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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 326(FIN)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BVTIIE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Offered:

Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATORS THERRIAULT, Olson

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

"An Act relating to evaluating state assumption of the wastewater discharge program

under the federal Clean Water Act; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section
to read:

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. The Department of Environmental Conservation has
proposed assuming the national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit
system program for Alaska under 33 U.S.C. 1342 from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency. The department is directed to evaluate the potential benefits and
consequences of assuming NPDES primacy for Alaska.

* Sec. 2. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to
read:

PLAN FOR ASSUMING NPDES PRIMACY BY STATE, (a) The Department of
Environmental Conservation shall develop an implementation plan for the assumption of
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1 NPDES primacy by the state, including

2, (1) statuary and regulatory changes;

3> (2) procedures for issuing permits;

4 (3) procedures for conflict resolution with the United States Environmental
5  Protection Agency;

6 (4) a statement of the cost of assuming NPDES primacy;

7 (5) a statement of sources of federal funding available.

8 (b) The draft plan shall be submitted to relevant interest groups and the public for
9 review and comment before the Department ot Environmental Conservation adopts a final
10 plan. The draft plan shall be submitted to the legislature for review and comment. The final
11 plan shall be submitted to the legislature on the first day of the Second Regular Session of the
12 Twenty-Third Alaska State Legislature.
13 * Sec. 3. This Act takes effect January 1, 2003.
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number:

2002 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: CS SB 326 (FIN)
f0) Publish Date:

Environmental Conservation

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Affected:
Title: Wastewater Discharge Program

BRU: Air and Water Quality

Sponsor: Senator Therriault and Olson Component: Water Quality
Requester: Senate Finance Committee Component Number: 2062

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008

Personal Services 47.9 23.9
Travel 5.6 6.0
Contractual 511 58.0
Supplies 1.0 2.0
Equipment 35 6.9
Land & Structures

Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous* 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 109.1 96.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES | | |

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | | | |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match
1004 GF 109.1 96.8

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type)
TOTAL 109.1 96.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2002) cost: 0.0

POSITIONS

Full-time

Part-time

Temporary 1 1

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page ifnecessary)

With change in effective date, funding was cut in half for FY '03 and FY'04 funding
remained the same. Reduced personal services line by 1temporary position.

Prepared by: SENATE FINANCE COMMUTE Phone 465-2327

Senator: Date 1/16/2002
Senator Pete/Kelly 7
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 326(RES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered: 3/27/02
Referred: Finance

Sponsor(s): SENATORS THERRIAULT, Olson

ABILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Ad relating fo evaluating state assumption of the wastewater discharge program

under the federal Clean Water Act; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1 Ihe uncodilicd law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section
to read:

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. The Department of Environmental Conservation has
proposed assuming the national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit
system program for Alaska under 33 U.S.C. 1342 from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency. The department is directed to evaluate (he potential benefits and
consequences ofassuming NPDES primacy for Alaska.

*See. 2. The uncodilicd law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to
read:

PLAN FOR ASSUMING NPDES PRIMACY BY STATE, (a) The Department of
Environmental Conservation shall r'"clop an implementation plan for the assumption of
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NPDES primacy by the state, including
(1) statutory and regulatory changes;

(2) procedures for issuing permits;
(3) procedures for conflict resolution with the United States Environmental

(4) a statement of the cost of assuming NPDES primacy;
(5) a statement of sources of federal funding available.
(b) The draft plan shall be submitted to relevant interest groups and the public for
review and comment before the Department of Environmental Conservation adopts a final
10 plan. The draft plan shall be submitted lo the legislature for review and comment. The final
11 plan shall be submitted to the legislature on the first day of the Second Regular Session of the
12 Twenty-Third Alaska State Leglslature |
13 *See. 3. This Act takes effect emlrrrtlutg unuer AS 01 10.070(c).

1
2
3
4
5  Protection Agency;
6
7
8
9

CSSB 326(RES) -2- SB0326B
Neiv Text Under linai [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]



© oo ~N o o1

10

12
13
14

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 326(FIN)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

OlTercd:

Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATORS THERRIAULT, Olson

ABILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to evaluating state assumption of the wastewater discharge program

under the federal Clean Water Act; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section
to read:

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. The Department of Environmental Conservation has
proposed assuming the national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit
system program for Alaska under 33 U.S.C. 1342 from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency. The department is directed to evaluate the potential benefits and
consequences of assuming NPDES primacy for Alaska.

* See. 2. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to
read:

PLAN FOR ASSUMING NPDES PRIMACY BY STATE, (a) The Department of
Environmental Conservation shall develop an implementation plan for the assumption of
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NPDES primacy by the state, including
(1) statutory and regulatory changes;

i
" (2) procedures for issuing permits;

(3) procedures for conflict resolution with the United States Environmental

(4) astatement of the cost of assuming NPDES primacy;
(5) astatement of sources of federal funding available.
(b) The draft plan shall be submitted to relevant interest groups and thepublic  for
review and comment before the Department of Environmental Conservation adopts afinal

10, plan. The draft plan shall be submitted to the legislature for review and comment. The final
1 plan shall be submitted to the legislature on the first day of the Second Regular Session of the
2" Twenty-Third Alaska State Legislature.
mj ' *Sec. 3. This Act takes effect January 1, 2003.
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SENATOR State CaDfIf?
GENE THERRIAULT Junenb aas-.
9980i+118"

Mailing Address.

119 N. Cushman. Suue 101
Fairbanks Alaska 99701
(907) 488-0857
Fay. (907)488-4271

(907) 465-479
Fay (907)4EB8-31

. Senate District
Senate

Senate Bill 326: “An act relating to evaluating state assumption of the
wastewater discharge program under the federal Clean
Water Act; and providing for an effective date.”

Sponsor: Senator Gene Therriault

Sponsor Statement

Passage of Senate Bill 326 will direct the Department of Environmental Conservation
(DEC) to evaluate the potential benefits and consequences of assuming primacy for the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program and develop an

implementation plan.

In 1972 the federal government enacted the Clean Water Act (CW A) to protect and
restore the quality of the nations water. The CW A provided that states can be authorized
to operate their own NPDES program as long as it complies with federal requirements.
Currently 44 states and the U.S. Virgin Islands administer their own NPDES program and
Idaho is currently considering assuming NPDES primacy. The main reason that states
have adopted primacy is to allow them to tailor their water discharge program to regional
concerns and environmental features rather than follow federal guidelines designed to

coverall states.

Senate Bill 326 would direct the DEC to study and describe:

+ EPA’s existing program in Alaska,

* Required and recommended primacy program components,

+ Advantages, disadvantages, and experiences from similarly situated states along with
their program costs,

+ Dralft rules and regulations needed for primacy,

* Guidance and implementation recommendations for executing the permit review,
issuing permits and performing field compliance assistance,

+ Necessary resources including number of staff, use of contractors and specific
technical expertise of staff for an Alaskan program,

+ legal issues and propose solutions necessary to acquire primacy, and

+ A proposed action plan to secure federal funding as an ongoing contributor to offset
operational costs of an Alaska NPDES permit Program.

Fmaii Senator Onno.Tii.uri.iuiiwieri'i statu nk ir



This proposal is supported by the Waste Water Permit Work Group which was formed by
the Department of Environmental Conservation. This group is comprised of external
stakeholders who were asked to make recommendations to guide the rebuilding of the
wastewater discharge program. | envision this group being involved throughout this
proposed process helping to evaluate the pros and cons of stale assumption of the NPDES
program. This review would involve public comment and a final report to be submitted
to the First Regular Session of the Twenty-Fourth Alaska State Legislature. The
Legislature could then take action if it believed assumption would be in the state's best

interest.



Council of Alaska Producers
P.O. Box 22653 Juneau. Alaska 99502

January 31, 2002

Honorable Senator Therriault:

The Council of Alaska Producers has a strong interest in the State of Alaska assuming the
NPDES permit program. We believe there is significant potential to benefit from having
he program administered by people familiar with the unique conditions of Alaska, as well
as the potential for expediting the permitting process through more accessible permitting
staff. Resource development in Alaska may become more economic and attractive to
mining and other industries, and the protection of the State waters may be improved as
locally knowledgeable persons make water use determinations.

However, we also have some reservations. We are concerned whether or not the State
will have permitting flexibility equal to that provided through the State permit
certification process. We are also concerned whether the State can best resolve water
permitting conflicts with the EPA, ifand when they should arise, as program
administrator or if they have greater power as a separate entity.

It is our hope that with further evaluation of the NPDES assumption, and with an
implementation plan that would provide us with a preview of the State NPDES program,
that it will be evident that State assumption of the program will benefit Alaska citizens

and Alaskan waters.

State assumption of the NPDES program will be costly. It would be unwise to request
appropriation of funds for this program without first providing an implementation plan
and an evaluation of the consequences. The legislation proposed in the attached
document requests the funds and authority to take this first step.

The Council of Alaska Producers respectfully requests your assistance in drafting and
esponsoring this bell.

Ifyou have any questions, please contact Charlotte MacCay at (907) 272-2117, or (907)
266-4552, or on my cell phone at (907) 529-4332. My fax number is (907) 266-4568 and
my email is cmaccav@aol.com. Kent Dawson is also available to assist you and can be
reached at (907) 463-2533.

With sincere appreciation,

Ciidiiuiic L. ivjacv®ay
Vice President, Council of Alaska Producers


mailto:cmaccav@aol.com

Names andsgor§t2a6ct Numbers
Charlotte MacCay, TeckCominco Alaska, 272-2117
Charlie Boddy, Usibelli Coal Mine, 452-2625
Bill Jeffress, Fairbanks Gold Mining, Inc., 490-2206
Bob Styles, RDC, 276-6863
Steve Borell, Alaska Miners Association, 563-9229
Keith Marshall, Greens Creek Mining Co. 789-8110



ADEC Summary of
Easton Environmental Report May 1998
NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting in Alaska, Optionsfor Improvement

Easton Environmental succeeded in preparing a clear, concise and user-friendly report which explains the elements
ofthe NPDES Program, describes the alternatives for State assumption and gives possible funding mechanisms.
Several states with state assumption were surveyed and a 1995 mining report recommending that Alaska assume the

NPDES Program was cited. Following are important points from Easton’s report.

¢ Two Approaches to Describing the NPDES Program -
1 Program Components: The Base Program includes mining, seafood, oil & gas, timber and municipal

wastewater, the Sludge (Bio-solids) Program; Pretreatment Program and Storm Water Program.
2. Program Functional Elements: Permit Development, Compliance, Data Management and
Record Keeping, Program Development and Adrruniscration.

e Alternatives. Two Basic Options -
1. Partial to Full Assumption - Disadvantage: ADEC must take over the entire program in 5 years,

2. Work Share until ADEC has sufficient expertise to seek approval ofthe NPDES program.

. Costs & Possible Fundinu Mechanisms -
To operate a fully state-run NPDES program, ADEC would need a total of 23 positions at an annual cost of

S2.3 million. This is essentially the cost today o f the combined ADEC/EPA NPDES program, and is on a par
with the cost of the other 41 states with program assumption. (Note, however, that 79%, or 137 out of 179

existing Alaskan NPDES permits are presently administratively extended.)
2. To implement a Work Share agreement, ADEC would need 14 FTEs, at an annual cost of S1.4 million.

Funding mechanisms include General Funds from the State Legislature, Federal Grant Funds, and Program
Receipts (Flat Fees, Graduated Fees based on facility and discharge characteristics such as flow, toxicity,
number o f outfalls, whether a facility is a major or minor discharger, or Fees based on actual time spent by staff
plus expenses.) The trend in other states is to use Program Receipts based on a one-time Permit Application
Fee, or Discharge Fees collected on an annual basis, or a combination o f both Permit Application Fees and

Annual Discharge Fees.

Stakeholders’ Survey - In lieu of the survey, ADEC agreed that Easton Environmental would look at several
states which assumed the NPDES program. Additionally, Easton explained the sentiment expressed in
“Marketing Alaska”, a 1995 sector-based analysis of Alaska business and industry. This report recommended
that Alaska phase in a state-run NPDES program. Benefits would be that the process would become more

accessible, efficient and timely. This analysis called for industry to contribute financially.

Easton's and ADEC Staff Recommendation: ADEC should initiate a formal NPDES Work Share agreement
with EPA. (See attached description.).

Work-Share Advantages:

¢« Flexibility in focusing ADEC resources,

. A Work Share agreement could be fashioned on a sector-specific basis; e.g., Mining;

¢ Work Share would be faster and cheaper than ainitial partial assumption program,

¢ Work-share could lead to State Assumption;

Even though the NPDES program is highly structured, ADEC could implement creative approaches rather than
rote program implementation,

« ADEC would have a strong voice in setting state priorities,

ADEC might improve the overall permitting program; for example, by defining the pre-application baseline

information required.

Requirements for A Successful Work Share Program:

¢« Adequate funding and staff,

Substantial advancement in ADEC staff technical and programmatic understanding and training,

An agreement by shareholders (ADEC, EPA and stakeholders) on measures to be used to gage improvements

resulting from process changes.

Joyce Beelman
9-10-98
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00 0.0
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These CIP receipts are from the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Program Assumption increment In the capital budget, which will fund one
full-time position plus portions of other existing positions to work with the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to develop a work-sharing agreement with EPA which would
provide for DEC staff to be trained to write NPDES permits. Implementing the
work-sharing agreement In FY 2001 (which would require at least three more positions)
would be a step toward the state's assuming responsibility for the NPDES permit program

in Alaska.
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System FY2000 Request: $125,00C
Assumption
Reference No: 6718

AP/AL: Appropriation Project Type: Health and Safety

Historical Category: Health/Safety

Location: Statewide

Election District: Statewide

Estimated Project Dates: 7/1/1999 - 6/30/2000

Contact: Michael A. Conway
Contact Phone: (907)465-5300

Brief Project Summary and Statement of Need:
This project will fund a work group to prepare a detailed plan for assumption of National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permits. Currently the state certifies federal permits. This plan will simplify permit issuance, as

industry will only be required to deal with the state.

Funding Request:

FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 Total
Gen Fund 5125,000 5125,00C
Total: 5125,000 5125,000
mState Match Required S' One-Time Project j i Phased Project On-Going Project
0% = Minimum State Match % Required ~j Amendment Mental Health Bill
Operating & Maintenance Costs:
Amount Staff
Operating Impact in FY2000: 580,000
One-Time Startup Costs: 0
Additional Estimated Annual O&M: 0
Additional Information / Prior Funding History:
State of Alaska FY2000 Capital Project Summary Department of Environmental Conservation

Governor's FY2000 Capital Bill Project Page: 1

1-16-1999 2:00 pm Page: 113
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NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting
Options for Improvements

Summ ary

What is the NPDESprogram?

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program is the
wastewater discharge permitting program conceived as part of the sweeping 1972
amendments to the federal Water Pollution Control Act. The amended Act set as a
national goal the elimination of discharges of pollutants into navigable waters by
1985. Section 402 of the Act est blished the NPDES permitting program as the
primary means by which the goal was to be achieved.

Today, the NPDES permitting program remains the centerpiece of the Nation's water
pollution control efforts. In its most basic sense, the NPDES program requires that
persons discharging wastewater to “waters of the United States" (essentially all
surface waters, including wetlands, but not including groundwater) apply for a
permit. Permits are issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), or,

in the case of an EPA-approved state-run program, by a state environmental

agency.

S-1



NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting,
Options for Improvement

How is theprogram currgntly Implemented in Alaska?

Forty-one states administer NPDES programs within their borders. In the nine other
states, including Alaska, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) runs the
NPDES program. In Alaska, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

(DEC) serves in a support role to EPA Region 10, the primary permitting agency.

According to EPA records, there are 947 NPDES permitted facilities in Alaska. Of
the total, 778 facilities are permitted under five general permits, with the remaining
169 facilities covered by individual permits. The 169 individual permits further break

down into 48 major (larger, more complex) permits and 121 minor (smaller, less

complex) permits.

\Why are changes needed?

Many Alaskans believe that a state-run NPDES program would bring improvements
to the wastewater permitting process. For example, a 1995 sector-based analysis of
Alaska business and industry, entitled “Marketing Alaska,” recommended that the
State phase into a state-run NPDES program. The portion of the analysis dealing
with the mineral industry (the “Mining Sector Strategic Plan”) contained this
recommendation: “Implement a more accessible, predictable, timely, accountable,
and coordinated permitting and regulatory process that ensures up-front and

continuing public involvement." The plan goes on to say:

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC)
should attain primacy for the National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) water discharge program. This program, as
operated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, is currently
problematic. Primacy could occur through a phased effort to assume
and implement this program ... Industry should also be requested to
contribute financially. Industry contribution could be accomplished
through permit fees (paying for services) . . . State primacy of the
NPDES process would address two important issues. First, it would

S-2



NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting
Options for Improvements

make the process most accessible for all involved whether it be the
applicant, the state, or the general public. .. Second, state primacy
would lead to a more efficient process. ..

What changes could be expectedfrom a state NPDESprogram?

In addition to the improved access to the permitting process and an overall gain in
efficiency and timeliness as suggested by the Mining Sector Strategic Plan, we
would expect the State of Alaska would have more say in national developments
tnat affect the NPDES program and ultimately NPDES permitting in Alaska. In the
same vein, NPDES program authority would position the State to have far greater
influence on program priorities in Alaska. Finally, compliance monitoring should be
more effective. Closer proximity of facilities and program staff should foster dialog
within which questions could be posed and answered; and problems discussed and
resolved. We would also expect some improvement in permit quality in terms ot
better protecting receiving water quality where warranted, while avoiding overly
stringent limits. It is important to understand, however, that permits developed by
the State in accordance with strict NPDES protocols will in most respects be

identical to permits developed by EPA.

What are the basic options?

There are basically two ways to phase into a state NPDES permitting program:
through a partial approval process, or through work share agreements. The partial
approval process involves transferring parts of the program from EPA to DEC in
increments over a five-year (or shorter) period until full state program capacity is
reached. Under the work share process, the agencies agree to share work with
DEC assuming more and more of the program functions until the agency has
sufficient resources and expertise to seek approval of a state NPDES program.

S-3



NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting.
Options for Improvemen]

It is also possible to begin with a work share agreement, transition into a partial

program, and finish with a full state program.

How do the options compare?

»

While both partial approval and work share processes can lead to an approved state
NPDES program, there are a couple of basic differences. First, the partial approval
process involves transfer of authority from EPA to DEC with approval of each
increment; whereas there is no transfer of authority until full program approval under
the work share process. Second, while the partial approval process must lead to full
program approval within five years, there is no mandate that the work share process

ever lead to full program approval.

Work share agreements offer several advantages over going directly to partial

program approval:

 Work share agreements provide flexibility to focus limited DEC resources on
those areas where the agency can have the greatest impact, whereas a partial
program would require that DEC immediately take on substantial data

management,.record keeping, and administrative responsibilities.

* Work share agreements can be fashioned on a sector-specific basis. That could
prove important should some of the permitted sectors support additional state
NPDES involvement while others do not. It would be entirely feasible to initiate a
work share agreement that deals exclusively with mining industry permitting, for

example, while leaving permitting of other sectors alone.

» Going to an initial work share agreement will be faster and cheaper than an initial

partial program phase.
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What actions areproposed?

A
To address the concerns in the areas of accessibility, timeliness, accountability and

coordination, and as a first step towards greater state involvement in Alaska's
NPDES permitting — and ultimately to a state NPDES program — DEC, working
with EPA, industry and other public, should implement an initial, formal NPDES work
share agreement with EPA.  Under that agreement, DEC would become the primary
point of contact for permit applicants and interested public, and would be responsible
for deriving (for EPA approval) effluent limits and associated monitoring

reguirements for new permits, as well as permit modifications and renewals.

Depending on the level of industry and public support, a work share agreement may
be pursued for some sectors and not others. Once an agreement is implemented,
DEC and stakeholders can decide whether in future years to continue to increase
state responsibilities towards full NPDES authority through either additional work

share agreements or the partial program approval process.

What would be the costs?

To implement the proposed work share agreement (for all permit sectors) as a first
step towards a state NPDES program would require the equivalent of an additional

four DEC positions at an annual cost of approximately $400,000.

Ultimately DEC would require a total of 13 new positions at an annual cost increase
of approximately $1.3 million to operate a full state NPDES program. With this
increase, DEC would have the equivalent of 23 full-time positions in the NPDES
program — essentially the same resources currently devoted by both DEC and EPA

to the program. This staffing level is on a par with other states running their own

NPDES program.
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How could costs be covered?

Additional costs could be covered through either additional general funds or program
receipts. Alaska would not be eligible for additional federal grant funds. As for

program receipt fee structures, options include:

»

« Hat fees that assess all permittees the same amount (or at least certain types or

groups of facilities the same amount).

e Graduated fees which involve setting fees based on facility and discharge

characteristics such as flow, toxicity, number of outfalls, and whether the facility

is considered major or minor.

