta, surges back to the surface; 
this wastewater is referred to 

as òflowback fluidó. New re-
search seems to indicate that 

flowback fluid could cause the 
release of tiny particles in 

soils that often strongly bind 
heavy metals and other pollu-

tants, exacerbating the poten-
tial environmental risks dur-

ing spills. Scientists studying 
the environmental impacts of 

this flowback fluid found the 
same properties that make it 

so effective at extracting nat-
ural gas from shale can also 

Issues: Fracking Fluids Could Leach Pollutants from Soils 

displace tiny particles that are 

naturally bound to soil, caus-
ing associated pollutants such 

as heavy metals to leach out. 
The mechanisms of this re-

lease and transport are de-
scribed in a paper published 

in the American Chemical 
Society journal Environmental 
Science & Technology. The 

particles they studied are 
colloids (larger than the size 

of a molecule but smaller 
than what can be seen with 

the naked eye) which cling to 
sand and soil due to their 

electric charge.  
 

During several experiments, 
scientists filled glass columns 
with sand and synthetic poly-

styrene colloids. The columns 
were then flushed with differ-

ent fluids (deionized water as 
a control and flowback fluid 

collected from a Marcellus 
Shale drilling site) and at dif-

ferent flow rates. The col-
umns were then measured 

for the amount of colloids 
that were mobilized. On a 

bright field microscope, the 
polystyrene colloids were 

visible as red spheres be-
tween light grey sand grains, 

making their movement easy 
to track. The researchers 

also collected and analyzed 
the water flowing out of the 

column to quantify the colloid 

concentration leaching out.   
 

Researchers found that fewer 
than five percent of colloids 

were released when the col-
umns were flushed with de-

ionized water, compared to 
approximately 35 percent 

when flushed with flowback 
fluid. Increasing the rate of 

the flowback fluid mobilized 
an additional 36 percent of 

colloids. Researchers believe 
this is because the chemical 

composition of the flowback 
fluid reduced the strength of 

the forces that allow colloids 
to remain bound to the sand, 

causing the colloids to actual-
ly be repelled from the sand. 
"This is a first step into dis-

covering the effects of flow-
back fluid on colloid 

transport in soils," said post-
doctoral associate Cathelijne 

Stoof, a co-author on the 

paper.  
 

With increased attention on 

hydrofracking, the industry is 
finding itself under increasing 

pressure to ensure their 
practices are not only safe, 
but environmentally responsi-

ble. This research shows 
there is still much to learn 

about fracking wastewater 
and its effect on the environ-

ment. Although this research 
is preliminary, the authors of 

this study hope to conduct 
further experiments using 

naturally occurring colloids in 
more complex field soil sys-

tems, as well as different for-
mulations of flowback fluid 

collected from other drilling 

sites. 

* * * 

http://www.cipca.org/register.html
http://mediarelations.cornell.edu/2014/06/25/fracking-flowback-could-pollute-groundwater-with-heavy-metals/
http://mediarelations.cornell.edu/2014/06/25/fracking-flowback-could-pollute-groundwater-with-heavy-metals/
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es501441e
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es501441e
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CIPCA group standing in front of EQ tanks and monitoring point. 

ñHey, check out that autosampler.ò 

On June 12, 2014, CIPCA members had the opportunity to tour Leprino 

Foods WWTP in Greeley, Colorado.  

Leprino is located on the former Great Western Sugar lot  

neighboring the City of Greeleyõs WWTP. Leprinoõs treatment facility was 

built in 2010 during construction of the main dairy plant.  

This dairy processes up to 800,000 gallons of milk per day into 

mozzarella cheese, powdered whey and milk, and other products.  

Pollutants of concern include BOD, TSS, pH, chlorides, total nitrogen and 

total phosphorus. 

Leprino maintains a CDPS permit in addition to a pretreatment  

discharge permit with the City of Greeley. It was really interesting  

to hear about the permit development during construction of a new facility.  