» Actual fees that involve the permitting agency tracking time and expenditures

and assessing fees usually at an hourly rate for staff time plus actual expenses.

The clear trend in other states is towards funding state NPDES programs with
program receipts based on either one-time application fees, or continuing discharge
fees. In five stctes canvassed as part of this study, program receipts accounted for
57 to 100 percent of the costs tc .un the program. Application fees are collected
whenever a permit is issued, modified or renewed. Discharge fees, on the other

hand, are usually imposed on an annual basis.

Graduated application fees (based on flow, toxicity, number of outfalls, etc.) strike a
reasonable compromise between simplicity and equitable allocation of costs on the

basis of demand on agency resources.
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What sort ofpermitfees could be expected?

If all new costs were to be covered by application fees (as opposed to general funds,
or some combination of general funds and program receipts), the cost of the work
share proposal would mean collecting an average of a litte more than $400 per
facility each year — or $2,000 per facility over a 5-year permit cycle. Actual fees, of
course, would depend on the fee structure. New, complex facilities would likely pay
substantially more that the average, with existing, simpler facilities paying less. To
generate the $1.3 million required for full program authority entirely through fees

would require an average of $1,400 from each facility each year.

What about implementation?

Suggesting a work-share concept as presented here is just a first step towards
improving Alaska’'s NPDES framework. A final work-share design will require a
balance between EPA who must approve the design; the regulated community who
will likely bear the bulk of the costs and yet reap benefits; the public who must have
confidence in the program; and the state who must implement the program. To
reach that balance, the final-design needs to be forged with the assistance of

representatives of all affected parties. Things to consider as part of that process

include:

e As the state proceeds towards NPDES program authority, Alaska should think in
terms other than rote implementation of a federal program. While the program is
highly structured in terms of what has to be done, it does offer some opportunity

for creative approaches in how things are accomplished.
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Any program design needs to r%serve a strong voice for the state in priority
setting (defining what has to be done) as well as deciding how objectives are to

be accomplished.

Alaska shouid use the effort to improve Alaska's NPDES permitting regime as an
opportunity for improving theI overall permitting process. Better defining pre-
application rules, such as baseline data requirements, is one area ripe for
improvement.  Better integration of state and federal permit procedures is

another.

Another area for progress is examining, and where prudent expanding, the

potential role for private contactors in the NPDES program.

Implementation of the proposed work share agreement will require substantial
advancements in DEC staff technical and programmatic understanding and
capabilities. An initial period where DEC and EPA agency staff co-develop new
permits may be the most efficient way to train DEC staff and establish a system

for coordinating actions between the agencies.

Before launching any changes, DEC, EPA and the shareholders should agree on
the measures to be used to gage improvements resulting from process changes.
Ultimately, implementation will include assessing the extent to which work
sharing has addressed the problems, and deciding whether to maintain the
arrangement as a cost-effective alternative to state program authority, or to
continue to expand DEC's role towards state NPDES program capacity.
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1. Project Introduction

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) is exploring options

that would provide for the agency assuming a greater role in wastewater discharge

Forty-one states permitting in Alaska. At present, permits for most wastewater discharges in the
administer NPDES ~ State are developed, issued and otherwise administered by the U.S. Environmental
protghrea}rrnks)ovytljtehrlsr? Protection Agency (EPA) under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permitting program. Provisions in federal law, however, allow states to

implement the NPDES program. Forty-one states administer NPDES programs

within their borders.

The concept of Alaska operating a state NPDES program is not new. In 1987, DEC
prepared a report on the feasibility and costs of the state assuming responsibility for
the NPDES program. More recently, a sector-based analysis of Alaska business
and industry, entitled “Marketing Alaska," recommended that the State phase into a
state-run NPDES program. The results of the analysis for the mining sector,
described in the “Mining Sector Strategic Plan," had this recommendation:

Implement a more accessible, predictable, timely, accountable,
and coordinated permitting and regulatory process that ensures
up-front and continuing public involvement - A predictable
permitting process is necessary and required to attract responsible
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mineral development. The decision process, to be timely, must be
concurrent rather than sequeritial. One of the fundamental barriers in
the permit process is the fact that cooperative and consolidated state,
lederal, and in selected cases, local, programs have not been
formally implemented and the public sometimes believes that
important information or decisions are not open.

The plan offered the following steps to improve Alaska wastewater permitting:

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC)
should attain primacy for the National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) water discharge program. This program, as
operated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, is currently
problematic. Primacy could occur through a phased effort to assume
and implement this program ... Industry should also be requested to
contribute financially. Industry contribution could be accomplished
through permit fees (paying for services) . . . State primacy of the
NPDES process would address two important issues. First, it would
make the process most accessible for all involved whether it be the
applicant, the state, or the general public.. . Second, state primacy
would lead to a more efficient process...

We suspect that, at a conceptual level at least, support for the State playing a
greater role in Alaska wastewater permitting extends well beyond the mining
industry. The guestions are those of specific roles for the state, and their cost and
benefits:  What options — including phased development of a state NPDES
permitting program as suggested in the Mining Sector Strategic Plan — are available
to the State? What effect would each option have on the process, the applicants,
the public, and the permits? What are the associated costs? And, how could costs

be covered? This report seeks answers to those questions, and to recommend an

approach that makes sense for Alaska.
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2. NPDES Program Description

2.2 Background and History

The NPDES program is the wastewater discharge permitting program conceived as
part of the sweeping 1972 amendments to the federal Water Pollution Control Act.
The amended Act set as a national goal the elimination of discharges of pollutants
into navigable waters by 1985. Section 402 of the Act established the NPDES
permitting program as the primary means by which the goal was to be achieved.

In its most basic sense, the NPDES program requires that persons discharging

wastewater to “waters of the United States" (essentially all surface waters, including

The NPDES  wetlands, but not including groundwater) apply for a permit. Permits are issued by
pmgrﬁgtrﬁeeqrggﬁg the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), or, in the case of an EPA-
nggw%{gr"{g approved state-run program, by a state environmental agency. The permits are
surface waters  developed in accordance with protocols for decision-making and public participation.

applyfor apermit. o _ _ N
They contain limits on pollutants based on the nature of the discharging facility and

available treatment, as well as protecting receiving water quality.
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Since its beginnings, the scope of the original NPDES program has grown. EPA's
initial round of NPDES permits issued between 1972 and 1976 were, by today's
standards, relatively simple and dealt with only a very narrow range of “conventional”
pollutants. That changed with the 1977 amendments known as the Clean Water
Act. Those amendments greatly expanded the range of pollutants addressed in the
permits placing new emphasis on “toxic" and “non-conventional” pollutants. In 1987,
the program grew again with a new round of Clean Water Act amendments that,
among other things, specifically applied the NPDES permitting program

requirements to industrial and municipal storm water discharges.

Today, the NPDES permitting program remains the centerpiece of the Nation’s water

The NPDES  Pollution control efforts. The crux of the program is still the permitting of wastewater
perm ittirr]gnﬁ)arl?ngsr?hn; discharges to surface waters, though the program now includes a number of special
centerpiece ofthe  program areas developed to implement initiatives addressing specific water pollution

D oll\llt?ttilc())r? ioV\rll?ngT concerns. Consequently, the NPDES program now includes elements such as the
efforts.  storm water program, the municipal sewage sludge program (sometimes referred to-

as the “biosolids" program), and the pretreatment program.

This report begins by describing the various aspects of the NPDES program. A full
understanding of the program requires examining both the different program areas,
as well as the array of functions performed by the EPA or a state agency in

implementing the program.
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2.b Program Components

The NPDES program currently consists of four major program areas:

* Point Source Control

e Pretreatment

* Municipal Sewage Sludge
e Storm Water

The following table shows the relationship between the two primary types of
dischargers — municipal and industrial/commercial — and the applicable program

areas. Each of the program components is further described in the paragraphs that

follow.

Table, 2-1
Major Program Areas
Program Areas Applies To:
NPDES Point Source Control e Municipal Wastewater Discharges

(Base Program)

e Industrial Wastewater Discharges

Municipal Sewage Sludge e Municipal Sludge Use and Disposal

Pretreatment

Storm Water

¢ Industrial Discharges to Sewerage Systems

¢ Municipal Storm Water Discharges
¢ Industrial Storm Water Discharges

Occasionally, permitting of federally-owned facilities is considered a distinct element
of the NPDES program (and in those cases is referred to as the “federal facility"
program). Distinguishing permitting of federally-owned facilities as its own program
area arises from cases where state authorities do not extend to federally-owned
facilities. In Alaska, the distinction is of little importance in that state environmental

authority clearly encompasses federal facilities.
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One may also see references to thef “Combined Sewer Overflow" program area, or
“CSO program." The CSO program area involves implementing EPA's National
Combined Sewer Overflow Policy intended to eliminate the untreated discharge of
combined domestic wastewater and storm waters during storm events. The CSO
program is important in states with large numbers of combined sewer overflows, but
does not merit distinct program status in Alaska with only a few combined sewer

overflows.

2.b.1 Point Source Permitting Program

The PointSource The Point Source Permitting program is, by far, the most significant NPDES
Ctﬁgttr)g!sgrpor%rgﬂn‘i? component in terms of complexity and level-of-effort, and is considered the “base
program.” Point sources are wastewater flews that are discharged to surface waters
through a discrete conveyance such as a pipe or ditch. (As opposed to “non-point,”
or dispersed sources.) They generally fall into two categories: industrial and
municipal. Municipal sources are community sewerage systems that discharge
primarily treated “domestic wastewater,” or wastewater with a composition typical of
household sewage (although municipal sources may include some fraction of
dissimilar industrial wastewater). While effluent from municipal sources is often
similar from one facility to the next, industrial sources discharge a wide array of
wastewater streams depending on the type of industrial or commercial facility. Major

classes of industrial sources in Alaska include:.

e mining industry sources,

» seafood industry sources

» oil and gas industry sources, and
» timber industry sources.

The point source permitting process includes the following more-or-less sequential

series of events:

» A facility completes and submits an application to the agency,
» the permitting agency prepares a draft permit,
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e the draft permit is subject to public review and comment,
« the agency makes necessary revisions and issues a final permit, and
» the agency monitors and enforces facility compliance with the permit.

NPDES permits are effective for a period of no more than five years, although EPA
and many states (though not Alaska) have authority to “administratively extend"
permits beyond their expiration, date  Permit renewals and major modifications

follow basically the same process as initial permit application.

NPDES permits can be issued to individual dischargers (individual permits) or to a
group of similar dischargers (general permits). An individual permit is a permit
specifically tailored and applicable to an individual facility. A single general permit,
on the other hand, covers multiple similar facilities within a specific area. General
permits are developed much the same as individual permits with the exception that
the permit is issued at the instance of the permitting authority. Once a final general
permit is effective, facilities that wish to be covered under the general permit submit
a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the permitfng authority. The permitting authority may
then either request additional information, authorize the facility to discharge under

the general permit, or require the facility to apply for an individual permit.

2.b.2 Municipal Sewage Sludge Program

Another component of the NPDES program is the regulation of use and disposal of
residual sludge generated by the treatment of domestic sewage. The Municipal
Sewage Sludge Program responds to the Clean Water Act requirement that NPDES
permits issued to facilities that treat domestic sewage include previsions for use and
disposal of the sludge generated during treatment. The program also includes,
however, regulation of those facilities that do not discharge wastewater (and
consequently do not need an NPDES permit), but treat or use sewage sludge, such
as sludge incinerators. The law and ensuing program emphasize cont. j| of the toxic

and pathogenic components of the sludge.
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EPA has established national standards for the use or disposal of domestic sewage
sludge. In most cases — those where the discharging treatment facility deals with
its own sludge — the program is implemented by including in NPDES or other
permits stipulations to ensure that use and disposal complies with the national
standards. In those cases where the sludge use or disposal facility does not need
an NPDES permit, the program can be implemented through a separate permit, or

by including stipulations pertaining to sludge in other kinds of permits, such as solid

waste or air quality permits.

Interestingly, states authorized to administer this NPDES program element rE& not
implement the Municipal Sludge Program as part of their wastewater permitting
program. Some states, for example, administer the Municipal Sludge Program as

part of their solid waste and air emission permitting programs.

2.0.3 National Pretreatment Program

The National Pre-Treatment Program is rooted in the 1977 Clean Water Act

The basis ofthe amendments. It applies to discharges from non-domestic (i.e., industrial and

N
prc? grrar e?it Sm tﬁg’t commercial) facilities to publicly-owned treatment works (primarily municipal sewage
certain industrial  systems). The program was established to guard against a particular type of

and commercial . : ,
facilities needto  problem: Most municipal (and other publicly-owned) treatment works are designed
‘pre-treat” their to treat, and are effective at reducing, the pollutants found in common household

wastewater before
discharging ittoa (domestic) sewage. In some communities, however, commercial or industrial

municipal sewage

system. facilites may discharge substantial quantities of wastewater to the local sewage

collection and treatment system that is entirely unlike household sewage.

There are several potential effects of discharging a highly-toxic, non-domestic
discharge — such as might be derived from a metal finishing facility — to a

municipal sewerage system. Toxic pollutants may pass relatively unaffected through
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the municipal treatment process which is not suited for treating toxic substances.
The result being that the toxic pollutants are discharged to receiving waters.
Secondly, the composition of the industrial discharge may be such that it interferes
with the municipal treatment processes. Treatment facilities that rely on biological
processes to decompose pollutants are particularly susceptible to upsets caused by
toxic waste streams. Hnally, where treatment processes are effective in removing
toxic constituents, the process residual — or sludge — may exhibit toxic

characteristics that warrant particular care in disposal and safety precautions.

The basis of the pretreatment program is that certain industrial and commercial

The program is facilities need to “pre-treat” their wastewater before discharging it to a publicly-

designed to be  owned treatment works. The program is designed to be implemented primarily by
implemented
primarily by larger

municipalities. sewage treatment plant discharge, to develop and implement a pretreatment

larger municipalities who are required, as a condition of their NPDES permit for the

program that complies with federal regulations.

Implementing the program consists of developing program authorities and
procedures; identifying publicly-owmned treatment works with sources of non-
domestic wastewater that trigger pre-treatment requirements; including as conditions
of the NPDEo permits issued to qualifying municipal treatment facilities that they
develop pretreatment programs; assisting municipalities as they develop their
programs; reviewing pretreatment programs submitted by municipalities for
compliance with federal regulations; and monitoring municipal program
implementation. In essence, this NPDES element involves requiring and overseeing

pretreatment programs that are actually implemented primarily by municipalities.

2.4 Storm Water Program

Storm waters are those flows derived primarily from precipitation, surface runoff,

street washing and other drainage. In response to continuing concerns about the
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effects of storrn waters on the qation’s waterways, Congress, in the 1987
amendments to the Clean Water Act, extended the NPDES program to specifically
include discharges of storm waters, and required EPA to establish phased NPDES
requirements. The first phase of the program required that two types of storm water

dischargers apply for NPDES perrpits:

» storm water discharges associated with “industrial activities" (including
construction activity disturbing more than 5 acres); and

e storm water from municipal storm sewer systems in municipalities with a

population of 100,000 or more.

The second phase of the program, which is just beginning to be implemented in

Alaska, involves permitting of many of the other types of storm water discharges.

Because of the vast number of storm water discharges, EPA has made extensive
use of general permits in implementing the storm water program. The basic
approach to regulating storm water is somewhat different than the rest of the
NPDES program. Most NPDES permits prescribe 'mits on the amount of pollutants
that can be discharged (effluent limits). The focus of storm water regulation, on the
other hand, is to require the implementation of practices designed to reduce
pollutant loads. Lastly, while general permits play an overriding role in lhe NPDES
storm water program, in some cases storm water conditions are incorporated into
individual permits issued to facilities, or a storm water-specific individual permit is

issued.
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2.c Program Functional Elements

In the preceding discussion, we described the scope of the base and special
program areas included within the NPDES umbrella. This section addresses in more
detail the actual functions demanded of the permitting agency in implementing the
base (point source industry and municipal permitting) program. For purposes of

discussion, we have broken NPDES base program functions into four groups:

* permit development (including modification and renewal),
» compliance monitoring (including enforcement),

« data management and record keeping, and

e program development and administration.

The following sub-sections provide an overview of the requisite agency functions

within each functional group.

2.cul Permit Development

perm it Permit development is the process of developing new permits, permit modifications
developmentis the or renewals. The process of developing an NPDES permit, modification or renewal
deve&ﬁgssnsef,vf alone does not trigger the environmental planning process prescribed by the
o ficapt?o”r?sits} National Environmental Policy Act, or NEPA (the Act that requires, among other
renewals.  things, preparation of Environmental Impact Statements). In some cases, however,
projects that require NPDES permits trigger the NEPA process for other reasons. In

those instances, draft NPDES permits are usually developed within the NEPA

framework (eg., as part of overall development of an Environmental Impact

Statement).
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Whether an NPDES permit is develg.ped within the NEPA framework, or not, the
process is largely the same. In the case of individual facility permits, the permitting

authority:

 assists applicants in completing applications;
» evaluates applications for completeness;
» develops a draft pennit which includes both facility-specific conditionsand

standard conditions, and a fact sheet that explains the permit;
e provides public notice consisting of, as a minimum, placingadvertisements in

newspapers;
e provides opportunity for applicant and public comment on the draft permit

including, at a minimum, soliciting written comments, but also including
sponsoring public workshops and/or hearings for more complex permits;

* responds to applicant and public comment by providing a written summary of
comment and agency response, and making revisions to the permit to reflect

public comment;
» adjudicates appeals by the applicant or members of the public, and in some

cases defending agency actions and decisions in a court of law; and
» completes the administrative record and issues a final permit.

The steps involved in developing general pennits are much the same. The primary
differences are two: The process is not Initiated by receipt of an application, but by a
decision of the agency; and after rhe final permit is issued, the agency accepts,
reviews and acts on Notices of Intent submitted by facilities wishing to be covered by

the general pennit.

Of the elements involved in permit development, the process for deriving effluent
limits merits further discussion. Without going into great detail, effluent limits must
reflect both the effluent quality that can be expected from the particular type of
facility using state-of-the-art treatment and pollution control measures (technology-
based limits), and the effluent quality necessary to protect the receiving waters
(water quality-based limits). Technology-based limits are derived from federal
regulations that provide limits for each of an array of facility types. Water quality-
based limits, on the other hand, are derived specifically for each discharge site. In
most cases, water quality-based limits are derived from state water quality

standards. In cases of discharges to water quality-impaired water bodies, however,

12
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water quality-based limits may be derived from other, more stringent controls (total
maximum daily loads and waste load allocations) designed to restore water quality.
Water quality-based limits often involve modeling the behavior of the effluent in the
receiving environment (in a mixing zone) to determine receiving water impacts.
Derivation of water quality-based limits and corresponding monitoring requirements

Is one of the most significant and time consuming procedures required of NPDES

permitting agencies.

2.¢.2 Compliance Monitoring

onceapermithas Once a permit has been issued, the permitting authority is responsible for monitoring
been ;Sesrume ?t’t it: g and maintaining compliance with the permit terms and conditions, including effluent
. paountzicbﬁ: ¥Oif limits and compliance schedules. Compliance is generally monitored in two ways:
monitoring and

facility Toan:nptﬁ;r;]'cneg * by reviewing self-monitoring reports (or Discharge Monitoring Reports —
“DMRs") submitted by permittees as a condition of their permits, and
» through agency facility inspections which can range from informal site visits to

formal inspections involving collecting and analyzing effluent samples.

For state permitting authorities, compliance activities are conducted in accordance
with an EPA-approved “Compliance Evaluation Program." Compliance Evaluation
Programs specify the type, frequency, and intensity of compliance activities, as well
as the consequences of noncompliance. A prerequisite to state NPDES authority
are written compliance procedures that match violations to a narrow range of agency
enforcement responses. EPA guidelines establish minimum standards for EPA and

state Compliance Evaluation Programs.

13
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One element of complinnce monitoring is notifying facilities of instances of
One element o f . . . b . . . .
com pliance noncompliance with permit terms, and invoking a hierarchy of increasingly-severe
t.fm, O“f'“”,'lf‘tg, IS actions aimed at achieving or restoring permit compliance. The vast majority of
notifying facilities
ofinstances o f compliance actions are informal and involve notifying facilities of a violation and the
noncompliance and . . e . .
invoking need to rectify the problem, andia55|st|ng facilities in achieving compliance. EPA
compliance  guidance recognizes that formal enforcement actions are taken against relatively

actions.
few violators at sites where frequent or serious violations have occurred.

While infrequent, formal enforcement cases can be very time consuming, and
minimum state program capacity involves having both the legal authority and the
resources required to implement a limited number of formal enforcement cases as

they arise.