Greeleyõs IPP took a novel approach using production discharge schedules  

and tiered limitations. The Leprino WWTP currently treats about 1.8 MGD 

and only intermittently discharges smaller volumes of treated effluent to the 

City for supplemental treatment. It is too bad that they didnõt allow photos; 

the plant was state of the art, robust and super clean. We saw a shallow 

DAF tank, three large activated sludge SBR tanks, tertiary treatment with 

pink compressible synthetic fiber filter media and solids dewatering.   We 

observed a great working relationship between SIU and IP Program.  

Fall C
onference  

October 9
, 2014  

Check page 11 for m
ore 

inform
ation.  



Joe Kuvonic  

City of Greeley WWTP  

 

In June, CIPCA toured 

the Leprino Foods 

WWTF in Greeley.  Prior 

to the tour, we discussed 

the history of the location 

of the Leprino Cheese 
Plant and its WWTF, the 

political negotiations that 

occurred through a 

òDevelopment Agree-

ment ò and regulation of 

the Leprino WWTP with 

an òEmergency Discharge 

Relief Permitó.  In the 

spirit of the phrase 

òknowledge is useless un-

less sharedó, these arti-

cles discuss some of the 

trials we faced with per-

mitting someone under 

construction, writing a 

permit with tiered limita-

tions and working with 

Leprino as a back up to 

their direct discharge 

(CDPS) permit.  By the 

way, these articles are my 

opinion and not neces-

sarily the opinion of my 

employer, the City of 

Greeley.  

ñññ 

Some folks in these parts 

have a bit of a chip on 

their shoulder regarding 

the way that Greeley lost 
the Budweiser Brewery 

to Fort Collins in the 

1980õs.  They saw the 

hopes of higher paying 

jobs, economic growth 

economic Incentives 

(again, not so obviously 

stated). 

 

The Chosen One  

 

As it turns out, Greeley 
and the Weld County ar-

ea met all the criteria.  It 

was shortly after Greeley 

made the short list when I 

was asked to meet with a 

Dairy Farmers of America 

representative, Greeley 

development staff and our 

W&S Director.  The dis-

cussion was mainly about 

our treatment plantõs ca-

pacity, our discharge per-

mit (CDPS) limits, water 

and sewer rates for cer-

tain strengths and vol-

umes of wastewater, and 

possible sites in Greeley.  

I did not know what type 

of dairy this potential 

business would be, and I 

was asked to keep these 

discussions quiet.  As pre-

treatment representa-

tives, most of us have had 

these types of discussions, 

and I didnõt think much 

would result from these 

talks.   

 

One of the sites discussed  
continued from page 4 
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and an improved image 

for Greeley fade away 

because of the lack of ag-

gressive incentives, mainly 

mineral rights.  So when 

the Dairy Farmers of 

America started scoping a 
new location for a major 

cheese manufacturing fa-

cility, Greeley was jump-

ing into the race full 

speed ahead. 

 

The Hunt  

 

Leprino Foods looked at 

several locations across 

the State and Country 

with the following crite-

ria: 

Å Close proximity to dairy 

farms and the agriculture 

that supports them; 

Å Close proximity to high-

ways or rail to transport 

milk and dairy products in 

and out of the factory 

Å Availability of a non-

union low wage work-

force; 

Å Close proximity to a 

wastewater treatment 

plant  to serve as a back-

up treatment source (this 

one was not so obviously 

stated); and 

Å Water availability and 

Emergency Discharge Relief Permits ðPart 1 

T H E  C I P C A  M O N I T O R  



ed that we would do what we had 

to do as a City-owned and oper-

ated facility, but on the other 

hand, our wastewater treatment 

plant has pretreatment require-

ments established by law under 

the Clean Water Act and our lo-

cal legal authority.  Our stance 

was firm that you can have your 

development agreement, but we 

will have control under our 

wastewater discharge permit. Af-

ter we calmed down and re-

viewed the development agree-

ment, we realized that some de-

gree of respect for our facility had 

been addressed in this contract.  

Leprino would be building and 

operating its own wastewater 

treatment plant, but they asked 

for connection to our wastewater 

treatment plant to serve as an 

emergency discharge relief source 

during startup of the cheese facto-

ry and their wastewater treat-

ment plant.  This also involved 

three sequential expansion phases.  

Each phase projected their ex-

pected needs for treatment under 

the worst case scenarios.  The 

three later tiered phases were for 

discharges of treated effluent from 

their wastewater plant when they 

could not meet their CDPS limits.  

We were able to negotiate some 

acceptable terms about giving 24 

hours prior notice before the dis-

charge was to start and then 

ramping up the discharge over a 

24-hour period.  We also added 

wording that we could deny the 

discharge in the event of the 

Cityõs discharge permit being in 

jeopardy of violation.  The agree-

ment was only to be in effect for 
three years, and thereafter, allow-

ing discharge to the Cityõs treat-

ment plant was optional.  The final 

amendment to the development 

agreement added that the condi-

tions of the emergency relief dis-

charges would be regulated under 

the Cityõs Wastewater Discharge 

Permit. 

 

The Build  

 

The old Western Sugar plant and 

its landmark silos were demol-

ished and the build started.  Ulti-

mately the Leprino factory would 

be 800,000 square feet covering 

three square blocks.  Before the 

Leprino wastewater plant could 

be constructed, nearly 80 yearsõ 

worth of spent lime from sugar 

beet processing needed to be re-

moved and remediated.  The lime 

pile was about 25 feet high and 

two square blocks in size.  The 

lime pile was next to our POTW 

and is the site of Leprinoõs 

WWTF.  (We ended up getting a 

portion of it which we currently 

use for a 500kW solar array.)  

The whole lime removal process 

took almost a year.  Start-up of 

the new Leprino WWTF was 

scheduled for November 2011.  

Prior to and during the build of 

the Leprino wastewater treat-

ment plant there was a lot of 

communication with Leprinoõs 

environmental engineer and their 

design engineering firm.  I have to 

say I was very impressed, and felt 

more comfortable about the 

whole situation.  Leprino had al-

ready built several wastewater 

treatment plants all over the 

country, some more successful 

than others.  It appeared that they 

would be able learn from their 

design mistakes made at other 
places and have a really dependa-

ble plant here. 

 
* * *  

was the former Western Sugar 

plant which happened to have wa-

ter rights and possibly mineral 

rights. In addition, some property 

was adjacent to the Greeley 

wastewater treatment plant. 

 
I really donõt know what Greeley 

and the W&S Department put on 

the table because for the most 

part that was left to the managers 

and development people.  In 2005 

Greeley was chosen as the site for 

the new Leprino Foods mozzarella 

cheese and powdered whey manu-

facturing plant.  The City leaders, 

the press and most citizens were 

excited. 

 

The Development Agreement  

 

The first time that I heard mention 

of a development agreement was 

several months later, when our 

Director handed me what ap-

peared to be several pages of a 

part of a larger contract.  This par-

ticular part dealt with wastewater 

treatment.  This is when our plant 

staff started getting a little irritat-

ed.  First, for not being told any-
thing about having to treat 

Leprinoõs wastewater; and second-

ly, the details of this contract 

where telling us what parameters, 

limits and conditions that we had 

to accept.  We are protective of 

our plant, and this didnõt sit well 

with plant staff.  All kinds of terri-

ble thoughts of the old days before 

pretreatment, when politics over-

ruled regulation, started running 

through our minds.  We respond-

All kinds of terrible thoughts of the 

old days before pretreatment, when 

politics overruled regulation, started 

running through our minds.   



 Stephanie DeJong  

U.S. EPA Region 8  

 
What pollutants need a local limit?  

Pollutants of Concern  

 

In the last newsletter, Al Gar-

cia gave an overview of local 

limits. Weõre continuing our 

local limits series with a dis-

cussion on how to determine 

your pollutants of concern. 