2.c.3 Data Management and Record Keeping

Administration of the NPDES program entails substantial data management and
record keeping responsibilities. A permit file comprising the administrative record for
new permit issuance, permit modification and permit renewal is prepared for each
permitted facility. A compliance file is also prepared for each facility and includes all
self-monitoring reports (or discharge monitoring reports — DMRS) submitted by
facilities pursuant to permit conditions, as well as any other compliance data or

records associated with compliance actions.

The primary NPDES data management tool is the national Permit Compliance
System (PCS). The PCS database contains permit and permit processing

Theprimary  information, as well as compliance monitoring information. Data are entered into this
NPDES data
managementtoolis

tChe n alFiO” a'sp“tm 't jdentifying and characterizing each permitted discharge and the associated effluent
ompliance System
(pcs). discharge limits and monitoring requirements, and marking significant events in the

(or in the case of some state programs, a separate but compatible) database

permit development process. Once the permit is issued, all compliance data, such

14
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as data provided in DMRs or collected during agency inspections, are also entered
into the database. PCS database queries and reports are used as the basis for key
periodic program reports. For example, formal reports identifying and describing
instances of noncompliance by major dischargers are prepared quarterly, and
summary noncompliance reports are prepared annually. The level of effort
demanded for PCS data entry, upidating and quality control is appreciable.

While maintaining permit files and the PCS database are the single largest foci, the
universe of NPDES data management and record keeping functions is far broader.
Records and data are routinely provided in response to public and other requests.
Reports and data are provided for program management and planning purposes. In
the case of state-run NPDES programs, the programs include entire systems for

routine transfer of data and records to EPA so it may conduct its oversight functions.

2.c.4 Program Development and Administration

Compared to most other state and federal environmental programs, the NPDES

Cftrztzaarﬁgfts dme?;tl program is highly structured. One of the older programs, an extensive body of

environmental  program regulation and guidance has evolved. Prescriptive procedures cover a
programs, the

NPDESprogram is  Significant fraction of the day-to-day programmatic decisions and actions. Many of
highly structured. o nrocedures are binding on state-run programs, and state and federal programs

alike are administered within this well-developed administrative framework.

A significant A Significant element of program administration is prescribed program planning. The

e'emd”? 0 ftp rotg fam  regulatory framework prescribes a continuing planning process intended to measure
aaministration Is
prescribedprogram  progress against objectives with a feedback loop to focus implementation efforts on

pranming program priorities. In the case of state-run NPDES programs, a significant element
of program planning is developing and maintaining agreements with EPA as to how
the state program is to be implemented. Two agreements weigh heavily on how

state programs are administered, and demand significant attention on the part of
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program managers. The “Delegation Agreement" governs the transfer of NPDES
authority from EPA to the state and covers topics such as transition procedures,
coordination of compliance monitoring and enforcement activities, joint permit
processing, etc. While it may be amended, a single Delegation Agreement is
prepared covering transition to and implementation of a state program. The periodic
Environmentai Performance Partnership Agreements (that are now replacing the old
State/EPA Agreements, or SEAs) must be consistent with the Delegation
Agreement, and deal with program priorities, work plans and other issues on a year-

to-year basis.

Program administration also includes elements of staff training, budgeting, personnel
management, and program development which comprises construction of the
regulation packages and guidance documents needed to implement the program.
Program development efforts are particularly important in the period immediately
preceding and following transfer of NPDES authority from the EPA to a state. It is
within that period of program design that the state must decide which of the
discretionary elements of the federal program to adopt, to modify, or to supplant with
state-specific elements. Development of an initial regulation and guidance package

involves a substantial effort.

Finally, program administration involves implementing federal permitting strategies
designed to focus efforts on particular problem areas. NPDES program

administration involves a number of ancillary activities associated with national

initiatives to advance program progress.
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3. State NPDES Program Rules

3.a State Program Requirements

Stateprograms  In a basic sense, state programs must implement the NPDES program as it is set

mustimplementthe . . _
NPDES program out in federal law. Federal regulations prescribing program standards and

as ”fisdset 0|u|t in procedures are extensive, and the vast majority apply to both EPA- and state-run
eaderallaw.

NPDES programs.

In addition to complying with the same standards and procedures used by EPA in
administering NPDES programs, federal regulations detail a number of requirements
specific to state-run programs. For example, state programs must be conducted in
accordance with a “continuing planning process" as discussed previously. State

programs must include a compliance evaluation process with procedures for:

e review and action upon reports and other evidence of permit violations;

inspection and surveillance;
investigation of reported violations; and
determination of the need for and type of enforcement action based on the

nature of any violations revealed.
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States must have enforcement authority including, among other things:
t

+ a mechanism (eg. emergency order or ability to seek a temporary restraining
order) to stop any unauthorized activity endangering public health or the

environment;
» the ability to seek civil penalties in at least the amount of $5,000 per day for each

violation; and
» the ability to seek criminal fines in at least the amount of $10,000 per day for

each willful or negligent violation.

State permit programs must contain procedures for EPA review of all permits prior to
issuance and specifically preclude issuing a permit over EPA’s objection: “State
permit programs shall provide that no permit shall be issued when the [EPA]

Regional Administrator has objected inwriting ..." (40 CFR 123.29).

State programs must include processes for providing information to EPA for review

including:

» copies of al permit applications,
* notice of every action taken by the state on a permit application, and

» copies of draft and final permits.

State programs must also include procedures for routine periodic reporting of
instances of facilities failing to meet permit terms to EPA. The noncompliance
reports detail the circumstances of each violation, classify instances of

noncompliance by severity, and discuss the stale agency response.

The list of requirements specific to state-run NPDES program goes on. In general
though, the regulations that set the minimum standards for state programs
emphasize three areas: that states have a program for monitoring permittee
compliance with permit conditions, that states have capacity and procedures to
enforce permit terms and conditions on a par with »he penalties prescribed by the
Clean Water Act, and that state programs include processes for EPA oversight of

the program and codify EPA’s intervention authorities.

18
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3.b Submittal Requirements

While federal regulations establish minimum standards for state NPDES programs
as described in the preceding section, they also specify what a state in pursuit of

NPDES program authority must submit to EPA by way of application:

a letter from the Governor requesting program approval;
e acomplete program description including scope, structure, coverage, processes

and procedures, costs and funding sources;

e an Attorney General's statement attesting to the adequacy of the State's
authority to implement the program and including specific citations;

* a Memorandum of Agreement with the EPA Regional Administrator that provides
for a transition from federal to state program management, andspecifies the
roles and coordinated processes of the state and EPA region; and

» copies of all applicable State statutes and regulations.

In effect, the state application must describe the programdesign andstate

authorities in sufficient detail so that EPA can determine whether the proposed state

program meets minimum standards.
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3.c Options for Partial Programs

While prohibited by the 1977 amendments to the Clean Water Act, the 1987
amendments added a new provision allowing for partial state permit programs. The
law provides for two types of partial programs. Under the "Major Category"
provision, the EPA Administrator may approve a state program consisting of
conducting all penfitting functions for a major category of dischargers. The “Major
Component” provision allows for phased assumption over a five-year (or shorter)

period of the components of the NPDES program, such as permit development, or

compliance monitoring.

In 1989, EPA eliminated from its regulations the blanket prohibition on partial
program approvals, but not until 1997 did it enact regulations fully implementing the
partial program provisions of the 1987 Water Quality Act amendments. The
preamble to the 1997 regulations explains that the “Major Category" provision was
intended for states where NPDES jurisdiction is divided between two or more state
agencies. Under that provision, one state agency can administer its part of the
NPDES program regardless of whether other state agencies have been approved to
administer their parts of the program. EPA had earlier adopted this narrow
interpretation of the applicability of the “Major Category”" provision as a matter of
policy, and has never granted partial program approval on the basis of the “Major
Category" provision. The new regulations at 40 CFR 123.30 codify the limitations on
approving partiai state programs on the basis of the “Major Category" provision:

A major category partial program submission . . . must cover all discharges
under the jurisdiction of a department or agency encompassing at a minimum
a major category of dischargers, and must comprise a significant and
identifiable part of the State NPDES program. To be considered complete,
the program must include permit development and issuance, compliance,
and enforcement responsibilities for all direct and indirect dischargers within
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the jurisdiction of the State agency or department requesting approval. [40

CFR 123.30(c)(1)] |

While options for states wielding NPDES authority on a permanent basis for
something less than the full range of dischargers are narrow, options are broader
under the other Clean Water Act provision for partial state NPDES program approval
— the “Major Component” or “Phased Pennit Program” — with one significant
constraint: Transfer of NPDES program responsibility from EPA to the state must
occur in discrete steps in accordance with a plan leading to full state program
approval within five years. States must initially assume a “significant and
identifiable” element of the program that includes permit development and issuance,
compliance and enforcement responsibility for a specific group or class of
dischargers. Each subsequent phase must add permit development and issuance,
compliance and enforcement responsibility for one or more new class of dischargers

until, by the end of five years, the state program includes all classes of dischargers

in the state.
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3.d EPA’s Role in State Programs

Once astateis  n general, once a state is authorized to implement NPDES program functions, the

. authorized to EPA is prohibited from conducting those activities and assumes an oversight role. In
implementNPDES

program functions,  that role, EPA is afforded an opportunity to review each permit before it is issued by

prohilt)r;'fegf‘)ﬁonl]s the state, and to object to elements that conflict with or fall short of federal

conducting those  requirements. If the state does not modify the final permit to EPA's satisfaction,

a%tsl\élut:ﬁ:sagr? EPA may issue the permit directly — a process known as “over-filing." Instances of
oversightrole.  over-filing are rare, but they do occur.

While EPA's permit review and veto responsibilities are non-negotiable, many of the
other divisions between federal and state roles are negotiated as part of the
delegation agreement, and subsequent performance partnership agreements. Once
the state's role has been defined, EPA monitors the state’s performance against the
terms of the agreements. Should the EPA find the state program lacking, it can

initiate formal proceedings to withdraw all or portions of the state NPDES program

approval.

Finally, EPA provides support and assistance to state NPDES agencies. EPA
recognizes that a decision to grant NPDES authority brings with it a commitment for
aild. The degree of support is greatest with new state programs and declines
thereafter as the states gain experience and competence. EPA assistance is
negotiated in terms of staff allocation and performance commitments in the transfer
agreement. Some level of support continues after the transition period and EPA
staff routinely assist even the long-standing state NPDES agencies on procedural,

legal and technical matters.
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4. Alaska’s W ater Quality Programs

4.a Federal NPDES Program

In discussing the nature of the NPDES program currently administered by EPA in
Alaska, it helps to understand that EPA groups facilities into “major" and “minor"
wastewater sources. In the case of municipal wastewater facilities, “major" sources
are those that discharge one million gallons or more per day, serve a population of
10,000 or more, or have a significant impact on water quality. In the case of
industrial facilities, sources are classified as “majors" or “minors" through a rating
system that allocates points to discharge characteristics such as flow, pollutant
loads, potential public health impacts, and water quality factors. The major vs. minor
distinction is a key agency workload management tool. Agency permitting priorities

focus on the major facilities.

One way to begin to understand the nature of the program EPA is administering in
Alaska is to review the statistics contained in the national Permit Compliance
System (PCS) database maintained by EPA. According to the database records,
there is currently (as of April 21, 1998) a total of 947 NPDES permitted facilities in
Alaska. A the total, 778 facilities are permitted under five general permits, with the
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remaining 169 facilities covered by individual permits. The 169 individual permits
further break down into 48 major permits and 121 minor permits.

MrcrUxtvilBi
Pmnb(121)

Pigure 4

Permit Types

QhyrB

Placer mining operations and seafood processing facilities account for the majority

of facilities covered by general permits in Alaska:

Placer Mining

(498)
igure 4 Seafood
limbers of FaC|I|t|es Covered b - Processing -

Genera[ Permits y 4 Alaska (261)

Arctic

Offshore Oil Seafood
and Gas (3) North Slope Processing -
Kodiak (11)

Oil and Gas

®

The distribution of individual permits by source type reveals the substantial
percentage of NPDES permits issued to municipal and other types of public
sewerage facilities, although mining and seafood processing operations again

account for substantial percentages of the total number of permits:
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The distribution of just the major individual permits is similar to the distribution of all

(major and minor) individual permits:
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A significant  Another significant feature of the present Alaska NPDES program is that there is a
fNestDuEres ;:()Ag'fasnfai: substantial backlog of permits that have been administratively extended by EPA
asubstantial  beyond their expiration dates. Of the total 174 general and individual permits, 137
bang doefxet);r:]idrij (or 79 percent) are currently administratively extended. Of the 48 major individual
permits.  permits, 29 (or 60 percent) have been administratively extended. While some of the

extended permits will not need to be renewed because facilities have stopped

discharging, most should be renewed. Looking at the numbers of existing NPDES

permits that have expired and may need renewal, or that will expire over the next

five years:

25



140 x

» [Major Permits ..
» Eg?rr%ﬁSExplratlons by Year

80--

60 -  [Minor Permits

40

General Permits



NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting
Options for Improvements

4.b State Water Quality Programs

While NPDES permitting falls under the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in

While EPA  Alaska, the State of Alaska, through the DEC, implements various other aspects of
implements the
NPDESprogram,

DEC conducts  comprehensive state water quality program includes personnel staffing of 38 full time
otheraspects ofthe ] ) .

overallwater €quivalents (FTEs) with a budget of $4.6 million. Some of the current state water

pollution control  quality protection efforts would continue regardless of any change in the state role in

framework.
the NPDES program, while others might be assimilated into any new state NPDES

the overall Alaska water pollution control regulatory framework. The current,

program authority. In essence, the state already performs some NPDES functions.
Any change to assume a greater role in the NPDES process would involve
expanding or adding to current efforts. To begin to approach options for an
increased role for the state in the NPDES program, it is important to understand the
current roles of DEC and EPA not just within the context of the NPDES program, but
within the overall water quality program context, and to identify those current state

efforts that already fall within the scope of the NPDES program.
The state water quality programs include the following elements:

» federal Clean Water Act permit (section 401) certification,
» coastal zone management,

» waterbody assessment and recovery,

» water quality standards,

e wastewater system plan review,

» state wastewater discharge permitting,

e groundwater pollution control, and

» forest practices. *

Each element is described in the discussion that follows.
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4.b.] Federal Clean Water Act Permit Certification

DEC certifies Even though EPA implements the NPDES program in Alaska, the Clean Water Act
peNrr:[i)tE zsap"ri\?itdh:dr reserves a voice for the State in.the process. Section 401 of the Act requires that
forin the Clean  federal agencies that issue permits under the Clean Water Act obtain state
WaterAct  cerification prior to issuing the permits (unless the state waives certification or fails

to provide it in a timely manner). The certification attests to a finding by the state

that there is “reasonable assurance" that each federal permit will result in

compliance with state water quality standards. States may include conditions in its

certification to ensure that water quality standards are met. The state’s role,

however, is limited to requiring more stringent or additional conditions. States may

not condition or withhold certification on any other basis.

Alaska's Section 401 certification program deals primarily with two federal permits:
permits issued by the U.S. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers for the
discharge of fill materials to wetlands under * ection 404 of the Clean Water Act, and
NPDES permits issued under Section 402. In many cases, the state Section 401
certification program for NPDES permits is an indistinct part of a joint federal-state
permit development process. In this process, the EPA consults to varying degrees
wi.h DEC staff during permit development, and any issues that might appear as

conditions in the state certification are resolved and incorporated into the draft

NPDES permit.

As mentioned previously, the issuance of an NPDES permit alone does not trigger
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. Nevertheless, many major
projects do invoke the NEPA process for other reasons. In those cases, DEC is
usually involved as a key participant in the planning process identifying water quality
(among other environmental and human health) concerns, examining relative water

quality impacts assoc'ated with project alternatives, and specifying measures to
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mitigate impacts. For NEPA projects, draft NPDES permits are developed within the
overall NEPA process, and DEC is often placed in an informal co-lead role with EPA

in evaluating water quality impacts in relation to state water quality standards.

DEC is obligated by statute to issue a state permit for essentially all wastewater
discharges. The law allows, however, the state to adopt an NPDES permit which it
has certified under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act as the required state permit,
and that is what happens in the vast majority of cases. Once the state adopts the
NPDES permit as its own, it has the force and authority of a state permit, and is
subject to state compliance monitoring. DEC receives self-monitoring reports (or
Discharge Monitoring Reports - DMRs) from the applicant, and conducts periodic
inspections - often coordinated with EPA inspections - of permitted facilities. When
required, decisions concerning compliance actions at NPDES permitted facilities are
usually discussed between DEC and EPA, and an agreement roached as to one or
both agencies are to implement compliance actions. As a general rule, EPA plays a

far greater role in compliance monitoring and permit enforcement at NPDES

permitted facilities than DEC.

4.2 Coastal Zone Management

The Alaska Coastal Management Program is implemented by the Alaska Division of
Governmental Coordination, an organizational unit within the Office of the Governor.
The program ensures that development within coastal areas is consistent with the
special values they possess and conforms to state and local plans and standards
intended to protect those values. By virtue of the way it is implemented, the
program also serves to coordinate state resource agency involvement in the

development of projects within coastal Alaska.
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As one of the three state resource (gigencies, DEC plays a significant role in the
coastal management process. With specific respect to water quality, the Alaska
Coastal Management standards incorporate the state water quality standards by
reference. A finding that a project is consistent with the Alaska Coastal
Management standards requires a DEC finding that any discharges will result in
compliance with water quality stalndards - the same finding required of DEC under
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. Thus with respect to water qualiiy, the coastal
management program Dlaces no new burden or. the agency. It does, however, add

procedural requirements.

4.b.3 Water Body Assessment and Recovery

DEC also works on water pollution control issues on a watershed scale. These
efforts focus on assessing water quality, identifying various point and nonpoint
pollution sources that may contribute to water quality problems, and reducing
sources of water pollution through planning, land use modification, discharge permit
modifications, and other mainly state - local cooperative efforts. This aspect of
DEC's current program addresses wastewater discharge issues as only one of
potentially many pollution sources. Nevertheless, the results of water body
assessments conducted by the program can significantly affect NPDES wastewater
permitting for discharges to waters identified as water quality impaired. In those
cases, NPDES permit effluent limits are derived using a more complex process
(involving total maximum daily loads or TMDLs and waste load allocations or WLAS)
that takes into account the effects of all sources of water pollution and the need for

more stringent limits to restore water quality to within acceptable limits.

4.0b.4 Water Quality Standards

In deference to the wide variation in types of water bodies across the nation, the

earliest national efforts at controlling water pollution reserved the setting of quality

SN
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standards for waters to the states — and that remains the case today. As in all
other slates, Alaska maintains water quality standards that specify under what
circumstances water gquality can be degraded, and limits how much degradation can
occur. While water quality standard authority has remained with the states, EPA
was given authority to approve or override state standards, and federal guidelines

have been developed that specify nationwide minimums for state water quality

standards.

In addition to a shift towards significant federal authority in the water quality standard
arena, there have also been dramatic improvements in water quality sciences. .The
combination has produced a series of updates to national water quality guidelines to
keep pace with advances in understanding, as weli as an increasingly complex set of
standards reflecting the new depths to which water quality effects are becoming
understood. One of DEC's water quality responsibilities is to update and to interpret

the standards for specific applications. In developing NPDES permits, the EPA

permit writers will take into account the Alaska’s water quality standards, but in many
cases, DEC is called upon to actually determine which standards and the specific
form to be used in developing NPDES permits. Derivation of water quality-based
permit limits is probably the most significant part of the technical development of
NPDES permits; and water quality standard interpretation along with impact
modeling are the most significant parts of the water quality-based permit limit

derivation process.

405 Wastewater System Plan Review

State law tasks DEC with reviewing and approving engineering plans for wastewater
treatment works. While the NPDES program deals almost exclusively with setting
effluent limits irrespective of how a specific facility might comply with those limits, the
state wrter quality protection program must examine the specific treatment

technology proposed, and arrive at a determination of whether the proposed
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technology meets design standards and whether the treatment system will ultimately
be capable of producing an effluent that will meet permit limits. There is no NPDES

counterpart to this state plan review responsibility.

406 State Wastewater Discharge Permitting

As mentioned before, DEC is obligated by statute to issue a state permit for
n a relativelyfew essentially all wastewater discharges, and usually adopts NPDES permits as the
instances, DEC  requisite state permit. In a relatively few instances, the state issues a state
lssues state wastewater permit in the absence of an NPDES permit. Those cases are normally

wastewater
dischargepermits  instances of discharges that are too small to warrant an NPDES permit, but are large

in the absence of

NPDESpermits enough, or otherwise significant enough, to warrant a state permit. Once issued, the

state has sole responsibility for monitoring and maintaining facility compliance with

the permits.