There is an entire chapter on 

this subject in the EPAõs Local 

Limits Development Guid-

ance. 

 

How do you know what pol-

lutants need a local limit?  It 

helps to first remember your 

role and the purpose of pre-

treatment.  Your job is to 

protect your publicly owned 

treatment works (POTW) 
against pass-through, interfer-

ence, collection system prob-

lems, and worker health and 

safety issues.  Look at the 

general and specific prohibi-

tion in either 40 CFR 403.5 

or your local ordinance or 

rules and regulations.  It is 

your job to prevent those 

things from happening.  If a 

pollutant could cause any one 

of these issues, it is a pollu-

tant of concern. To develop 

your list of pollutants of con-

cern, first develop a list of 

potential pollutants of con-

cern.  Then you can evaluate 

them to determine which 

could cause issues and are 

therefore pollutants of con-

cern for your POTW. This 

subset of pollutants are the 

ones for which youõll con-

duct service area, influent, 

effluent, and sludge sampling 

and then develop local limits. 
 

First, there are national pol-

lutants of concern to consid-

er: arsenic cadmium, chromi-

um, copper, cyanide, lead, 

mercury, nickel, silver, zinc, 

molybdenum, biochemical 

oxygen demand (BOD), total 

suspended solids (TSS), and 

ammonia (if you accept non-

domestic ammonia).  These 

are based on sludge criteria 

and issues seen at many 

POTWs.  For example, am-

monia is a very common 

cause of WET failures, and 

ammonia from an industrial 

user that caused a WET fail-

ure would be a pass-through 

event. Some of these metals 

end up the sludge, and they 

could make your POTW 

have to alter its disposal 

method.  That meets the 

definition of interference. 

 

Next, you need to look at 

your POTWõs permitted ef-

fluent limits and pollutants 

that impact your sludge dis-
posal.  When looking at your 

POTWõs permit, it is easy to 

overlook narrative effluent 

conditions.  For example, 

your permit should say some-

thing like, òThere shall be no 

discharge of toxics in toxic 

amounts.ó  It should also say 

something like, òThe dis-
charge shall not cause or con-

tribute to a violation of a wa-

ter quality standard.ó  This is 

why you need to look beyond 

the list of pollutants specifical-

ly limited in your permit. 

 

You need to look at both 

chronic and acute water qual-

ity standards in the water-

ways your POTWõs discharge 

impacts.  If your discharge 

enters a small creek that 

flows into a river after a short 

distance, you should look at 

standards for both water 

bodies.  For example, you 

may not have a specific seleni-

um limit in your POTWõs 

permit, but if your POTWõs 

discharge causes the receiving 

water to violate the selenium 

water quality standard, you 

may have violated your per-

mit.  If the source of selenium 

is from industries, you have 

had pass-through.  In theory, 

your state permit writer 

should have evaluated the 

reasonable potential for your 
POTW to cause or contrib-

ute to a selenium water  

T H E  C I P C A  M O N I T O R  
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A Word from the EPA 

http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/pretreatment/upload/final_local_limits_guidance.pdf
http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/pretreatment/upload/final_local_limits_guidance.pdf
http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/pretreatment/upload/final_local_limits_guidance.pdf
https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cdphe/water-quality-standards
https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cdphe/water-quality-standards
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 continued from page 6 

quality standard exceedence and 

implemented a permit limit if 

necessary, but perhaps your 

permit is old, or perhaps your 

permit application didnõt dis-

close an industrial user that dis-
charges large amounts of seleni-

um (which could be a separate 

issue).  In addition to protecting 

against violations of water quali-

ty standards, controlling pollu-

tants for which you do not yet 

have a permit limit could keep 

your POTW from getting a per-

mit limit in the future. 

 

There are additional sources to 

look for potential pollutants of 

concern.  For example: 

¶ Do you have an air permit 

with pollutants you may 

need to limit? 