4h.7 Groundwater and Forest Practices

DEC also implements small programs to control groundwater pollution and to
monitor forest practices forcompliance with state law and water quality impacts.
Since the NPDES program deals exclusively with discharges to surface waters,
neither program has particular NPDES significar ;e.
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Ac Current State NPDES Functions and Resources

Of the water quality program functions currently performed by DEC, a state NPDES

program would subsume two:

e permit certification, including, in particular, DEC's role in developing NPDES

permits for major industrial facilities.

® Interpretation and application of v/ater quality standards and water quality impact

assessment in conjunction with NPDES permit development.

Conversely, state efforts that would continue outside of a state NPDES program
include the procedural requirements associated with the Alaska Coastal
Management Program, the wastewater system plan review program, state
wastewater discharge permitting of smaller sources, the water body assessment and
recovery program element, general maintenance and updating of water quality
standards, groundwater protection efforts, and forest practices monitoring.

In the case of major industrial facilities, DEC already plays a significant role in the

DEC is a key NPDES process. For major industrial facilities, permitting usually begins with a

agency in the time-  planning process. In the case of projects subject to the National Environmental

consumingpre-
application
planning process  Environmental Assessment or Impact Statement. For non-NEPA projects, there is

f ' _— :
indu Sfrirarlnfaa CJ(I)|: tr::sw usually some form of less formal pre-application planning. In both cases. DEC often
plays a major role, identifying issues of concern and the type and amount of data the

permittee will need to collect to allow the permitting process to proceed.

Policy Act (NEPA) process, planning is normally conducted in the context of an

Actual major industrial facility permit development is very much a coordinated
federal - state process. DEC plays a major role in establishing which water quality
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standards to apply and in determinin? the propriety and size of any mixing zone.
EPA derives permit limits on the basis of water quality standard information provided
by DEC, as well as its own regulations and guidelines. DEC plays a similar role in
the development of permits for other than major industrial facilities, such as
municipal wastewater discharges. These, and other less complex permits, are less

time consuming requiring a smaller resource commitment on the part of both

agencies.

Once an NPDES permit is issued and certified by the State, it is subject to
Oncean NPDES
permitis certified  compliance monitoring by both DEC and EPA. - Self-monitoring reports are provided

by the State, ithas by facilities to both DEC and EPA.  Compliance inspections are conducted by both
theforce and effect

o fstate law as well
asfederallaw.  penyeen the agencies.

DEC and EPA either separately or jointly. Enforcement actions are coordinated

The fact that the state already carries out certain NPDES functions has particular
significance in considering the resource requirements associated with various
alternatives for a greater state presence in the NPDES permitting process — as
discussed later in this document. DEC estimates that it currently devotes

approximately 10 FTEs and Sl million in state and federal grant funds to NPDES

functions.
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4.d NPDES Programs in Other States

We have mentioned that of the 50 states, 41 have EPA-approved full or phased
state NPDES permit programs. To provide some insight into the thinking and
experiences of the other states with respect to the NPDES program, we contacted
five other states for basic information about their programs. We contacted our
northwest neighbors, Washington and Oregon, both of which have had long standing
state NPDES programs. We also sought out the states that had most recently
received NPDES program approval. The States of Oklahoma, Florida and Louisiana
have all received approval of state NPDES programs within the last three years.

4(L1 Washingion

The State of Washington was delegated NPDES permitting authority in 1973. The
state carries out all NPDES functions in all program areas with the exception of the
municipal sludge and federal facilities programs. The state is actively working with
EPA to assume responsibility for implementing the municipal sludge program. There

are no current efforts to integrate permitting of federal facilities into the state

program.

The State of Washington program includes 487 active individual permits and eight
general permits covering a total of 3,203 facilities. The program staffing level is 102
full-time equivalents (FTEs) with an annual budget of $7.6 million. The program is
funded 96 percent through program receipts with pennit fees ranging from a high of
approximately $80,000 for bleach pulp mills, to $25,000 - $50,000 for other major

Industrial facilities, to smaller amounts for municipal discharges.
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4.d2 Oregon

Like the State of Washington, the State of Oregon NPDES permit program was
approved in 1973. With one exception, the state fully implements all parts of the
program including industrial and municipal point sources, storm water, pretreatment
and federal facilites. The exception is that the state is implementing a partial
program for municipal sludge, though it anticipates EPA approval to implement all of
the municipal sludge program in late 1998.

The State of Oregon program includes approximately 350 individual permits and
several general permits covering another 1,500 facilities. Staffing for the program is
approximately 44 FTEs with an annual budget of $3.1 million. The program is
funded primarily through program receipts (60 percent) with federal grant funds (20
percent) and state general funds (20 percent) making up the balance.

4d 3 Gdadoma

Oklahoma's partial NPDES program was approved in 1996. The program currently
does not include permitting of animal feedlots, ol and gas facilities, and pipeline
facilities. The partial permit program was approved on the basis of phasing into full
implementation of all NPDES functions for all categories of discharges over the next

three years.

The program includes permit functions associated with 366 municipal and 219
industrial dischargers. The program is currently staffed at 12 FTEs with an annual
budget of approximately $1.8 million. Full implementation is expected to require a
staff of 59.5 FTEs and a budget of $2.85 million. Program receipts is the single
greatest funding source (57 percent), followed by state general funds (24 percent),

and federal grant funds (19 percent).
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4.(L4 Horida

The State of Horida also recently received EPA approval of its phased partial
NPDES permit program. The program was approved in 1995 with phasing to a full
program to be completed by the year 2000. The current partial program does not

include storm water permitting of the municipal sludge program, though both areas

are to be phased into the state program.

The partial program is responsible for permitting functions associated with
approximately 700 individual permits and one general permit. The program is
staffed at 58 FTEs with a budget of $3.2 million. The program is supported entirely
through annual fees paid by dischargers that range from $100 to $11.500 per year.

4,(15 Louisiana

The State of Louisiana NPDES permit program was approved in late 1996. The
state program includes full implementation of all aspects of the program, although

the municipal sludge program is managed in another division (solid waste).

The program covers 495 individual permits. The current staffing level is 98 FTES
and the program budget is approximately $7.0 million. The program is funded
through a mix of program receipts (94 percent) and federal grant funds (6 percent).
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4.d.6 Trends

The clear trend in other states is towards funding state NPDES programs with

Thereis a clear  Program receipts based on either one-time application fees, or continuing discharge
:‘rendd' towards  fees. In the few states canvassed, program receipts accounted for 57 to 100
unding state
NPDE Sprogram s percent of the costs to run the program. Application fees are collected whenever a
withprogram  permit is issued, modified or renewed. Discharge fees, on the other hand, are
receipts based on
application or
dischargefees.  |arger, more complex facilities with larger, more toxic wastewater streams pay higher

usually imposed on an annual basis. In both cases, fees are structured such that

fees than smaller, simpler facilities.

Another trend in State NPDES programs is towards use of general permits. As a
general rule, states have succeeded in expanding NPDES coverage to mere

facilities using general permits.
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4.e Impacts of a State NPDES Program

The Mining Sector Strategic Plan suggests that a state NPDES program assumption
would have two important effects:

... Frst, it would make the process most accessible for all involved
whether it be the applicant, the state, or the general public. Currently
the public is likely the most affected by out-of-state permit control.
Second, state primacy would lead to a more efficient process. With
all the permit writers located under one bureaucratic group (in many
cases under the same roof), the permit process timeline would be
materially streamlined without suffering any loss of controi, process
oversight or loss of public access.

We agree. DEC staff working and living within Alaska are in a better position to
access and understand state and local processes, issues and contacts; toknow
what historical data may be available; to incorporate local conditions into the

permitting process and permits; and generally to control permit timelines.

In addition to improved access to the permitting process and an overall gain in
efficiency and timeliness, the following could also be expected to result from an

adequately supported state NPDES program:

* With better understanding of local water quality issues and state water quality
standards there should be some improvement in permit quality in terms of better
protecting receiving water quality where warranted, while avoiding overly
stringent limits. It is important to understand, however, that permits developed
by the State in accordance with strict NPDES protocols will in most respects be
identical to permits developed by EPA.
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The State of Alaska would have more say in national developments that affect

the NPDES program and ultimately NPDES permitting in Alaska.

In the same vein, NPDES program authority would position the State to have far

greater influence on program priorities in Alaska.

Compliance monitoring should be better. Improved proximity of facilities and
program staff should foster dialog within which questions could be posed and

answeied; and problems could be discussed and resolved.
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5. Alternatives for Alaska

5.a General Range of Alternatives

The general range  The range of alternatives for assuming a greater role in the NPDES program
a(\)/z];ﬁ!:glr Q ?glrﬁ s available to the State of Alaska is a spectrum beginning with informal work sharing
state i_saspectrum (the status quo), progressing through various options for formal work sharing
rsl: Qtnulsn g&gotn;fhhlel agreements whereby DEC might assume a range of program functions, progressing
NPDESprog(am further through phased program assumption, and ending with full program
assumption. assumption.  As discussed previously, state assumption of partial program
responsibility for certain classes of discharges for an indefinite period is not an

option under current federal regulations. The only partial program option available to

Alaska is to assume portions of the program in some sequence that arrives at a full

state program within five years.
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5.al Fomal Work Sharing Agreenents

The first option available to the state representing an increased role would be to
negotiate some form of formal .work sharing agreement with EPA. There is
significant flexibility in how work might be divided between EPA and DEC under a
work share agreement. This flexibility provides for a broad range of possible

program configurations.
Work sharing

agreem ents can he
used to divide work  Work share agreements could be developed to divide work between EPA and DEC

DbEe ivfne "e iiﬁtiaa?lj within essentially any combination of functional and program areas. Theoretically, a
any combination o f  work share agreement could be represented as any division of duties specified in the

functions and

following matrix:
program areas.

Table 5-1 .
General Work Share Matrix
ProgArFerg Base Program Sewage Sludge Pretreatment Storm Water
Function
Area
New Permit EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
Development _ DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
Permit - - : -
T EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
'F\Q/lgr?g\',&gf'onl DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
mwi%m‘c}* EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
Enoroemant DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
Program EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
Development DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
Program EPA Dutiej EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties

Administration DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties



W ork Fitarc
agreements can
also be applied on
asector basis.

While work
sharing
agreements can
divide work, they
cannotassign
NPDES authority
which rests with
EPA.

W hile sequence
andtiming are
subject to
negotiation, phased
program approval
locks the state into
a maximum five-
yeartransition
process.
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Obviously some of the possible combinations would make more sense than others,
In addition, work

Under the base,

but the framework is useful in considering the full array of options.
sharing can be further refined to divide work on a sector basis.
point source permitting program, for example, work may be divided one way for
mining permit development, and another way (or not at all) for seafood processing

permits.

It needs to be noted that while effort can be divided under a work share agreement,
authority cannot. State full o: partial program approval involves some transfer of
authority from the federal government to the state. No such transfer occurs under a
work share agreement. EPA retains full program authority with complete discretion
to accept or reject state program decisions and work products.

As discussed previously, the other notable difference between work share
agreements and partial program approval is that while work share agreements may
lead to full program approval, they don't have to. An agreement to divide and share
NPDES work between EPA and a state can remain static at a particular level for an

indefinite period.

5.a.2 Phased Program Approval

The next higher level of state program participation is phased program approval.
Specific alternatives under this general option are far more narrow than the broad
options for work share agreements. The only flexibility is the sequence and timing
(within a maximum five-year transition period) of transferring program elements from
EPA to DEC. Rules also prescribe that transfer of components occur in discrete

increments each of which must represent a “significant and identifiable" part of the

program.
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sharing
agreements,phased
program approval
involves
incremental
transferof
authority.

The gap between
currentstate
capability and that
requiredforfu Il
authority is so wide
that so *e-
transition
process— he itwork
sharing orphased
program
approval— would
be required.
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In contrast to work sharing agreemsnts, phased program approval does involve
transfer of NPDES authority from the EPA to the state with each program element.
In other words, once a state program element is approved, EPA is constrained by
federal law in its role — though that role remains one of strong oversight.

%

503 Full Program Approvel

There is a final option of the state developing and seeking approval of a complete
state NPDES program without a partial program phase-in period. The program is
now sufficiently complex, and the gap between the current state NPDES capabilities
and what would be required for full program approval sufficiently wide, that some
form of transition period would be required. It may be possible, on the other hand,
for the state to ramp-up under a work share agreement to a level from which it could

seek full program approval without ever seeking partial program approval.



Alaskafaces a
choice among three
options: static
'vork sharing, ramp
up tofu llprogram
capacity under
work sharing
agreements, and
ramp up tofu Il
program capacity
underthephased
approvalprocess.

Thefirst option
proposedfor
further
consideration is
continuing the
currentinform al
work sharing
arrangement

NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting
Options for Improvements

5.b Specific Alternatives for Further Consideration

Of the general alternatives, Alaska faces a choice among basically three options:
work share agreements at the existing or some other level of state participation in
the NPDES process, work share agreements that ramp the state role up to ultimate
full state program approval, and ramp up to full state program approval under the
partial program approval process. Each of the last two options requires a decision
by the state — at the outset — to develop and seek approval cf a complete state

NPDES program.

In order to provide the level of detail required to examine specific costs and benefits,
three alternative program designs are proposed. These alternatives are subject to
revision or refinement in the latter stages of this project. The specific alternatives
advanced for further consideration are these: informal work sharing per the current
arrangement: a formal work sharing arrangement designed to address expressed
concerns with the existing program; and full program approval (either via a work
share or partial program approval process). Each option is described more fully in

the following paragraphs.

Sbl GaionNo. 1: Informal Wark Sharing (status quio)

The first option to consider is continuing the current informal work sharing
arrangement. The primary purpose of this option is to serve as a base case against

which the benefits and detriments of the other options can be evaluated.

A variation on this option would be to maintain the status quo, but to codify the
current division of work under the performance partnership agreement or in a formal

work share agreement. Formalizing the arrangement might have the effect of
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helping to standardize roles and practices, but would not otherwise involve a

significant change in how the two agencies operate.

5b2 OptionNo. : Formal Work Share Agreement

As previously suggested, work sharing agreements can be used to structure the
collateral roles of EPA and DEC to gain efficiency as well as to take advantage of

each agency's strengths.

While the range of work share options is broad, a relatively specific option is needed
for estimating costs and to help focus discussions. The proposed formal work
sharing program design, described in the following paragraphs, was developed to

address the concerns expressed in the Mining Sector Strategic plan.

As envisioned, the initial work share agreement would apply only to the base, point
source permitting component of the NPDES program (although there are certainly
opportunities for work sharing in the pretreatment, sludge and storm water
components that should be considered later). Referring back to the matrix

presented earlier, the proposed work share agreement deals only with the

highlighted area:
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Table 5-2

Proposed Work Share Program Areas
N v Program ! |

N Area Base Program Sewage Sludge Pretreatment Storm W ater
Area
New Permit 'm EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
Development DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
Klle(;(r}]illg[cation/ o/ EPA DutiesV ; LI’A Ducies EPA Duties EPA Duties
Renewal r -DEC Duties e DEC Duties DEC Duties DEf Duties
,\CA%%%ISSC/E EPA Duties EPA Duties LI'A Duties EPA Duties
Enforcem%nt rV DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
&g%aage%ent/ EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
Record Keeping ’Q'DGVE thDUUESll.J: DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties
Program "EP A Duties' ¥ LI'A Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
Development "i; DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties

3 |-
5 |

Program | mEPA Duties f.PA Duties EPA Duties EPA Duties
Administration DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties DEC Duties

Theproposed work To address the expressed NPDES process concerns in the areas of accessibility,
sharing agreement timeliness, accountability and coordination, the proposed work share agreement

would make DEC
theprimary point  would make DEC the primary point of contact for permit applicants and interested

i\g[)cggtggmirt public. The assumption here is that by virtue of their location in several areas within
applicants and  the state, DEC staff will be more accessible and accountable to permit applicants
Interested public. and the public. As a state agency with a designated role in the state permitting and
coastal zone management processes, DEC is in a better position to help coordinate

permitting between federal, state and local agencies. Whether DEC can improve the

timeliness of NPDES permit actions will be a function of staffing levels. With

adequate staffing, DEC presumably would be in a position to process permit actions

more quickly than EPA Region 10 permitting staff who also have competing NPDES

responsibilities in the non-NPDES-delegated State of Idaho, as well as the NPDES-

delegated States of Washington and Oregon.
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To address concerns regarding predictability, as well as to take advantage of DEC s

local knowledge and presence, the proposal also has DEC deriving the effluent limits

and associated monitoring requirements for new permits, as well as permit

. reTe':neepnrto\F;vOosuelg modifications and renewals. In essence, DEC would develop — for adoption by EPA
also have DEC — the heart of the permits. The presumed gains from this change would also include
eff‘:ue:re]'tolF:mNistaEnz improvements in efficiency an quality. The coordinated process currently in effect,
associated with DEC developing the basis for water quality-based effluent limits and EPA

req”; i"r'e‘:;"erni ?Sg developing the actual water quality- and technology-based limits, is inherently
inefficient (though unavoidable given the division of responsibility). Placing all

effluent limit derivation at the hands of one agency with capacity to translate the

state’s water quality standards and water body assessment results directly into water

quality-based permit limits should simplify, standardize and speed permit

development.

Compared to water quality-based effluent limits, derivation of technology-based
limits is relatively straightforward, as is integration of water quality- and technology-
based limits into a single set of effluent limits. In effect, this change would put the
agency most knowledgeable and responsible for local water quality in a position of

developing permit limits for discharges to those waters.

As a final note on permit development, deriving water quality-based permit limits
often involves computer modeling to understand the behavior of an effluent stream
in the receiving water for purposes of determining end-of-pipe effluent limits. DEC is
sometimes called upon to conduct this mixing zone modeling. The work share
proposal calls for placing the burden of all receiving water modeling on the
applicants. Lacking in-house expertise, applicants can enlist the assistance of
contractors to run approved mixing models. (Such assistance is readily available at

reasonable cost in Alaska's private consulting sector.) There may be other

opportunities for third party involvement, as well.
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Theproposed work  The forgoing discussion deals with work sharing of permit development, modification
\;:31; ;Strer: ': deirf'yt and renewal functions. With respect to compliance monitoring efforts, the work
the current  Share proposal includes continuing the current division between DEC and EPA
a”z:hgeermN eP”D”EOSr amounting to an annually negotiated schedule for DEC, EPA and joint compliance
function exceptto  inspections and coordinated (though not necessarily joint) enforcement actions. The
ft:er eDXEteC” tt;er?auni rdelg concerns and recommendations of the Mining Sector Strategic Plan deal primarily
itsnew perm it wWith permit development, modification and renewal. Some of the arguments for a
dpeoviilto_zice:: taanci greater role for DEC in permit development also apply to compliance monitoring and
work. there are incentives for a greater DEC presence in compliance monitoring. Such

changes should be considered in future years.

The work share proposal does not include modifying the current data management
and record keeping structure. EPA would continue to enter data into the Pennit
Compliance System (PCS) database and to maintain permit files. DEC would
continue to maintain its separate data management and record keeping system.
The dual data management and record keeping functions are an unfortunate, but
seemingly unavoidable, area of duplication and inefficiency. Short of a fully
authorized state NPDES program, the overlap cannot be eliminated or even
significantly reduced. And, even with an authorized state NPDES program, EPA

would retain a limited data management and record keeping role.

While the proposal does not suggest independent changes to program development
and administrative functions, significant changes will be required to implement the
work share arrangement. For the most part, the changes represent increasing DEC
capacity to carry out new responsibilities transferred from EPA. Staff will need to be
trained in technical NPDES program protocols for effluent limit and monitoring
requirement development, as well as general NPDES program areas such as
application requirements and processing. There will need to be provision for
additional planning including developing and maintaining the work share agreement.
Identifying DEC as the primary point of contact for permit applicants means that staff
of DEC field offices will have to have sufficient understanding of the program to
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assist applicants and the public with qnuestions and to provide forms and explanatory

materials. e

Given that the primary changes are proposed in the permit development,
modification and renewal functions, with resulting changes needed to program
development and administration functions, the specific break-out of work between
DEC and EPA would look like this:



able 5-3

roposed Work Share Agreement

Functional Area

Permit
Development/
Modification/

Renewal

Program
Development/
Administration

DEC Functions »

Provide applicants with pre-application
assistance.

Provide NPDES permit applications
(establish NPDES permit centers at
existing DEC locations).

Assist applicants with applications.

Receive completed applications and
forward to EPA.

Assist applicant in providing additional
information if required.

Draft permit schedule in accordance with
EPA, other federal agency and state

agency time frames.

Serve as liaison and primary point of
contact with applicant and public.

Derive effluent limits and monitoring
requirements and corresponding fact
sheet sections.

Hold public workshops and/or hearings
as required.

Receive public comment.

Revise water quality-based effluent limits

and monitoring requirements as required.

Draft summary of public comment and
agency response.

Draft responsiveness summary.

Issue 401 certificate.
Develop work share agreement with
EPA.

Provide staffing to handle new
responsibilities.
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EPA Functfd

Coordinate pre-application requirements
with DEC.

Review application and coordinate
requests for information as required.

Issue formal application completeness
determination.

Approve permit schedule.

Review, approve, modify effluent limits
and monitoring requirements as required,
complete draft permit and fact sheet,
issue public notice.

Revise other portions of permit as
required.

Issue final permit.
Develop work share agreement with
DEC.

Provide training for DEC staff.
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In addition to the division of responsibility indicated above, a few tenets would also
apply. There would need to be a transition/training period during which EPA would
train DEC staff, and DEC and EPA would share responsibilities likely largely through
co-development of new permits, modifications and renewals. There would be an
element of coordination between the agencies — particularly early on in the
transition process, but continuing thereafter — at essentially every step of the
permitting process. EPA would be free to intervene in the process at its discretion.
EPA would also retain final approval over all DEC decisions, actions, and work
products. Finally, the work share agreement set out lacks detail which would simply
have to be worked out hetween the agencies as part of developing the actual work

share agreement.

5.b.3 Option No. 3: FullProgram Approval

As discussed, full program approval may be achieved either through ramping up to
near full program capability under work share agreements, or through the partial
program approval process. The work share transition process involves increasing
state involvement and capability, but no authority is transferred until full program
approval. The partial program process involves transferring both authority and
responsibility in increments until the full program is reached.

While potential variations in the composition, sequence and timing of program
elements to be transferred from EPA to DEC are numerous, the end result is the
same. a state NPDES program that has the state performing essentially all
functions within the point source, storm water, pretreatment, and municipal sludge
program elements under EPA's oversight. Consequently, further analysis of this
option focuses on the costs and henefits of a complete state NPDES program,
without dwelling on the mechanics of the transition.
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6. Costs and Funding

This chapter discusses the costs and potential funding sources for each of the
options identified in the previous chapter and advanced for ruriher consideration.
The discussion first examines the costs of full state NPDES autnority, followed by
the costs to implement the proposed work share agreement. The chapter concludes
with a discussion of potential mechanisms to fund additional costs.

6.a Costs of a State NPDES Program

Three approaches were used to gain perspective on state NPDES program costs.
One was to look at the resources other states devote to their NPDES programs, and
to adjust those figures to Alaska's case on the basis of number of major permits.
Another was to look at the resources currently used by EPA and DEC in
implementing the NPDES program in Alaska. Finally, a workload model was used.
Workload models predict resource needs on the basis of unit resource allocations for
certain functions — such as the average time required to develop a major permit,
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Beginning with the resources devoted by other states to their state NPDES
programs. .. The following table summarizes the NPDES program resources of the

five other states surveyed as part of this study:

Table 61
Other State Program Resources
Individual Individual General, Total Staff '
ate, Majars Mipors Permits» Permits (F )
asﬁlngton
7
oul gﬂ;a A
onaa 50 1
Using the number of major permits as a basis for comparing NPDES resources
between states, we find that unit resources span quite a range with Washington
devoting 1.2 FTES per major permit, to Florida's 0.3 FTES per major permit:
Table 62
Other State Unit Resources
FTEs per
ate, Major Permit
asﬁlngton
L? on
oma
how ana
orda 3

The range of unit resource requirements narrows significantly if Washington's data
are excluded, with a resulting span of 0.3 to 0.6 FTEs per major permit. On this
basis, an Alaskan NPDES program would require somewhere between 14 and 29

FTEs.

Turning to resources currently devoted to the NPDES program in Alaska. . . EPA
Region 10 has approximately 13 FTES working in the Alaska NPDES program:
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Table 63

EPA Alaska NPDES Resources

Progratn Area * - FTEs

?’”t ST e Rk Ops fc

ren% rnent )

o
Upport &echnlcal legal, managerial, clerical) 3 (estimated)

Total 1315

With the 10 FTEs in DEC currently working on NPDES activities within DEC, the
combined EPA and DEC NPDES staffing level totals a little more than 23 FTES —
within the range of 14 to 29 FTES expected on the basis of comparison to other

states.

Finally, the simple workload model. .. Each unit resource estimate, such as FTES
per major industrial permit, was derived from one of three sources: a 1995 model
developed by EPA to examine the distribution of NPDES resources hetween the
agency's regions, from estimates by EPA Region 10 NPDES staff of the resources
required to implement parts of the program, or from direct estimates of time required
to complete tasks. Numbers of permit actions were estimated based on the number
of permits remaining stable at current levels, and assuming that 20 percent of the
total number of permits would be issued or reissued each '-ear, and that 20 percent
of the total number of facilities would be subject to a u...pliance inspection each
year. Interestingly, the workload model produced a figure of 23 FTEsS — the same
as the current combined EPA and DEC staffing level.

One last way to put the current estimate into perspective is to compare the estimate
with previous ones. In 1987, DEC estimated a continuing level of NPDES program
staffing and funding of 27.8 FTEs (including 8.8 existing FTEs) and $1.9 million per
year. As part of 1992 research into the possibility of a separate EPA regional office
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for Alaska (a new Region 11), EPA Region 10 estimated that a separate EPA
NPDES program for Alaska would require 22 persons.

Based on the results of the three approaches used, it appears that 23 FTEs would
be a reasonable estimate of a minimum staffing level for a state-run NPDES
program. This represents a 13 FTE increase over the current DEC staffing level.
Allowing for travel and other indirect costs, 13 FTEs translates into an increase of
about $1.3 million over current funding levels.
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6.b Costs of Work Share Alternative

The same workload model used to predict the personnel resource requirements for a
full state NPDES program was used to estimate the resource requirements for the
proposed work share agreement. The model was run differently in that it was used
to estimate the incremental increase in DEC personnel resources needed to handle
the additional work, as opposed to running the model to predict total resource
requirements.

The model suggests that an additional 0.5 FTE wo'l'J be required to deal with
additional public information requests, and that an additional 3.5 FTES would be
needed for permit development, modification and renewal activities (assuming that
DEC is currently devoting approximately 2 FTES to these functions). Including travel
and other indirect costs, an increase of 4 FTES would correspond to a budget
increase of approximately $400,000.
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6.c Funding O ptions

Before turning to options for covering the increased costs associated with either a
state NPDES program or the work sharing proposal, we shouid clarify that neither
work sharing nor program approval would result in state eligibility for increased
federal grant funds. The state can expect, however, that as DEC assumes more of
the program work, EPA staff would be more available to provide in-kind assistance,

such as training, legal and technical support.

Given that no additional federal tunding would be forthcoming, additional costs would
have to be met with either state general funds or program receipts. Increasing
general funds would have the effect of spreading costs across the Alaska populace.
Program receipts would target costs on permitted facilities through a fee structure.
We have mentioned that ether states employ two hasic types of fee structures: one-
time application fees that are assessed as part of applying for a new permit,
modification or renewal; or discharge fees that are assessed annually. Either
application or discharge fees can be set to generate the requisite funds. The
primary difference is the frequency with which they are assessed, with application
fees being larger and assessed less frequently and discharge fees being smaller
and assessed annually.

As lor the fee structure, options include:

+ Flat fees that assess all permittees the same amount (or at least certain types or
groups of facilities the same amount). Flat fee structures are the simplest, but
least equitable in distributing costs on the basis of agency resource demand.

» Graduated fees which involve setting fees based on facility and discharge
characteristics such as flow, toxicity, number of outfalls, and whether the facility
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is considered major or minor. Graduated fees are more complex than flat fees,
but are better at distributing costs with the larger, more complex facilities that
demand more agency resources paying more than smaller, simpler facilities that
demand a smaller commitment of agency resources.

m Actual fees that involve the permitting agency tracking time and expenditures
and assessing fees usually at an hourly rate for staff time plus actual expenses.
These structures are the most complex and least predictable for the permittee,
but are fairest in terms of distributing costs on the basis of actual demand on

agency resources.

Which fee structure would work the best for Alaska, and its actual design, are
matters for further discussion between DEC, the regulated community and the
public. We suggest that graduated application fees strike a reasonable compromise

between simplicity and equity.

The actual fees that would be borne hy the requlated community, of course, w.'uld
depend on the amount of the additional funding generated through program receipts
(with the balance coming from general funds), and the final fee structure. While it
isn't possible to pinpoint fees for these reasons, we can add some perspective.
Assuming that the entire funding increase was derived from permit fees, that would
mean raising $1.3 million annually from the 947 NPDES permitted facilities in
Alaska, for an average of approximately $1,400 from each facility. The work share
proposal at an increase of $400,000 over existing budget would amount to an
average of a little more than $400 per facility.
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7. Recommendations

7.2 Review

Before tuming to recommendations for changing how the State of Alaska is involved
in the NPDES wastewater permitting program, it may be useful to briefly review the
need for changes and the objectives to be satisfied: The Mining Sector Strategic
Plan presents the following fir.dings and recommendations:

Implement a more accessible, predictable, timely, accountable, and coordinated
permitting and regulatory process that ensures up-front and continuing public

Involvement. ..

» ... Ccooperative and consolidated state, federal, and in selected caues, local,
Bro_grams have not been formally implemented and the public sometimes
elieves that important information Or decisions are not open.

* Industry should also be requested to contribute financially. Industry contribution
could be accomplished through permitjees (paying for services)...

» ... make the process mosTaccessible for all involved whether it be the
applicant, the state, or the general public...

... lead to a more efficient process...
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In summary, the plan directs the State to seek a more accessible, predictable,
timely, accountable, efficient and consolidated wastewater discharge permitting
process. The plan concludes that the way to achieve improvements in these areas
is for the State to develop an aplproved state NPDES program through a phased
approach, and to ook to permitting fees as a means to cover costs.

The preceding chapters suggest that there are two ways to phase into a state
NPDES permitting program: through a partial approval process, or through work
share agreements. TWr “artial approval process involves transferring parts of the
program from EPA to DE inincrements over a five-year (or shorter) period until ful
state program capacity is reached. Under the work share process, the agencies
agree to share work with DEC assuming more, and more of the program functions
until the agency has sufficient resources and expertise to seek approval of a state
NPDES program, A conceptual basis for an initial work share agreement was
described previously.

While both partial approval and work share processes can lead to an approved state
NPDES program, there are a couple of basic differences. First, the partial approval
process involves transfer of authority from EPA to DEC with approval of each
increment; whereas there is no transfer of authority until full program approval under
the work share process. Second, while the partial approval process must lead to full
program approval within five years, there is no mandate that the work share process
ever lead to full program approval.



NPDES Wastewater Discharge Permitting
Options for Improvements

7.b Alternative Comparison

The status quo  1Ne status quo, consisting of an informal work share arrangement between DEC and

clearly leaves  EpA -~ clearly leaves something to be desired in the minds of the public and
something to be ) i . ) C

desired  permittees. While less expensive than the other alternatives, maintaining the status

quo does not move the State towards fixing the problems. Of more interest are the

relative merits of the two alternatives for improving Alaska's wastewater discharge
permitting process.

That work sharing  On the surface, that work share agreements do not involve transfer of authority from
doeﬁ;‘é’r‘e‘;zzﬁﬁ EPA to DEC during the transition to a state NPDES program might be viewed as a
transferof  primary problem with this alternative. In fact, since EPA retains over-filing authority
a“‘::g;'ltfngani 5 over even fully-approved state programs, there is very litte practical difference
permitdevelopment  Detween the two — at least when it comes to permit development, modification and
where Efig\nri?i‘j;ﬁ renewal functions. NPDES permits are developed in accordance with highly
authority anyway.  Structured protocols such that permit conditions are to a large extent independent of
who writes the permit. The permits themselves are going to be the same whether

they are developed by DEC under a partial state NPDES program or under a work
share arrangement.

While the transfer of authority from federal to state agency that occurs under the
partial program approval process would have little effect on permit development and
content, it would havs more significance with respect to other program functions.
For example, under the partial program process, DEC would have some additional
flexibility to fashion its own compliance monitoring regimen — though the State's
compliance monitoring protocols would still have to meet EPA standards.

The flexibility to modify work share agreements is another significant benefit ov - 'he
partial approval process. While work share agreements can be fashioned to le* |, to
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state program approval, they do not Iock the State into a five-year transition to full
NPDES authority. The transition penod can be expanded as required and even
stopped at an intermediate level should work sharing prove successful in addressing
the problems, or the resources needed to continue building towards full program
capacity prove to exceed availablei funding levels.

Work share agreements provide flexibility to focus limited DEC resources on those
areas where the agency can have the greatest impact, while de-emphasizing other
areas. For example, DEC's strengths are in its proximity to and relationship with the
Alaskan public and permittees, as well as its expertise in local water quality
conditions and the State's water quality standards. The proposed work share
arrangement would focus DEC efforts on improving accessibility to the permit
development process and permit limits. The proposal does not task DEC with
substantial new data management, record keeping, compliance monitoring or
administrative responsibilities except to the extent required to implement the
agreement. Under a partial program approval process, DEC would have to take on
the full range of NPDES functions for certain categories (and ultimately all
categories) of dischargers as itassumes each element of the program.

Work share arrangements have the additional advantage in that they do not
effectively extend federal control over state funds. State NPDES authority requires
using state funds to implement a federal program and the federal decisions affecting
the program.  Work share agreements, on the other hand, allow for more directed
use of state resources. Conversely, one of the advantages of the partial program
approval process is that once the State has even a partially-approved program, it
would be ina hetter position to influence program structure and direction.

We have mentioned that work share agreements can be fashioned on a sector-
specific basis. That could prove an important advantage should some of the
permitted sectors support additional state NPDES involvement while others do not.
It would be entirely feasible to initiate a work share agreement that deals exclusively
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with mining industry permitting, for example, while leaving permitting of other sectors
alone.

Cosls of an approved partial program first phase will in all likelihood exceed that of
an initial work sharing arrangement.  The work share agreement described
previously is expected to require a budget increase of 3400,000. While there is
some flexibility in the design of an initial partial program phase, EPA generally
requires that the initial phase include the majority of the base point source permitting
program. Given that, the first phase would include DEC conducting all of the pennit
development functions proposed under the work share agreement plus other
functions such as additional compliance monitoring, data management and record
keeping, and program development and administration. In addition, partial program
approval would require preparing a formal application which may include, among
other things, significant statutory and regulatory changes to bring state authorities in
line with minimum  federal requirements — adding both to cost and timelines.
Ultimately, if both work share and martial approval processes lead to full state
NPDES authority, costs will be the same at $1.3 million above current funding levels.
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7.c The Proposal

DECshould As a first step towards greater state involvement in Alaska's NPDES permitting —
initialf?{)ﬂ'ﬂi”;frv‘v‘;ﬂ and ultimately to a state NPDES program — DEC, working with EPA, industry and
share agreement  Other public, should implement an initial, formal NPDES work share agreement with
EPA.  That initial agreement should embody the division of work described

previously and designed specifically to address the problems identified in the Mining

Sector Strategic Plan: It would apply only to base, point source permitting functions

(as opposed to storm water, pretreatment or municipal sludge functions). DEC

would become the primary point of contact for permit applicants and interested

public. DEC would be responsible for deriving (for EPA approval) effluent limits and

associated monitoring requirements for new permits, as well as permit modifications

and renewals. Division of other NPDES functions — compliance monitoring, data

management and record keeping — would remain unchanged and largely the

responsibility of EPA. Program development and administration functions would not

change except to the extent required to develop and implement the agreement.

Funding should be At least for this initial effort that targets improvements in permit development,
ge“eratjﬁe‘f;'ﬂqg modification and renewal functions, funding to cover additional costs should be
applicationfees. ~ generated through a graduated fee structure that assesses one-time, application

fees for those functions. In future years as DEC assume additional functions, such
as new compliance monitoring duties, some form of annual discharge fee might be
considered.
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7.d Stakeholder Interests

DEC has been in discussion with industry groups about options for funding DEC
functions — with the emphasis on expanding program receipts based on fees. The
Alaska Miners Association, for one, has indicated that at least the mining industry is
willing to discuss reasonable fees for services for which they feel they benefit directly
- such as agency costs associated with new permit development. On the other
hand, the industry opposes fees for other agency functions. We suspect that
support for that position extends beyond the mining industry.

The proposal adheres to this interpretation of industry sentiments with respect to
funding. The proposed work share agreement would focus new DEC functions (and
resulting costs) on permit development, modification and renewal - the program
areas where industry would be most willing to consider paying for services. We
suspect that the general public would also support industry paying a reasonable
portion of its own way with respect to these services.

In support of the proposed funding structure, we have pointed out that there is a
clear trend in other states towards fee-based funding of NPDES programs and
functions, with program receipts accounting for 57 to 100 percent of program
budgets in the five states surveyed, and fees ranging up to $80,000 per permit and
up to $11,500 as an annual discharge fee. In comparison to these five states, at
least, wastewater permitting in Alaska appears to be a bargain, and suggests that
reasonable increases in fees would not put Alaska out of step with other states.

One of the results of a fee-based hudget would be an emphasis on cost. As the
program evolves, managing efficiencies and costs will have to be a priority. And,
program design and management will need to focus on the agency as a service
provider to both applicants and public.
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Publicly-owned ~ While it is relatively easy to envision an argument for passing agency peimitting
S(y*;’tfﬁ]sst'@zzvl“degzgai costs on to industry as a cost of doing business, the rationale is not so clear when it
costs in proportion  COMes to the single largest group of individually-permitted facilities: the publicly-

tosma”erreasgi';gz owned, not-for-profit sewerage systems, a substantial portion of which are federal
commitmentsfor  facilities. Fortunately, agency permitting costs for domestic sewerage systems are
thesepermits. — normally far less than major industrial discharges due to the similarity between
wastewater composition, treatment techniques, and effluent characteristics. While

these facilities probably should bear some costs, a fee schedule would likely reflect

the smaller resource commitment associated with those permits.

The general Alaskan public has reason to support the proposal as well. Better
access to the NPDES process and an equitable funding mechanism should find
public support. On the other hand, the agency will have to build confidence that the
proposal will protect public interests as well as or better than the current system.
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7.e Implementation

Describing a work-share concept as presented here is just a first step towards
improving Alaska's NPDES framework. A final work-share design V'ill require a
balance between EPA who must approve the design; the regulated community who
will bear the bulk of the costs and yet reap benefits; the public who must have
confidence in the program; and the state who must implement the program. To
reach that balance, the final design needs to be forged with the assistance of
representatives of all affected parties. Depending on the support or opposition to the
concept expressed by different sectors, the proposal might be modified to pursue
work sharing for certain sectors and not for others.

As the state proceeds towards NPDES program authority, Alaska should think in
terms other than rote implementation of a federal program. While the program is
highly structured in terms of what has to be done, it does offer some opportunity for
creative approaches in how things are accomplished. While mo” certainly not the
intent of Congress in providing for state NPDES programs, the relationship between
EPA and the state can tend toward one of client and contractor where EPA
establishes what is io be done and provides funding, and the state is expected to do
it. Any program design needs to guard against a client and contractor arrangement,
with a strong state voice in priority setting (defining what has to be done) as well as
deciding how objectives are to be accomplished.

An effort to improve Alaska’s NPDES regime offers opportunities for other
improvements that could be made both as part of, or apart from, that effort. For
example, permittees and regulators alike recognize the importance of, and expense
associated with pre-application work. In cases of major new projects, collection of
often a year or more of background, or “baseline," data can be far and away the
single greatest expense associated with permit development. At best, requirements
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for baseline data are sparsely defined. This lack of definition can lead to the
appearance that pre-application requirements are somewhat arbitrary.  While
defining baseline data needs and other pre-application requirements is difficult due
to their site-specific nature, there is substantial opportunity for better defining the
general requirements for baseline data and other planning needs. In addressing
pre-application issues, it will also be important to bear in mind and accommodate the
very significant demands pre-application work can place on agency resources.