 

¶ Have you had interference in 

the past? 

 

¶ Have you had issues with 

other violations of general 

and specific prohibitions? 

 

¶ Appendix G of the EPAõs 

Local Limits Development 

Guidance has a list of pollu-

tants along with inhibition 

thresholds you can use to 

protect against interference. 

 
¶ What is actually present in 

your influent, effluent and 

sludge?  Appendix D of the 

EPAõs Local Limits Develop-

ment Guidance has a list of 

priority pollutants you may 

have reason to suspect are 

present.  This may be based 

on historic data, industrial 

waste survey, or industrial 

user sample data.  Even if 

you donõt see some pollu-

tants in your effluent or in-

fluent (non-detect), you 

may know that it is present 

based on industrial user da-

ta. 

 

¶ What pollutants are you 

getting from hauled waste? 

 

¶ What are your collection 

system concerns?  Corro-

sion due to pH?  Overflows 

due to oil and grease? 

 

Last and perhaps most im-

portantly, look at worker health 

and safety concerns.  These may 

be more appropriate as site 

specific limits if they are only 

concerns due to certain indus-

tries.  Do you have landfill 
leachate pollutants or an indus-

trial user with chemicals that 

could volatilize and harm work-

ers?  Do you have an industry 

that discharges high levels of 

sulfides that could form hydro-

gen sulfide?  What about high 

BOD being discharged to a pipe 

with anaerobic conditions that 

could cause hydrogen sulfide? 

 

As I mentioned before, not eve-

ry pollutant will need to have a 

local limit.  However, pollutants 

that could cause effluent limit or 

narrative standard violations of 

your POTWõs permit, inhibit 

treatment systems, impact 

sludge disposal, cause corrosion, 

cause blockages, impact worker 

health and safety, or otherwise 

result in a violation of a general 

or specific prohibition should be 

limited. 

 

* * *  

Reminder: CDPHE Water Fee Structure Discussion 
More information on-line 

Per the Standard Methods website, the method approved in 2013 òaddresses 13 compounds, including 

some of the highest-production-volume and most refractory PPCPs. A list of target compounds is provid-

ed. It can be used to analyze wastewater, recycled water, drinking water, and raw source water. Based 

on a combination of several previously published methods, this method concentrates samples and re-

moves some interference via solid-phase extraction (SPE), and then measures analyte concentrations us-

ing two separate liquid chromatography/tandem mass spectrometry (LC-MS/MS) methods. Sampling and 

storage information is provided as well as quality control practices and example chromatogramsó. 

SM 6810 Pharmaceutical and Personal Care Products 

Fall Conference  
October 9, 2014  

Check page 11 for more 

information.  

https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/cdphe/clean-water-fee-structure-discussion
http://www.standardmethods.org/store/ProductView.cfm?ProductID=590
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CICPA Co -Chair  

City of Boulder  

 

EPA finalized a minor 

amendment to its Clean 

Water Act (CWA) regula-

tions to require òsufficiently 

sensitiveó analytical test 

methods under the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimina-

tion System (NPDES). 

NPDES applicants and per-

mittees must use EPA-

approved analytical methods 

capable of detecting and 

measuring pollutants at or 

below applicable water quali-

ty criteria or permit limits. 

This rule is based on current 

CWA requirements and 

clarifies exiting EPA regula-

tions. 

Final Rule was published on 

August 19, 2014 and will be 

effective on September 18, 

2014 (EPA-HQ-OW-2009-

1019; FRL-9915-18-OW) 

EPA is modifying existing 

NPDES application, compli-

ance monitoring and analyti-

cal methods regulations ð 

specifically the following: 

Å 40 CFR 122.21(e) -Completeness 

Å 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(iv)  Monitoring 

Requirements 

Å 40 CFR 136.1 - Applicability 

 

Purpose  

é to codify that where EPA

-approved methods exist, 

NPDES applicants must use 

sufficiently sensitive EPA-

approved analytical methods 

when quantifying the pres-

ence of pollutants in a dis-

charge and the Director 

must prescribe that only suf-

ficiently sensitive EPA-

approved methods be used 

for analysis of pollutants or 

pollutant parameters under 

the permit. 
 