Another area for progress is examining potential roles for private contractors.
Private companies may be employed as contractors to the permittee, as contractors
to the state, or as third-party contractors funded by the applicant, but reporting to the
state. We have suggested that all mixing zone modeling, for example, be relegated
to the applicants and their contractors. The agencies might consider using
contractors for other functions such as discharge monitoring report review, or data
entry and database management,

Implementation of the proposed work share agreement will require substantial
advancements in DEC staff technical and programmatic understanding and
capabilities. DEC V/ill have to identify and train a core group of permit writers in the
intricacies of NPDES effluent limit and monitoring requirement derivation as well as
program processes and general requirements. Procedures for coordinating work
with EPA will also have to be established. Perhaps the best way to accomplish both
training and coordination objectives would be for the work share agreement to call
for an initial period of permit co-development. While there is no question that a co-
development process will be less efficient than a single agency process, it should be
a relatively efficient means of training DEC staff,

Before launching any changes, DEC and the shareholders should agree on the
measures to be used to gage improvements resulting from process changes. Permit
processing time, for example, could be a key measure. Polling of applicants and the
public could be used. Ultimately, implementation will include assessing the extent to
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which work sharing has addressed the problems, and deciding whether to maintain
the arrangement as a cost-effective”alternative to state program authority, or to

continue to expand DEC'S role towards state NPDES program capacity.
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Alaska Full NPDES Program Workload Model

Program Area
J Functional _}Area

General angd Adminisragie.
Program management
Program planning
Clerical support
Public information requests
Legal Su;fport
Tethnical Support

Poinl Source Pe,rmlttmgf o
Permit Development, Modification and, Renewal
Issue/rejssue major Inaustrial permis
Issue/rejssue major mgnm :?I ermits
IssUe/rejssue minor industytal permis
Issue/rejssue minor mum?#)al permits
Issue/reissue general permits

Conifliarice Monitoring .~
Major facility inspections/follow-up
Minor facility Inspections/follow-up
Data Management and Record Keeping
1
Pretreatment Program
Sludge Prolgram

Storm Water Program

Factor  Unt
100 totdl 40
02> tota 10
200 total 100
05D total 100
100 tota 100
100 total 10
Q40 FTES per permt per year 3d)
e T
Q20 FTES per permit per year ]8%
Q40 FTEs per permit per year 10
QQ7 FTEs per facility per year 1380
QQ2 FTEs per facility per year 17680
100 otal 10
100 otd 10
100 otal 10
100 otal 10

Total

Number  Total

210



Alaska NPDES Work Sharing Workload Model

ProgramArea . r
Functional Area

»
General and Administrative
Program management
Program planning
Clerica) sumgr_t
Public Information requests
Legal ,Su?port
Technical Support

. h »
Point Source Pe_rm[gt,@g o
Permit I%prmn_t, Modification and. Renewal
Issue/reissue major industrial permits
|ssue/rejssue m,aHor municipal permits
|ssue/rejssue minor industrial permits
Issue/reissue minor municipal permits

Issue/reissue general permits

Compliance Monitoring .~~~
Major facm?y Inspections/follow-up
Minor facility inspections/follow-up
Data Management and Record Keeping
Pretreaimelnt Program
Sludge Prggram

Storm Water Program

S

Factor  Unit

t

100 total
100 totdl

Q40 FTES per permit per year
Q) FTES per permit per year
Q10 FTES per permt per year
Q10 FTES per permit per year
Q40 FTES per permit per year

QQ7 FTEs per facility per year
QQ2 FTEs per facility per year

100 otal
100 ot
100 otd
100 total

Number  Total

2%
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NPDES Permitted Facilities in Aiaska as of April 21, 1998

NAVIL

lZOMINCO ALASKA INC
IKENNECOTT GREENS CREEK MININ
«ECHO BAY ALASKA INC |

COEUR ALASKA, INC.
e

ALASKA GOLD
KLEMENCIC. JOHN
COLE JOHN H

EDGERTON, JAMES
WLMARTH, LARRY
WILLOW CREEK MINE
VELIKANJE, BETTY K

FULTON, GORDON
KNAEREL, JEFF

YOUKON MINING 00
ARMSTRONG, EDWARD

AUMNING INC
FULLERTON, JOHN
KNAEBEL, JEFF
SMITH, WILLIAM ]

FAA TOM
CONGDON, CARL
MT S/ INC

KENSINGTON VENTUR
JOE HSHER
SLATE CREEK MINE

SKOOKUM MINING *
[JAMES EDGERTON

JJULIAN CREEK MINING
MKE BUSBY

HE SALMON "
FLAT PICK MINING
JEFF KNAEBEL
JOEL RAMSTAD
EDWARD ARMSTRONG
KENNETH UPCHURCH............
FLAT CREEK PLACERS
JEFF KNAEBEL
BILLY 1&2
TOM FAA

AL CREEK MINE
JAMES COATS, PRES

ALASKA PLACI%Bl_ DEVELOPMENT  (KARL HANNEMAN

GREGER, SCO
FULLERTON. JOHN
RUDY

KRIZAK,
.FERRENBACH, ROY
'TRYCK, KEITH

IRYCK KETH

|
ACB MINING &ENGINEERING
- JACER MINERS INAK
SAYER PAUL

DICK. ROBERT

IWREDE, RON

ILLIE CREEK MINE
FLAT CREEK PLACERS
RUDY KRIZAK
"AOS MINING &ENGINEERING
SHORT GULCH MINING CO LTD

SHORT GULCH MINING CO LTD
'ROY W FERRENBACH

!
BHD MINING

Page 1

RED DOG MINE
;GREENS CREEK MINING PROJECT 1081 E
ALASKA\ JUNEAU (A\ J) MINE

e e e
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e
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ROWALLAN MINE PARTNERSHIP
SCHNABEL, JOHN J.
HICKS, STEVE
SWENSON, RICHARD
THOMAS, JOHN C.
MORRIS. CLAUDE
THOMAS, MARTHA L
TRAXLER ROY E
PARR GLENN C
GIBSON. WAYNE E
ROBERTS, ROBERT
DEAN

BURNS, JOHN R
ALAVIN MINING CORPORATION
MISCOVICH, JOHN A

LEACH, JAMES &SARAH
KLOPMAN, KENNETH L
NORDLUM, ROGER

MAXWELL, BARBARA
GODFREY. ROBERT &ROSELLA
ZIMMER GEQRGE W.

SOULE, HAROLD &BETTY
REGNERI.EO A

JOE MALATESTA

SWENSON MINING
THOMAS, MARTHA L

JACKSON MINING.00,
GYPSY LUCK MINE

*

CAMP CREEK MINING

BIG FOUR MINE

UARTZ CREEK EXPLORATION CO
UNG MINER CAMP

CHICKEN CREEK MINING
TRESH MINING

PAUL &COMPANY

MSCO\ WALSH MINING COMPANY!
TAYLOR MOUNTAINS MINE
DEAN BASKE

MAXWELL MINE & EXPLORATION
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0AKG3/0110 NTP
QAKG3/0111 “NTP
QAKG3/0112 NTP

NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

TILLESON, HAROLD &NAOMI TILLESON MINING &RECLAMATIO 1041
HALL JOHN B 1041
REGNER, LEQ 104
HAYDEN FOREST A 104
MATTER I\/IARK CHARLES A\NE/MARVEL CREEKM 1041
TWEET &SONS, NB. BRUCE TW 104
MCCLAIN JOHN E &FLORETTAA 1o
L AMPRIGHT. RICHARD L ]T _ 1041
JONG, CLIERYL " RINITY MINING'- "1041
JONG, CHERYL TRINITY MINING 104
RI stafon ‘hruce JAMES d!GEISER- 104
E HAROLD A 104
ROY 104
NEUBAUER JACK CASSITERITE PLACERS 14
NEUBAUER.JACK CASSITERITE PLACERS 104
COLLEDGE STEVE ) 1041
COOK'S MINING JOHN COOK™"......... " ....... 1041
TULUKSAK DREDGING LID. NYAC MINING CO 104
TULUKSAK DREDGING LTD"...... NYAC MINING CO ............ 1041
TULUKSAK DREDGING LTD. NYAC MINING COQ....... ........ 0}
OTT, RICHARD K OMEGA MINING CO. 1041
WHITE, PAUL W 101
BEISTLINE: EARL H |ED LAPP & SON 1041
BEISTLINE, EARL H ED LAPP &SON %%-_
m COYLEED'
PARRY JAMES M ! 104
MARCHUKHNICHOLAS 1041
RUBEL, JOHN D 1041
NORDEEN. WILLIAM H , "4
DUTCH CREEK MINING CO FORREST CHARLTON 1041
- BOUTON, GLENN &LELA 104
WARNER. HELEN AJLIMTED 104
STEIN DONALD iDEPEM 1041
STEIN, DONALD , 1041
WILLIAMS RUSSELL |OHN LARSON 1104

Page 3



0AKG370113
0AKG370114
0AKG370115

0AKG370116'

0AKG37bl17
0AKG370118
0AKG370119"'
0AKG370120
0AKG370121
0AKG370123
0AKG370124
0AKG370125
0AKG370127
0AKG370128
0AKG370131
0AKG370i34

0AKG370135'

0AKG370136
0AKG370137
0AKG370138
0AKG370139
0AkG37bl40
0AKG37bl41
0AKG370142
0AKG370143
0AKG370145
0AKkG37bl46"
0AKG370147
0AKG37bi49
0AKG370150
0AKG370151
0AKG370152
0AKG37bi53
0AKG370154
0AKG370i55'

NTP
N fp

NTP'

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

NTP'

NTP
NTP
NTP

NTP'

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

"NTP

NfP.......

NTP
NTP
N fp

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

NPDES Permitted F

HEFLINGER, FRED
PLANO, DAN & C'iNDY
JENSEN, DANIEL D.
wolf; RAY

PARSONS, ANTHONY "
ROLAND, JAMES
WEAVER, VERON P.
HOPEN, AL

MOOSE CREEK APTS PARTNERSHIP

WRIGHT,BERNARD & BETTY
WRIGHT, RICHARD L.
THURMAN OIL & MINING, INC.
VANDER WAL, JON K*..........
SIPES, JOHN

GIRDWOOD MINING CO.
ANDERSON,"WAYNES.
POLAR MINING INC
Lester, ray
Lester;ray
AGOFF,ALVIN H.
SMitH jr . Jesse
WILDE, JIM ...ccovveeeien e
THANKSGIVING MINING
SIIVERADO MINES (UTs. fINC
SiLVERADO MINES (U.S), |
SILVERADO MINES (U.S.X INC;
SiLVERADO MINES (U.S.), iNa " “
MILLER, DOUG & SADIE

FOUR BROTHERS MINING................

BROOKS RANGE VENTURES INC.
RUSSEL, GENE

GUMAER, MARK
ROSANDER MINING CO. ' "

les InAlaska as of April 21, 1998

GOLD HILL MINING CO."™"

ANNABELLE MINE

RICHARD L. WRIGHT

DAVID THURMAN

ANDERSON MINING

LESTER MINES

LESTER MINES

PRINCE CREEK MINING CO.
RONALD NASON

JOHN A. SHILLING

HENRY C. BILLINGS GENERAL PAR
RUSSELL MINING CO.

GENE TOURANGEAN

[RONALD ROSANDER
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f
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10411
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8/5/94
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8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
5/31/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94

8/15/94 '

8/19/94
8/19/94

8/19/94 ...

8/19/94
8/26/94
8/26/94
8/26/94
8/26/94
8/26/94
8/26/94
8/26/94

8/26/94;

6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
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6/30/99
6/30/99
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6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99

'6/30/99

6/30/99
6/30/99
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NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

IPOLAR MINING INC.

SWAN, JAMES
TRYCK KHTH

TAIGAMINING CO, INC

HANSON, KENNETH C.

LOSONSKYC STEVE

LVERADO MINES (US)), INC

LKINSON, FRED
WILKINSON FRED D.

AIR DAN
[DOME CREEK MINING &

NORDLUM, ROGER
ESTERN ARCTIC MINING
(ELAT CREEK MINING CO. INC.
LARA BEA INC

HOFFMAN, RUSSELL D
SALTER &ASSOC. INC.
CO RICHARD A

DEV

DAN SNODGRESS

THOMAS K. BLAKE
JAMES P. HAGGLAND
D.B. VIAL/BW' COMSTOCK

ED SALTER

TACHICK MINING
BEEHIVE GOLD RUN

PARADISE VLY MINING

MILLER CREEK MINING CO
MILLER CRK MINING CO

RICHARD B STOUGH

AYLESS, ALICE&BUSBY, MICHAEL ICHICKEN CREEK MINE'

fLEMING, MITCH

|MISCOV CH,_ HOWARD P
APOLLO RESOURCES INC

JMURDIE VICKIE
00K, FRED

|wm MARVIN

IMYRTLE CREEK MINE
CHCKAMAN MINE
JMISCOVICH MINING CO ~
R.G.HILKER

'CARI BOU CREEKYDRY CREEK MINI
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0AKG370200
0AKG370202
OAKG370203
0AKG370204
0AKG370206
0AKG370207
0AKG370208
0AKG370209
0AKG370212
0AKG370213
0AKG370215
0AKG370216
0AKG370217
0AKG370218
OAKG370220
0AKG370221
OAKG370223
0AKG370224
0AKG370226
0AKG370227
OAKG370220
0AKG370229
0AKG370230
0AKG370232
0AKG370233
0AKG370234
0AKG370235
0AKG370237
0AKG370239
0AKG370240'
0AKG370242
OAKG370243
0AKG370244
0AKG370246
0AKG370247

NTP
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NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NtP
NTP
NfP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NtP

NPDES Permitted Ft

.es in Alaska as of April 21. 1990

HIGH BENCH MINING DAN WALSH 1041
BETTISWORTH, ROBERT H. 1041
M&B MINING GUY & MARJORIE MATTHEWS 1041
COOKS MINING JOHN COOK I 1041
TILLESON, HAROLD & NAOMI TILLESON MINING & RECLAIMATD 1041
BROWN, JOHN CROOKED CREEK | 1041
SCHNABEL, JOHN J. BIG NUGGET MINE 1041
WOOoD, M GF1 &GF2 1041
BLUMA, ANTHONY J. 1041
ALASKA GOLD COMPANY 1041
LOUD, RICHARD INTERIOR ALASKA ASSOCIATION 1041
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 1041
GARDNER, LAYNE BEEHIVE CUB CREEK 1041
GARDNER, LAYNE BEEHIVE BEAR CREEK 1041
WOOD, JAMES L. 1041
LOUNSBURY, GEORGE & JAMES  UNION GULCH 1041
BRAS, CY 1041
TWEET & SONS, NB. - 1041
TAIGA MINING COMPANY, INC i 1041
TAIGA MINING COMPANY, INC 1 1041
WILDER, RICHARD WILDER'S ! 1041
TWEET & SONS, N. B. 1041
JUSTIS, VIC GLACIER SIX ENTERPRISE 1041
LITTLE EL DORADO GOLD CAMP INC . ) i 1041
BLUE MOOSE EXPLORATION INC 1041
BIUE MOOSE EXPLORATION, INC I 1041
BLUE MOOSE EXPLORATION iNC {1 1041
SAYER, PAUL 1041
HOLLOWAY, TILDEN E. 1041
CATT, BRUCE & BARBARA 1041
STEIN, ROBERT D. LUCKY SfRIKE MiNiNG COMPANY 1041
ENGSTROM, RON ENGSTROM DREDGING COMPANY | 1041
DICK, ROBERT BDH MINING ! 1041 ]
OLSON, STEVEN OLSON PLACER 1041'
OIEHL, RAY ID &D MINING J 1041
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o

3/22/95
3/22/95 1
3/22/95 |
3/22/95
5/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95 ;
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95,
3/22/95j
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95!
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95!
3/22/95
3/22/95

6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99J
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30'99
6/3U/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99



0AKG370248
0AKG370249
0AKG370250
0AKG370251
0AKG370252
0AKG370255
0AKG370256
0AKG370257
0AKG370259
0AKG370260
0AKG370261
0AKG370262
0AKG370263
0AKG370264
0AKG370265
0AKG370266
0AKG370267
0AKG370268
0AKG370269
0AKG370270
0AKG370271
0AKG370272
0AKG370273
0AKG370274
0AKG370275
0AKG37027G
0AKG370277
0AKG370278
0AKG370279
0AKG370280
0AKG370282
0AKG370283
0AKG370284
0AKG370285
0AKG370286

NTP
NTP
NtP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
iNTP
iNTP
INTP
iNTP
INTP
iNTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
:NTP
InTP
iNTP
iNTP
NTP
'NTP
INTP
iNTP
NTP
INTP

— —

NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

MASCOTT MINIG, INC
STEIN, DONALD
STEPP, VERNON
SOBANJA, HANS

WYRICK, L.E. OR MARILYN............

AKERS, LARRY W.
LINES, E. LESTER
KIRKVOLD, DUWAYN & SALLY
DALE. JIM

LEE, DANIEL

WIGGERS SR, DAN A
FULLERTON. JOHN
TOTAT MINING

FiISHER, PAULS.
STARDUST MINING, INC.
NOVAK, ROSS

DRAPER, DANIEL D.
REDMOND, RICHARD J.
CLARK WILTZ CO., INC
FALES, MARK

ROWALLAN MINE PARTNERSHIP

PYNE, ERIC

VOYTILLA, EARL W.
VOYTILLA, EARL W.
HARRIS, DONALD D.
iSIMONSON, RALPH
ISIMONSON, RALPH
THOMPSON. KEVIN D.
GLACIER SIX ENTERPRISES
THURNEAU, NEIL

JBATTY, BEN

RICHARDSON. RALPH ROBIN
| -tISLOP, MELVIN G.

| BLASSBURN, DON

LJ& BDEVELOPMENT

'depem

GRANITE CREEK MINING "

AURORA MINING COMPANY

GRIZZLEE MINING

FLAT CREEK PLACERS
ROBERT W.'KELLER..............

JAY HODGES

BIG EL DORADO CREEK MINE
ROWALLAN/HALVERSON INC '
!
j
[
|SLATE CREEK MINING CO, INC

IOL YELLER MINE
1

Page 7

1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
'1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
~ 1041
1041
1041
' 1041
1041
1041
1042
1041
1041
'1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041

4/21/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
'4/21/95

*“4/21/95

wl/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95

~ 4/21/95

4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
v4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
7/18/95
7/18/95
7/18/95
7/10/95
7/18/95
7/10/95

6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
" 6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
"6/30/99

....6/30/99

*

173

"6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99

" 6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99

'6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
(5/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99



NPDES Permitted R. ..lies InAlaska as of April 21,1998

0AKG370287 NTP MONZULLA, VINCENT C. 1041 7/18/951 6/30/99
0AKG370288 NtP BUCKLEY MINING & MFG CO THURMAN OIL & MINING 1041] ' 7/18/95 '6/30/99
0AKG370289* NTP MERCER, JERRY 1041! 7/18/951 6/30/99
0AKG370291 NtP CARLO & SONS MINING CO ......... . | 1041;t 7/18/95 6/30/99
0AKG370292 Nfp " BAKER, DOUG" " KAYDE MINING i 1041 7/18/95 6/30/99
0AKG370293 NTP THOMAS, JOHN C. ... " TIARA INC 1041 7/18/95 6/30/9S
0AKG370294 NTP MANDRONES, DAN 1041 7/18/95 6/30/99
0AKG370295 "' NTP MARTH, KURT NORTHERN MINING & EXPLORATI 1041 7/18/95j 6/30/99
0AKG370296 NTP HUNT, JIM W. 1041 7/18/95! 6/30/99
OAKG370297 NTP VETTER, ROUDOLPH.......coooie LEMONS, ALBERT D 1041 7/18/95! 6/30/99
0AKG370298 NtP SEUFFERT JR., GEORGE 1041 7/21/95 ' 6/30/99
0AKG370299 NTP SEUFFERT, GEORGE, JR .... . 1041 7/21/95 6/30/99
OAKG370301 NTP SENCIBAUGH, SR.. RONALD D. £ 1041 6/21/95 '6/30/99
0AKG370305 NtP THOMAS. SCO~” 1041 7/21/95 6/30/99
0AKG370306 NTP THOMAS, SCOTT 1041 * 7/21/95 ' 6/30/99
0AKG370307 ~NTP...." SIPES, JOHN......c.... 1041 7/21/95 " 6/30/99
OAKG370308 NtP DOME CREEK MINING & DEVELOPM RICHARD'B. STOUGH 1041 7/21/95 6/30/99
6AKkG370310 ' NTP " DYKES, BOB JOECZERSKI 1041 6/30/99
0AKG370320 NTP SEUFFERT JR, GEORGE W. 1041 ' '5/17/96 “' 6/30/99
0AKG370324* NTP...... BUEHKOK, GARY 1041 5/17/96 6/30/99
0AKG370325 NTP POMRENKE, STEVEN G* ! 1041 5/17/96 6/30/99
0AkG370326 NTP ' REDMOND, RiCHARD REDMOND MINING 1041 6/21/96 " 6/30/99
0AKG370328 NTP GREENE, STEVE 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370329 NTP' ' ALASKA GOLD COMPANY WASHPLANT 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
OAKG370330 NTP™ DART. JAMES 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370331 NTP -~ FLECK, JOSEPH L ... e 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370332 NTP MANUEL, PAUL" ............ ' PAUL AND COMPANY 1041 ) 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370333 NTP ' KELLER, ROBERT w.' * TOTAt MINE 1041 6/21/96 " 6/30/99
O0AKG370334 NTP GREEN. DOUGLAS GREEN MINING AND EXPLORATIO 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370335 NTP BERGMAN, KEVIN M. 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370336 NtP ' CORNELIUS, FRED ERikSON, GERALD® 1041 6/21/96 "6/30/99
0AKG370337 NTP " iA/ICKEN, JIM ... GOLD CREEK PLACER MINE N 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370338 NTP SPARKS, JAMES W." " 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370339 NTP <ukowsi<i, DAVID 1041 6/21/96 6/30/99
0AKG370340" NTP 3ROPPEL, CHRIS L. t 1041j ; 6/21/96 6/30/99
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NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21,1998

0AKG370341 NTP SHOREY, TIMOTHY A. 1041 G/21/96  6/30/99
0AKG370342 NTP THOMPSON, KEVIN D. KDT EXPLORATION & MINING........ 1041 6/21/96  6/30/99
0AKG370344 NTP DAUGHERTY, JOE KLOPMAN, JAMIN 1041 6/21/96  6/30/99
0AKG370345 NTP DALE, JIMMIE J.D. MINING 1041 6/21/96 "6/30/99
0AKG370346 NTP BUSBY, MICHAEL CHICKEN CREEK MINE " ' 1041 6/21/96 ' 6/30/99
0AKG370347 NTP MISCOVICH, ANDREW W. 1041 6/21/96 " 6/30/99
OAKG370348 NTP COLP, DOUG JBERRY ENTERPRISES 1041 6/21/96  6/30/99
0AKG370349 NTP RUSSELL, TERRY ISCHAFER, BEATRICE 1041 ' 7/25/96  6/30/99
0AKG370350 NTP DAGLOW EXPLORATION j _____________________________ 1041 7/25/96  "6/30/99
0AKG370351 INTP TRUDECK MINING | 1041 7/25/96 ' 6/30/99
0AKG370352 |ntp' ZIMMERMAN, CHARLES J. iBED ROCK ENTERPRISE"........... "1041 ....7125/96 6/30/99
0AKG370353 NTP PEPPLER, WAYNE M. I ' 1041 " 7/25/96  6/30/99
0AKG370354 NTP L KIRSCH, BOB & MARY EVANS, PHILLIPS, GAIL 1041 ' 7/25/96  6/30/99
0AKG370356 NTP || POLAR MINING INC FOX/GOLDSTREAM MINE ......... 1041 7/25/96 " 6/30/99
0AKG370357 NTP SMITH, ROBERT L. fc & M MINING*........... . oo "1041 7/25/96 ' 6/30/99
0AKG370358 NTP SPHINX EXPLORATION INC MIDNIGHT CREEK 1041 7/25/96  6/30/99
0AKG370359 NTP MCCLAIN, JOHN E. THE MINING CO  ooveveveee e 1041 ' 7/25/96  6/30/99
0AKG370361 NTP TREESH, JAMES W NATURALMALASKAN STONE 10.41 7/25/96  6/30/99
0AKG370362 NTP COPE, ROGER CHARLES "1041 7/25/96  6/30/99
0AKG370417 NTP PARISH, MIKE KRUG, "RANDY.... 1041 4/17/97  6/30/99
0AKG370451 NTP TACHICK, WAYNE H. ' 1041 5/12/97 ™ 6/30/99
0AKG370485 NTP SWENSON, LLOYD D. 1041 " 6/11/97  6/30/99
0AKG370493 NTP' " BUCY, MICHAEL PAYSTREAK MINING CO. 1041 7/1/97 ” 6/30/99
0AKG370513 NTP LACROSS.JACK [3G MINING 1041 "9/11/97  6/30/99
0AKG370515 NTP FEJES, WILLIAM C. '1041 1/28/98  6/30/99
0AKG371000 NTP PLACER MINING IN ALASKA ISUCTION DREDGE PERMIT 1041 5/31/94 ' "6/30/99
0AKG371001 NTP' MAY, KENNETH P. '1041 7/27/94  6/30/99
0AKG371002 NTP HADLEY, MARK o 1041 7/26/94  6/30/99
0AKG371004 jNTP RONNE JR., MARSHALL i '1041 7/14/94  6/30/99
0AKG371006 jNTP DICK, ROBERT jBHD MINING 1041 7/13/94  6/30/99
0AKG371011 ;NTP NEWCOMB, KURT M. 1041 7/14/94  6/30/99
0AKG371019 jNTP iBAIZE, JAMES A. LUCKY LULLY CLAIM 1041 7/27/94 ' 6/30/99
0AKG371025 jNTP ! ROBERTS, ROBERT ; - 1041 8/5/94  6/30/99
0AKG371033 iNTP jFLOTHE, MILO E. IQUARTZ CREEK EXPLORATION CO '1041 7/19/94  6/30/99
0AKG371042 iNTP :LEACH JR., CLIFFORD i 1041 '8/5/941 6/30/99
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0AKG371044
0AKG371045
0AKG371046
0AKG371050
0AKG371052
0AKG371057
0AKG371071
0AKG371077
UAKG371080
0AKG371081
0AKG371082
0AKG371083
0AKG371086
0AKG371099
0AKG371102
0AKG371106
0AKG371119
0AKG371139
0AKG371158
0AKG371163
0AKG371172
0AKG371181
0AKG371183
0AKG371186
0AKG371198
0AKG371199
0AKG371201
0AKG371203
0AKG371205
0AKG371210
0AKG371219
0AKG371222
0AKG371225
0AKG371231
0AKG371238

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

INfP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NtP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NfP
NTP

NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21.1998

HISLOP, MELVIN G.
LAMPRIGHT, RICHARD L.
LAMPRIGHT, RICHARD L.
BRITTAN, JON

LEACH, JAMES & SARAH
ZIMMER, GEORGE W.
HERSCHBACH,STEVE
JONG,CHERYL

MELLOR, MICHAEL E.
TOOHEY, CAMDEN W.
ADAMS, ALLEN W.
BRITTAN, JON

PATRICK, MIKE

WHITE, PAUL W.

COYLE, ED

NORDEEN, WILLIAM H.
WEAVER, VERNON
SMITH JR., JESSE
WESTERN ARCTIC MINING
CORAZZA, RICHARD A.
TAYLOR, LARRY R.
LIKiNS, DAVID W.
NEWCOMB, KURT M.
GOODALL, BRANDT
KLEMENCIC, JOHN
KLEMENCIC, JOHN
MOODY, JAMES R.

M &B MINING

SCOFIELD, WALTER P
MEAD, MARIE

LIKINS, DAVID

TALUNj, ROGER P.
GOODSON, RICHARD
GRANT, WILLIE EUGENE *
ROOP, SR., JOHN

ANCALAGON MINING
TRINITY MINING

HOPE MINING COMPANY

RONALD NASON
THOMAS K. BLAKE

TAYLOR'S MINING

BONANZA CREEK
GUY & MARJORIE MATTHEWS
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1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041

1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
« 1041
1041
t 1041;

7/26/94;
7/27/94
7/26/94 :
7/14/941
8/26/94
7126194 |
7/27/941
7/27194
7126194 |
7/26/94."
7/26/94 |
7126194
7/26/94
8/5/94
8/5/94
8/5/94
8/5/94
8/15/94
8/26/94
8/26/94 F
5/31/94

5/31/94
5/31/94
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
5/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95.
3/22/95'
3/22/95!

6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99



0AKG371241
0AKG371253
0AKG371254
0AKG371258
0AKG371261
0AKG371270
0AKG371300
0AKG371302
0AKG371303
0AKG371309
0AKG371311
0AKG371312
0AKG371313
0AKG371314
0AKG371315
0AKG371316
0AKG371317
0AKG371321

0AKG371322
0AKG371323
0AKG371327
0AKG371338
0AKG371355

0AKG371360

0AKG371363
0AKG371364
0AKG3713G5
0AKG371366
0AKG371367
0AKG3713G0
0AKG371369
0AKG371370
0AKG371371

0AKG371372
0AKG371373

[

NTP
NTP
NTP
INTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
INTP
iNTP
iNTP
iNTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
iNTP
INTP
INTP
"NTP
iNTP
iNTP
iNTP
NTP
‘NTP
NTP

NPDES Permilled Facililies in Alaska as of April 21, 1990

iMCGAFFEY, KEVIN C.
mJOHNSON, ALFRED L.
JOHNSON, ALFREr L
WILSON, EDWARD G.
WIGGERS SR, DAN A.
FALES, MARK

SENCIBAUGH, SR.. RONALD D.

WROE, PAUL A.
COLLIER, DONALD R.
WROE, PAUL A
BALDWIN. CLYDE

NOVA NATURAL RESOURCES CORP

CARTER, KENNETH H.
GRANTHAM. CARL
REED, SCOTT C.

MAY, KENNETH P.
GOODSON, RICHARD
SURF FOOD PRODUCTS
SURF FOOD PRODUCTS
GUNN, FRITZ O'BRIEN

ALEXANDER, WILLIAM G.

SPARKS, JAMES W.
GORESEN, EDMUND J.
DEVINE, WILLIAM K.
CARR, BRAD

FOLEY, JAMES D.
HUDSON; DAVID
PHILLIPS, STEVE
IPHILLIPS, STEVE
']_PHILLIPS, STEVE

jSMITH, ERIC E.

SMITH. ERIC E.
SMITH, ERIC E.
SMITH, ERIC E.
SMITH, ERIC E.

«GOLD CAMP 1041
Jl ................................................. 1041
1 1041
1041

[ ' 1041
1BIG EL DORADO CREEK MINE ' 1041
1 1041
I 1041
iGUYFiCHfELMAN 1041
1041

"1041

1041

1041

1041

DOUBLE'EAGLE MINING CO 1041
CANYON CLIAM #i 1041
1041

JAMES WHITE 1041
JAMES WHITE 1041
" 1041

SUCTION DREDGE 3" &5,T" 1041
1041

' 1041

“ 1041

1041

1041

; 1041
J 1041
1041

j 1041
GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 1) 1041
GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 2) ' 1041
GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 3) '1041
'GOLDSMITH iNC (SITE 4) “1041
*GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 5) 1041
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3/22/95
3/22/95
3/22/95
4/21/95
4/21/95
'4/21/95
6/21/95
7/21/95
7/21/95
7/21/95
5/17/96
6/17/96
5/17/96
5/17/96

"5/17/96

5/17/96
5/17/96
5/17/96
5/17/96
5/17/96
6/21/96
6/21/96
7125196
7125196
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
"4/17/97
4/r.197
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17197
4/17/97

6/30/99

" 6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
""6/30/99
”6/30/99
"6/30/99
*“6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99

" 6/30/99
" 6/30/99
“6/30/99
"6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
'6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
“'"'6/30/99
' 6/30/99
6/30/99
*“6/30/99
"6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
"6/30/99
6/30/99
" "'6/30/99
6/30/99



0AKG371374
0AKG371375
0AKG371377
0AKG371378
0AKG371379
0AKG371381

0AKG371382
0AKG371383
0AKG371384
0AKG371385
0AKG371386
0AKG371387
0AKG371415
0AKG371416
0AKG371420
0AKG371421

0AKG371422
0AKG371423
0AKG371424
0AKG371426
0AKG371427
0AKG371428
0AKG371429
0AKG371430
0AKG371431

0AKG371432
0AKG371433
0AKG37i434
0AKG371435
O0AKG371436
0AKG371437
0AKG371438
0AKG371439
0AKG371440
6AKG371441

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NtP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

NPDES Permitied Facilities InAlaska as of April 21,1998

SMITH, ERIC E.
SMITH, ERIC E.
SMITH, ERIC E.
SMITH. ERIC E.
SMITH, ERIC E.

MCHENRY, CLIFTON W.
MCHENRY, CLIFTON W.
MCHENRY, CLIFTON W.
MCHENRY, CLIFTON W.

HOFFSTEN, ROBERT
HOFFSTEN, ROBERT
TUBBS. JEFF
KALTENEKKER, BILL
DEVORE, WESLEY
MERRILL, IVAN
MERRILL, IVAN
MERRILL, IVAN
MERRILL, IVAN
WEST, ROBERT

MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,
MAYSE,

FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKL'N
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN
FRANKLIN

OUUUUUUDUUDUDUDUOD

GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 6)
GOLDMSITH INC (SITE 7)
GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 9)
GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 10)
GOLDSMITH INC (SITE 11)
AREA 2

AREA 3

AREA 5

AREA 6

CHUCK HEATH
CHUCK HEATH
JOSEPH DEGAGNE Il

JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
JAMES BOATMAN
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1041 1
1041
1041
1041,
1041 4
1041 !
1041
1041
1041!
1041;
1041
10411
1041’
1041:
1041
1041 j
1041
1041
1041
1041 j
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
10411
10411
1041
10411
1041!
1041 j
10411
10411
1041:
10411

1

4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97

6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99



0AKG371442 =mNTP
0AKG371450 NTP
0AKG371482 |[NTP
0AKG371483 NTP
0AKG371484 NTP
0AKG371494 NTP
0AKG371495 NTP
0AKG371496 NTP
O0AKG371497" NTP
OAKG371498 NTP
0AKG371499 NTP
O0AKG371500 NTP
0AKG371502 NTP
0AKG371508 NTP
0AKG371509 NTP
0AKG375000 * NTP
0AKG375312 ~ NTP
0AKG375388 NTP
O0AKG375389 NtP
0AKG375390 NTP
0AKG375391 NTP
0AKG375392 NTP
O0AKG375393 NTP
0AKG375394 NTP
0AKG375395 NTP
0AKG375396 NTP
0AKG375397 NTP
OAKG375398 NTP
0AKG375399 |jNTP
0AKG375400 INTP
0AKG375401 |NTP
0AKG375402 \NTP
0AKG375403 NTP
0AKG375404 |NTP
0AKG375405 iNTP

NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

DOOLEY. CHRISTOPHER
COGGINS, CRAIG & ANETTE

GERING, ALAN
SMITH, RANDALL E.
DEVORE, WESLEY
FLOYD, WALTER
FAIRLESS, RICHARD
FAIRLESS, RICHARD
FAIRLESS, RICHARD
FAIRLESS, RICHARD
FAIRLESS. RICHARD
FAIRLESS, RICHARD
FAIRLESS, RICHARD

WILSON. RICHARD E.

KRALIK, JAN

PLACER MINERS IN ALASKA
NOVA CHECK LIMITED LIABILITY C*

JONG. CHERYL

JAKOBOWSKI," JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JJAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JJAKOBOWSKI, JOHN
JAKOBOWSKI, JOHN

mmmmmm

mmmmmmmm m

ifJAKOBOWSKI, JOHN E.

(KINGSTON, PAT W. '

¢ 1041

' 1041

1041

................... 71041
DEVORE MINING AND EXPLORATI' '1041
1041

1041

1041

1041

' 1041

1041

'1041

1041

1041

'1041

SMALL SUCTION DREDGERS 1041
o. " " 1041

IRINTTY MINI_NG _ 1041
~ 1041

1041
1041
1041
1041
“ 1041
1041
1041
1041
11041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
re =« 1041
1041

Pago 13

5/12/97
5/12/97
6/11/97
" 6/11/97
" 6/11/97
..... 711197
..... 711197
711197
711197
711197
711197
711/97
711197
7114/97
7114197
12/6/96
"7/14/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
7 4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97

' 4/17/97
4/17197
4/17197
4/17197
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97

6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
' 6/30/99
6/30/99
"6/30/99
”6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
' 6/30/99
6/30/99
"' 4/9/02
4/9/02
'4/9/02

' 4/9/02
"4/9/02
"4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
''4/9/02
"4/9/02
' 4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02



0AKG375407
0AKG375408
0AKG375409
0AKG375410
0AKG375411
0AKG375412
0AKG375413
0AKG375414
0AKG375418
0AKG375419
0AKG.j75425
0AKG375443
0AKG375444
0AKG375445
0AKG375446
0AKG375447
0AKG375448
0AKG375449
0AKG375454
0AKG375455
0AKG375456
0AKG375457
0AKG375450
0AKG375459
0AKG375460
0AKG375461

0AKG375462
0AKG375463
0AKG375465
0AKG375466
0AKG375467
0AKG375468
0AKG375469
0AKG375471

0AKG375472

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
INtP

NPDES Permitted Fac.

GAUDEN, ROBERT P.
RONNEJR., MARSHALL

RONNE JR., MARSHALL
RONNEJR., MARSHALL
RONNEJR., MARSHALL

RONNE JR., MARSHALL
RONNEJR., MARSHALL
STERNBERG, TOM

GAUDEN, ROBERT P.

RONNE JR., MARSHALL
ANGELL, WILLIAM ROY
PARKHURST INVESTMENTS, INC
PARKHURST INVESTMENTS, INC
PARKHURST INVESTMENTS, INC
PARKHURST INVESTMENTS, INC
PARKHURST INVESTMENTS, INC
PARKHURST INVESTMENTS, INC
PARKHURST INVESTMENTS, INC
MARESH JR., BERNARD
MARESH JR., BERNARD
MARESH JR., BERNARD
MARESH JR., BERNARD
MARESH JR., BERNARD
MARESH JR.. BERNARD
MARESH JR., BERNARD
MARESH JR., BERNARD
MARESH JR., BERNARD
FRANKO, CHRIS
GLEASON, JOHN C.
GLEASON, JOHN C.
GLEASON, JOHN C.
GLEASON, JOHN C.
LEONHARDT, RAINER H.
RINGHAND, JOHN K.
RINGHAND, JOHN K.

mmmmmmmm m

-s in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

GOLD NUGGET
GOLD NUGGET
GOLD NUGGET
GOLD NUGGET
GOLD NUGGET
GOLD NUGGET
GOLD NUGGET
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1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
10411

4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
4/17/97
5/12/97
5/14/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
5/12/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97;
6/11/971
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97;
6/11/971

4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9'02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02



0AKG375473
0AKG375474
0AKG375475
0AKG375476
0AKG375477
0AKG375478
0AKG375479
0AKG375480
0AKG375481
0AKG375486
0AKG375487
0AKG375488
0AKG375489
0AKG375490
0AKG375491
0AKG375492
0AKG375503
0AKG375504
0AKG375505
0AKG375507
0AKG375510
0AKG375511
0AKG375512
0AKG375514
AKO004088G
AKO0050121
AKG370013
AKG370047
AKG370076
AKG370085
AKG370122
AKG370126
AKG370129
AKG370144
AKG370214

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
N tP
NTP
iNTP
‘NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
INTP
INTP
IND
IND
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
INTP
iNTP

NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

RINGHAND, JOHN
RINGHAND, JOHN
RINGHAND, JOHN
RINGHAND, JOHN
RINGHAND, JOHN
RINGHAND. JOHN
RINGHAND. JOHN
RINGHAND, JOHN
RINGHAND, JOHN
RAYSON, L. L. C.
ANCALAGON MINING
ANCALAGON MINING
ANCALAGON MINING
ANCALAGON MINING
ANCALAGON MINING
ANCALAGON MINING

KING, ROGER

KING, ROGER

TRAUTNER, JOHNJ.
ARCTIC WHITNEY INC.
WINTERS, CHUCK

CROFT, DAVID

ESTEY, BOB

FERREN, DANNY W.
N.ULLIKIN, DON

TACHICK, WAYNE
tAMMOND, CHARLES R.
[MARTINSON, ELMER
|OWEN, TED

[WILLFORD, FRANK & VIVIAN
ANDERSON & MINING CO.
-RANKLIN, PATRICIA S.
ROMAN, RON

ARARARARARAARAARARK

SILVERADO MINES (U.S.), INC.

;,LOUD, RICHARD L.

iDON MULLIKIN
JWAYNE TACHICK

[ALAN G. ANDERSON
Inorman m.sather
mLUCKY SEVEN MINING

iINTERIOR ALASKANA ASSOCIATIO
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1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041

6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
6/11/97
7/1/97
711197
711197
711197
711197
711197
711197
711197
711197
711197
7/9/97
7/11/97
7114197
7/14/97
10/30/97
7/10/89
6/28/90
8/5/94
8/2/94
5/31/94
7126/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/15/94
8/19/94
3/22/95

4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
4/9/02
8/9/94
7/31/95
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99
6/30/99



AKG370201

AKG370290

AKG371380

AKG371501

AKG375406

AKG375470

AKG375506

0AKO0040380
0AKO0043575
0AKO0046850
AKOQO" 3311

0AKO0038661
0AK0043354
0AKG310000
0AKG310001
0AKG310002
0AKG310003
0AKG310004
0AKG310006
0AKO0050491
0AKG284200
0AKG284201
0AKG284202
0AKG284203
0AKO0044792
OAKO0020222
6AK0050903
6AK0051705
0AKO0000272
OAKO0000434
0AKO0000825
0AKO0000833
0AK0028657
0AKO0037303
0AKO0049786

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
GP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
IND
GP
NTP
NTP
NTP
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

=T L

BATTY. BEN

NPDES Permilled Fat

JACOBS, DAVID
MCHENRY, CLIFTON W.
FAIRLESS, RICHARD
ADAMS, ALLEN
SCHOPPENHORST, WILMER & SCOTT
YATSKO, THOMAS D.
USIBELLI COAL MINE INC

BP EXPLORATION (ALASKA) INC
ARCO ALASKA INC

OIL & GAS NORTH SLOPE

BP EXPLORATION (ALASKA) INC
BP EXPLORATION (ALASAK) INC

WESTERN GEOPHYSICAL COMPAN
WESTERN GEOPHYSICAL COMPAN
WEStERN GEOPHYSICAL COMPAN

WESTERN ATLAS INTERNATIONAL
ARCTIC GENERAL PERMIT
BP EXPLORATION (ALASKA) INC

FAfRWEATHER E&P SERVICES', INC

DOYON DRILLING, INC

BP EXPLORATION (ALASKA) INC
HILDRE SAND & GRAVEL CO
ARCO ALASKA

ARCO ALASKA, INC

ALYESKA SEAFOODS iNC
ALASKA PACIFIC SEAFOODS INC

WESTERN ALASKA FISHERIES INC S
TYSON ENTERPRISE SEAFOOD, INC S:

UNI'SEA INC

TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORP
WESTWARD SEAFOODS INC

as InAlaska as of April 21, 1998

NORTHERN LIGHTS MINING

AREA 1

POKER FLATS & GOLD RUN PASS
DRVEN CORPORATION, R.B. STILES DIAMOND CHUITNA MINE
DRVEN CORPORATION, R.B. STILES LADD COAL LOADING FACILITY.