Entities Affected  

Å NPDES permitting authori-

ties and municipal and indus-

trial applicants and permit-

tees. 

Å The rule does NOT apply 

to indirect dischargers. 
 

Background  

Multiple analytical test meth-

ods exist for many pollutants 

regulated under the CWA.  

Therefore, EPA has generally 

approved multiple methods 

for CWA pollutants under 

40 CFR 136.  Some of the 

approved analytical test 

methods have greater sensi-

tivities and lower minimum 

levels or method detection 

limits (MDLs) than other ap-

proved methods for the 

same pollutant. 

Although EPA has approved 

multiple analytical methods 

for individual pollutants, the 

Agency has historically ex-

pected that applicants would 

select from the array of 

available methods a specific 

analytical method that is suf-

ficiently sensitive to quantify 

the presence of a pollutant 

in a given discharge. 

EPA has revised the regula-

tions to extend the require-

ment to use sufficiently sen-

sitive EPA-approved analyti-

cal test methods, where they 

exist, to all pollutants and 

establish criteria for what 

qualifies as a ósufficiently 

sensitiveó method. 

The final rule requires that 

NPDES applicants must use 

this criteria when submitting 

information required by a 

permit application quantify-

ing the presence of pollu-

tants in a discharge. 

The new and revised sec-

tions indicate that an EPA-

approved method is suffi-

ciently sensitive where: 

Å The method minimum level 

is at or below the level of  

http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/basics/index.cfm 

)Æ ÙÏÕ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÌÉÎË ɀ ÓÃÒÏÌÌ ÄÏ×Î ÔÏ 7ÁÔÅÒ 

1ÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ 4ÅÃÈÎÏÌÏÇÙ-"ÁÓÅÄ 0ÅÒÍÉÔÔÉÎÇ 3ÅÃÔÉÏÎȢ 

òThe rule does 

NOT apply to 

indirect 

dischargers.ó 

T H E  C I P C A  M O N I T O R  

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2014-08-19/pdf/2014-19265.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2014-08-19/pdf/2014-19265.pdf
http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/basics/index.cfm
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the applicable water quality 

criterion or permit limitation 

for the measured pollutant 

or pollutant parameter; OR 

Å In the case of permit appli-

cations, the method mini-

mum level is above the appli-

cable water quality criterion, 

but the amount of the pollu-

tant or pollutant parameter 

in a facilityõs discharge is high 

enough that the method de-

tects and quantifies the level 

of the pollutant or pollutant 

parameter in the discharge; 

OR 

Å The method has the lowest 

minimum level of the EPA-

approved analytical methods. 
 

The requirement to use suf-

ficiently sensitive EPA ap-

proved methods does not 

apply where no EPA ap-

proved method exists.  

When no analytical method 

is approved under 40 CFR 

136 nor required by the Di-

rector, any suitable method 

shall be used, however, the 

applicant shall provide a de-

scription of the method. 
 

Administration and 

Training  

EPA received a few com-

ments pertaining to the 

ruleõs impact on indirect dis-

chargers.  The rule affects 

only direct dischargers and 

state/EPA NPDES permitting 

authorities.  The rule does 

not apply to indirect dis-

chargers.  POTWs with ap-

proved pretreatment pro-

grams may at their discre-

tion (as authorized by their 

local ordinances and regula-

tions) require their indirect 

dischargers to achieve specif-

ic minimum levels when per-

forming analysis or may re-

quire the use of specific 

methods to enable them to 

better characterize contribu-

tions into their system. 
 

Burden  

EPA also recognized that in 

some cases, use of a more 

sensitive method could have 

the practical effect of requir-

ing a facility to adopt addi-

tional pollution control 

measures, even if the permit 

limit remained unchanged.  

This is because a more sensi-

tive method may detect the 

presence of a pollutant that 

was previously undetected. 
 

Compliance Dates  

Following issuance of this 

rule, authorized states have 

up to one year to revise, as 

necessary, their NPDES reg-

ulations to adopt the re-

quirements of this rule, or 

two years if statutory chang-

es are needed as provided by 

40 CFR 123.62. 

* * *  

V O L U M E  1 4 ,  I S S U E  3  

National Take-Back Initiative 

Sept 27, 2014 
 

More information on-line 

Aarcher Institute of  

Environmental Training 
2014 Course Schedule 

 

SAVE THE DATE 

Pretreatment & P2 Workshop 
May 13-15, 2015 

 

Hyatt Regency in Greenville, SC  

On-line Training Resources 
 

EPA NPDES Training and Workshops 

 

NETI eLearning Center Course Listings 

 

 

 

 

Join on-line 
Next Meeting Sept. 18, 2 - 4pm 

Carollo Engineers  
390 Interlocken Crescent, Suite 800 

Broomfield, CO 80021  

R@IN 
Regional Associations Information Network 

 

Join on-line 

Fall Conference  
October 9, 2014  

Check page 11 for more 

information.  

http://www.deadiversion.usdoj.gov/drug_disposal/takeback/
http://em.emailevation.net/Clients/AarcherInstitute/Aarcher070814.html?utm_medium=email&utm_source=google&utm_campaign=ComeSeeUsInSanDiegoAndDenver&utm_content=WebVersion&utm_term=Jul072014Email
http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/NPDES-Training-Courses-and-Workshops.cfm
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/training/neti/courses.html
http://www.creec.net/
http://www.regionalassociations.org/
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you and your organization.  These 

folks will offer incomplete answers, 

try to rush you through their facili-

ty and require multiple follow-ups 

to resolve outstanding issues.  They 

will ask you to sign a non-disclosure 

statement to gain entry or provide 

you with an employee guide who is 

unfamiliar with operations.  They 

will not return forms to you, or will 

not sign them or will have an unau-

thorized person sign them when 

they are returned.  They will not 

ask for your input on compliance 

issues and will likely ignore any re-

quirements or instructions that are 

not put in writing.  They may em-

ploy a different language as a com-

munications barrier.  They are the 

reason to lock your sampler and/or 

use tamper-proof tape.  They can 

almost believe that their access to 

the sewer is an inalienable right and 

should not be subject to any condi-

tions, especially ones that increase 

operational costs.  These people do 

exist, and while thankfully few; I still 

wish there were less of them. 

The Ugly :  This category is not as 

clear cut and will encompass con-

tacts across the spectrum from 

good to bad and everything in-

between.  The common factor, in 

my opinion, is that there is a glaring 

deficiency in their operations that 

will usually require a significant 

change and/or be expensive to cor-

rect.  Sometimes these shortfalls 

are produced by ignorance, some-

times they are not.  This can in-

clude poor chemical handling prac-

tices and unprotected floor drains, 

or inadequate grease or sand con-

trol requiring interceptor installa-

tion.  For categorical industries; 

discovery of a new or unreport-

ed process, discharge of unper-

mitted wastewaters or failure to 

comply with permit requirements 

for sampling and reporting can 

result in corrective actions and 

fines.  Inadequate pretreatment 

facilities would also fall into this 

category.  Most service areas 

have at least one industrial park 

with rental spaces in it.  Keeping 

on top of the comings and goings 

there is a challenge and can pro-

duce unwelcome surprises when 

tenants are made aware of pre-

treatment requirements. 

The Big Finale:  At the end of the 

film, the three main characters 

must resolve their differences, 

each seeking to bring about the 

outcome he sees as just.  Thank-

fully, the methods they use are 

not available to us. (At least not 

in my program!)  Instead, we 

have a range of options, from 

verbal response, to written com-

munication, through formal per-

mitting, to administrative and 

even judicial action.  Your judg-

ment, policies and enforcement 

response plan will guide you in 

applying the proper action.  That 

should put enough òfirepoweró in 

your òholsteró to òdrawó from.  

You might even say that penalties 

could include òA Fistful of Dol-

larsó and if that doesnõt work, 

then maybe compliance could be 

achieved òFor a Few Dollars 

Moreó.  Sorry, I couldnõt resist. 

* * * 

Special òThank Youó goes out to 

Joe Kuvonic for providing his 

articles on the LePrino Foodsõ 

permit.  Through CIPCA, we 

often hear about enforcement, 

regulations and specific pollutant 

control programs.  Rarely do we 

talk about the politics and nego-

tiations that get dropped into 

our laps.  Also, we rarely talk 

about the confusion and worry 

that breeds the novel approach-

es to permitting.  I thought Joeõs 

article was very honest. Part 2 

will appear in Decemberõs news-

letter.  I would really like to see 

more contributions like thisé 

there is always more for us to 

learn in pretreatment. 

Do you have news to share 

about your program or staff?  

Retirements coming up?  Why 

not have it appear in the CIPCA 

Monitor?  Contact me. 

* * * 

!ŘŀƳǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ hƴƭȅ 

IŀȊŀǊŘƻǳǎ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ /ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ 5ǊƻǇ 

{ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлΣ нлмп  όфŀƳ ς оǇƳύ  

/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ƘƻǊƴǘƻƴ La/ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ 

 мнпрл ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ {ǘΦ 

5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ hƴƭȅ 

IŀȊŀǊŘƻǳǎ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ /ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ 5ǊƻǇ 

{ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ моΣ нлмп  όфŀƳ ς оǇƳύ  

¢ƻǿƴ ƻŦ /ŀǎǘƭŜ wƻŎƪ ¦ǝƭƛǝŜǎ  

 мтр YŜƭƭƻƎƎ /ƻǳǊǘ  

Note  from the Editor 

mailto:mary.paterniti?subject=CIPCA%20Monitor
mailto:Champson@tchd.org?subject=Adams%20County%20Household%20Hazardous%20Chemical%20Round%20Up%20Inquiry
mailto:Champson@tchd.org?subject=Douglas%20County%20Household%20Hazardous%20Chemical%20Round%20Up%20Inquiry


UPCOMING EVENTS 

OUR MISSION: STRIVING TO MAKE THE 

ENVIRONMENT A CLEANER, SAFER PLACE FOR 

TODAYõS AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

Western States Project 
INTRO TO CRIMINAL ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Sept 9-11, 2014 

Garden Grove, California 

Click here to learn more  

 
Member & Vendor Conference Registration is now open 

http://www.cipca.org/register.html 

CIPCA Fall Conference 
 

Agenda and Information 
Thursday,  October 9, 2014 

Ramada Inn ð Northglenn (I-25 & 120th) 

aŀƛƭ-Lƴ wŜƎƛǎǘǊŀǝƻƴ CƻǊƳ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ 

-hw- 

Register Now through Paypal 

Thinking of joining CIPCA?  

-This year only- 

$75.00 Conference Fee 

You attend the conference as a 

member AND are a member until  

March 2015!!! 

Nonmember 
Special 

���������0�H�P�E�H�U���5�H�J�L�V�W�U�D�W�L�R�Q 

Government Employees Only 

IU Inspection Training  

With Curt McCormick 

Oct 1, 2014 
Littleton/Englewood WWTP 

-Limited Seating- 

Contact Deb Trusty  

(303) 762-2622   

Volunteer for 
the CIPCA Board  

By -Laws available:  
www.cipca.org  

Wanted: 3 Members to 
volunteer for  available 
positions in 2015.    Attend 
monthly 
meetings and  
help organize 
the next fall 
conference. 

More information on 
duties is available. 

Position terms 
are 2 years. 

2015 

Positions: 
¶Co-Chair 
¶Secretary 
¶Issues Editor 

Email Dave Cross 

 