DRVEN CORPORATION, R.B. STILES GRANITE POINT COAL PORT
ENDICOTT DEVELOPMENT

KUPARUK WATERFLOOD PROJEC

BADAMIDEVELOPMENT
NORTHERN GEOPHYSICAL OF AM
MOBILE CAMP, CREW 7\_94
MOBILE CAMP, CREW 7\_94
MOBILE CAMP, CREW 792
MOBILE CAMP (GREY WATER)
OIL & GAS PERMIT EXPLORATION

LIBERTY 1

ARCO WARTHOG NO. 1 WELL

KALUBIK H2

MILNE POINT UNIT GRAVEL MINE

KUPARUK RIVER UNIT GRAVEL MI
PRUDHOE BAY GRAVEL MINE PUT
S: UNALASKA (FISH MEAL/SURIMI)
S: KODIAK (SURIMI)

KODIAK (SURIMI)

STAR OF KODIAK (SURIMI)

S:G1,G2

S: AKUTAN (FISH MEAL/SURIMI)
|S: UNALASKA (FISH MEAL/SURIMI)

Page 16

J

1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
1221
1221

. 1221
1221
1311
1311
1311
1311
1311
1311
1311
1311
1382
1382
1382
1382
1382
1389
1442
1442 E
1442 E
2077
2077 E
20773
2077 [
2077

1 2071\

I 2077|E

mmmim mm

m

1

3i

3:

7/18/95 6/30/99
7/18/95 6/30/99
4/17/197 6/30/99
711197 6/30/99
4/17/97 4/9/02
6/11/97i 4/9/02
7/1/971  4/9/02
7/12/85;  8/13/90
6/29/90-  7/31/95
6/29/90 7/31/95
6/29/90 7/31/95
11/22/91  12/23/96
11/27/89 12/27/94
3/11/97 4/10/02
4/14/97 4/10/02
4/14/97;  4/10/02
6/9/97 4/10/02
6/9/97 4/10/02
9/29/97 4/10/02
8/17/93 9/16/98
4/12/95 6/23/00
1/2/97; 6/23/00
6/23/00

2/3/98 6/23/00
3/6/96 3/5/01
8/15/75 5/31/79
8/14/911 8/14/96
12/14/92  12/15/97
4/29/96 5/30/01
12/31/91 1/30/97
12/31/91 1/30/97
12/31/91| 1/30/97
4/29/96:  5/30/01
4/29/961 5/30/01
3/22/91 4/22/96



0AKG528434
0AKG528825
0AKG528833
AKG528234
0AKG520002
0AKG520060
0AKG520090
0AKG520244
0AKG520475
0AKG520477
0AKG520494
AKG520303
OAKG520003
0AKG520007
0AKG520012
0AKG520033
0AKG520036
0AKG520037
0AKG520039
0AKG520047
OAKG520048
0AKG520058
0AKG520102
0AKG520136
0AKG520168
OAKG520180
0AKG528426
AKG520038
0AK0000353
0AKO000Q361
0AKO0000493
0AKO0001104
0AK0026182
0AK0026662
0AK0048640

JiNTP
,NTP
ntp
JNTP
iNTP
INTP
iNTP
I_'ntp
iNTP
INTP
[ntp
JNTP
"sNTP
ntp
iNTP
'NTP
"INTP
NTP
%n tp
iNTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
[IND
IND
;IND
'IND
JIND
IND
IND

NPDES Permilled Facililies In Alaska as of April 21, 1998

JALASKA PACIFIC SEAFOODS S
WESTERN ALASKA FISHERIES, INC S
TYSON ENTERPRISE SEAFOOD S
KODIAK FISHMEAL COMPANY S
TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORP ' S:

WARDS COVE PACKING CO INC
ALASKA GENERAL PROCESSORS

S

. S

iPETER PAN SEAFOODS INC S:
S

NELBRO"PACKING COMPANY .....
OCEAN BEAUTY SEAFOODS INC

OCEAN BEAUTY SEAFOODS INC S:
« ICICLE SEAFOODS IN C
TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORP S:

PORT GRAHAM SEAFOODS INC
PETER PAN SEAFOODS INC
TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORP
WARDS COVE PACKING CO
WARDS COVE PACKING CO
WARDS COVE PACKING CO
KODIAK SALMON PACKERS INC |
WOODBINE ALASKA FISH CO
WRANGELL FISHERIES INC

COOK INLET PROCESSING .S

QUEEN FISHERIES INC

NELBRO PACKING CO

UGASHIK WILD SALMON CO. INC.
EAST POINT SEAFOOD

WARDS COVE PACKING CO

NTERNATIONAL SEAFOODS OF AK *S:
TYSON ENTERPRISE SEAFOOD, INCS:
OCEAN BEAUTY SEAFOOD .S
'S:
JROYAL ALEUTIAN SEAFOODS INC :F:
JINTERNATIONAL SEAFOODS OF AK'IS:
'COOK INLET PROCESSING INC S:

ALASKA FRESH SEAFOODS INC

Page 17

:KODIAK 2077

:KODIAK ‘2077

IKODIAK ~2077
iGIBSONCOVE 2077
KETCHIKAN SALMON CANNF'.7 2091

: WARDS COVE CANNERY ......... "2091

: KETCHIKAN FACILITY '2091
VALDEZ FACILITY ' 2001"

: PETERSBURG PLANT 2091

: PETERSBURG PLANT "2091
CORDOVA FACILITY “ 2091

: PETERSBURG FISHERIES INC' 2091
NAKNEK SALMON CANNERY™ ' 2091

: PORT GRAHAM FACILItY ™ 2091

: DILLINGHAM CANNERY "2091

: SOUTH NAKNEK CANNERY ' 2091

: ALITAK CANNERY "2091 -

: EKUK CANNERY 12091

: NAKNEK RED SALMON CANNER 2091

: LARSEN BAY CANNERY 2091

: WAFCO EGEGIK 2091

: WRANGELL FACILITY 2091
UGANIK BAY PLANT 2091

: DILLINGHAM FACILITY 2091'

: NAKNEKPLANT 2091

: UGASHIK FACILITY " 2091
:KODIAK FACILITY " 2091

: PORT BAILE'Y CANNERY" 2091
KODIAK FACILITY i "2092 E '
KODIAK FACILITY 2092 E
KODIAK FACILITY 2092 E
KODIAK FACIIitY ' 2092 E
ROYAL ALEUTIAN (556508) 2092
KODIAK FACILITY e 2092 E
KODIAK (GIBSON COVE) ‘2092 _

2
2
2

'2

2

4

3/16/98
3/16/98

' 3/16/98
3/16/98
6/21/95
"6/21/95
"6/21/95
3/21/95

“ 1/30/97
2/24/97
3/13/97
"6/21/95
" 6/21/95
6/21/95
6/21/95
"6/21/95
6/21/95
...6/121/95
6/21/95

" 6/21/95
6/21/95
6/21/95

" 6/21/95
' 6/21/95
6/21/95
4/11/97
3/16/98
* 6/21/95
12/31/91
12/31/91
12/31/91
" 2/2/93
4/29/96
12/31/91
1 3/14/95

4/30/03
4/30/03
""4/30/03
’4/30/013
8/4/00
"8/4/00
8/4/00
"8/4/00

" 8/4/00
8/4/00

s 8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
" 8/4/00
...... 8/4/00
8/4/00
""8/4/00
' "'8/4/00
8/4/00

” 8/4/00

¢ 8/4/60
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00

' 8/4/00
8/4/00

* "4/30/03
"8/4/00
1/30/97
1/30/97
1/30/97
1/30/97
5/30/01
1/30/97
1/30/97



0AKG520042
0AKG520065
0AKG520075
0AKG520i00
0AKG520101 *
0AKG520’i59
0AKG520170
0AKG520474'
0AKG520476

0AKG520488 "

0AKG520491
0AKG520493
0AKO0026158
0AKG520001
0AKG520009
0AKG520010
0AKG520014
0AKG52C)d28
0AKG520030'

0AKG520d35 ™

0AI<G52004d
0AKG520043
0AKG520045

0AKG520052 "

0AKG520053
dAKG52dd56
0AKG520059
dAKG520067
0AKG520070"
0AKG520074

0AKG520078 "

0AKG520081
0AKG520082
0AKG520085
dAi<G520086

NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP"
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NtP
NTP
IND
NTP
NTP"
NTP

NtP"

NTP"
NfP *

NTP
NTP

NTP™
NTP*

NTP

NtP
NTP

NTP

NTP

NfP
NTP
NfP
NTP
NTP '

YE

LTIz

NPDES Permitted Families in Alaska as of April 21,1998

SEA HAWK SEAFOODS INC

NORTH PACIFIC PROCESSORS
TYSON SEAFOOD'GROUP INC

TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORP

SEAFOOD PRODUCERS COLD STO

CRS'HERI'ES INC'

NAUTILUS FOODS INC............

COOK INLET PROCESSING

NORQUEST SEAFOODS INC~"

ICICLE SEAFOODS
NORQUEST SEAFOODS "INC

NORTH PACIFIC PROCESSORS INC
DEEP SEA FISHERIES, INC.............

EC PHILLIPS & SON INC
NEW WEST FISHERIESfNC

NORTH COAST SEAFOOD PROCES

PETER PAN SEAFOODS INC
CRUSADER FISHERIESTnC
PETER PAN SEAFOODS INC
GLACIER FISH COMPANY

PELICAN SEAFDS DIV OF KAKETRI
TRIiDENT SEAFOODS CORP'

TRIiDENT SEAFOODS CORP

CHIGNIK PRIDE FISHERIES
DIGNON CO INC

INLET FISHERIES INC
CICLE SEAFOODS INC
BERING SEA FISHERIES iNC

NTERNATIONA'L MARITIME MGMT

f RIDENT SEAFOODS CORPORATIO

WARDS COVE PACKING CO '
ANNEttE ISLAND PACKING CO
NORfH PACIFIC PROCESSORS INC
KOTZEBUE COMMERICAL FiSHERM
ALASKA PREDATOR INC

'ﬂ'f'l'n(/)'ﬂ(/)(ﬂ_(l_)_(/:)(/’)U)_‘n'ﬂﬂU)'ﬂ(n'HU)ﬂTl

S: VALDEZ FACILITY

S:
F: ARCTIC ENTERPRISE (248169)
F:
S:
F:
S;

SITKA FACILITY

INDEPENDENCE (237743)
SITKA FACILITY

CLIPPERTON (285518)
VALDEZ PROCESSING PLANT

15 SEWARD PLANT

S:
S: SEWARD\_SEWARD FISHERIES
S;
S:

PETERSBURG FACILITY

CORDOVA FACILITY
CORDOVA FACILITY

MA/CLIPPERTON

S:
:NEW WEST (654947)

: POLAR BEAR (503601)

: PORT MOLLER FACILITY

: CRUSADER (592308)

: DILLINGHAM COLD STORAGE
: NORTHERN GLACIER (663457)
: PELICAN PLANT

: TEMPEST (611985)

: BOUNTIFUL (593404)

: ALASKA PACKER (621200)

: CHIGNIK FACILITY

: DBA HOONAH COLD STORAGE

KETCHIKAN FACILITY

EXCURSION INLET CANNERY
METLAKATLA FACILITY

: YAKUTAT OCEAN CAPE DOCK
: KOTZEBUE FACILITY

: ALASKA PREDATOR (664882)

: BETHEL FACILITY

: BERING STAR

: SUNSHINE

: KATIE ANN (518441)
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0AKG520087
0AKG520088
0AKG520089
0AKG520091
0AKG520092
0AKG520093
0AKG520096
0AKG520099
0AKG520103
0AKG520110
0AKG520111

0AKGb520112
0AKG520115
0AKG520120
0AKG520122
0AKG520123
0AKG520129
0AKG520132
0AKG520137
0AKG520138
0AKG520139
0AKG520163
0AKG5201G6
0AKG520174
0AKG520177
0AKG520181

0AKG520186
0AKG520188
OAKG520189
0AKG520194

0AKG520196
0AKG520201

0AKG520202
0AKG520205
0AKG520207

U

NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

UNISEA INC jF:
WARDS COVE PACKING \_ S NAKNE S:
:NORTH PACIFIC FISHING INC |F:
TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORP :F:
OCEAN BEAUTY SEAFOODS INC IS:
DRAGNET FISHERIES CO INC |S:
NORQUEST SEAFOODS JFi

MIDAS ASSEt MANAGEMENT CORP >F

OMNISEA (247493) 2092
SOUTH NAKNEK FACILITY 72092
AMERICAN NO 1 (610654)'" 2092
SEA ALASKA~(551889j ' 2092
NAKNEK FAC (kiNG CRAB INC)"7 2092
DILLINGHAM FACILIfY"™ " 2092
PRIBILOF (293151) 2092

MIDAS (288598) 2092

ALEUTIAN DRAGON FISHERIES S: CHIGNIK PROCESSING PLANT 2092
PATRICIA LEE INC F: PATRICIA LEE (597612) 2092
PACATLANTI1C FISHERIES INC F: ALASKAN [(605691) ... 2092
NORTH PACIFIC PROCESSORS INC S: PEDERSON POINT FACILITY 2092
PAVLOF INC F: PAVLOF (597532) "2092
WOODBINE ALASKA FISH CO F: WOODBINE (647243) 2092
COURAGEOUS SEAFOODS F: COURAGEOUS (606117) 2092
BARANOF FISHERIES.........cccoceiei. F: BARANOF (598508) "2092
FISHING COMPANY OF ALASKAINC F: ALASKA 1(539567) 7 2092
NORQUEST SEAFOODS INC.... S: KETCHIKAN FACILITY 2092
~ NORTHLAND FISHERIES INC F: NORTHLAND (606189) 2092
3 INLET FISHERIES INC S: NAKNEK FACILITY 2092
ISOUtH ATLANTIC FISHERIES LLC F: MR B (600325) 2092
ICICLE SEAFOODS INC " F: DISCOVERY STAR (500072) 2092
BIG CREEK FISH INC S: EGEGIK FACILItY 2092
YUKON DELTA FISH MARKTNG CO- F: YUKON DELTA (507272)’ 2092
PAN PACIFIC SEAFOODS INC F: PACIFIC PRODUCER (250021) 2092
GALAXY FISHERIES LLC F: GALAXY (576981) "2092
CRUSADER FISHERIES INC F: SEA LEGEND (295035) 12092
YARDARM KNOT INC F: YARDARM KNOT (250424) 2092
REBECCA IRENE JOINT VENTURE F: REBECCA IRENE (697637) 2092
TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC F: BERING ENTERPRISE (610869) 2092
3LUE WAVE SEAFOODS iNC F: BLUE WAVE 12092
JIMARPIQAMUIT PARTNERSHIP F: BROWNS POINT (587440")° 2092
JNORTH COAST SEAFOOD PROCES F: POLAR QUEEN (523613) 2092
,FISHING COMPANY OF ALASKA INC F: ALASKA VOYAGER (536484) 2092
iJUBILEE FISHERIES INC 1IFrVAERDAL (611225) 2092
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0AKG520211

0AKG520213 '

0AKG520216
0AKG520217
0AKG520218

0A'KG52d219 "

0AKG520221
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OAKG'520224
0AKG520225
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0AKG520232
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0AKG520234 "

0AKG520237
0AKG520238

0AKG520243 '

0AKG520245
0AKG520246
0AKG520247
0AKG520249
0AKG520253
0AKG520257
OAKG520260
0A~KG520279'

0AKG520283 *
0AKG520285 "

0AKG520288
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0AKG520291 ¢
OAKG520293
0AKG520294
0AKG520296
0AKG520297

NtP
NTP """
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

NPDES Permitted Fa

TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME MGMT
TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC ™

TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC

TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC.......
INTERNATIONAL MARITIME MGMT

PACIFIC NAVIGATOR INC

iINTERNATIONAL MARITIME MGMT

TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP ING
MARING, MARK F

FISHHAWK FISHERIES OF ALASKA

DEEP PACIFIC FISHING CO
GULF MIST INC
DEEP SEA HARVESTER INC

INTERNATIONAL SEAFOODS OF AK
AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY

ALASKA TRAWL FiSHERIES INC

SEAHAWK PACIFIC SEAFOODS INC

ICICLE SEAFOODS INC
CAPE HORN FISHERIES
SNOPAC PRODUCTS INC '

NORQUEST SEAFOODS INC ..........
STARBOUND LTD PARTNERSHIP

SEACAtCHER FISHERIES INC
FISHING CO OF ALASKA INC
LEGACY INC

GUILLAUME, MARK A.

TIGER INC '

MARINER LTD PARTNERSHIP*
SPIRIT LTD PARTNERSHIP
GLACIER FISH COMPANY
TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
BIRTING FISHERIES INC
AMERICAN DYNASTY INC

)s In Alaska as of April 21,1998

E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
S

F
F

F: DEEP SEA HARVESTER (627840)

S
E

F

F
F
F

F
F
F
F
F

: KISKA ENTERPRISE (642653)
: ELIZABETH ANN (534721)

1
j

:WESTERN ENTERPRISE (629826 (

: HARVESTER ENTERPRISE(5849
: BRISTOL ENTERPRISE (604439)
: ALASKAN ENTERPRISE (595760)

: VITORIA ANN (592207)
: PACIFIC NAVIGATOR (592204)
: REBECCA ANNE (592205)

: AMERICAN ENTERPRISE (594803 ]

:JACQUELYN R (612288)
: KENAI PLANT

: DEEP PACIFIC (640128)
: ALASKA MIST (586179)

: EGEGIK PLANT
: NORTHERN EAGLE (506694)

: ENDURANCE (592206)

: CLAYMORE SEA (935475)

: COASTAL STAR (594619)

: CAPE HORN (653806)

: SNOPAC (596827)

: ALEUTIAN FALCON (642161)

: STARBOUND (944658)

: HEATHER SEA (946773)

: ALASKA RANGER (550138)
I'LEGACY (545323)

: PEREGRINE (605263)

: SILVER ICE (270744)

: FRONTIER MARINER (951440)
: FRONTIER SPIRIT (975441)

: PACIFIC GLACIER (933627)

F: GLACIER ENTERPRISE (603561) |

F
F

: OCEAN ROVER (552100)
: AMERICAN DYNASTY (951307)
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NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1990

NTP iGOLDEN SHAMROCK INC

Ntp larica FISHING CO

NTP [ALASKA JURIS INC

NTP (ALEUTIAN LADY INC

NTP ALLIANCE FISHING INC

NTP * AMERICAN TRIUMPH CORP
NTP " SEAWIND FISHERIES GROUP LLC
NTP M/V SAVAGE INC

NTP CLIPPER SEAFOODS LTD. .............
NTP CLIPPER SEAFOODS LTD
NTP BAYPACK FISHERIES Lie""
NTP

NTP' n * ALASKA PATRIOT INC

NTP O'HARA CORPORATION

NTP

NTP SEA SOURCE INC

NTP DAILY FISHERIES INC

NTP TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
NTP" NJARDVIK INC "

NTP __jAMERICAN SEAFOODS CO
JNTP' Fo ' AMERICAN SEAFOODS CO
NTP. TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
NTP OLYMPIC CO\_OWNERSHIP*
NTP PATHFINDER USA INC
JNTP g YSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
NTP iTYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
INTP JRESURRECTION BAY SEAFOODS *
INTP JGOLDEN PISCES INC

iNTP [TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
INTP IiCJW FISHERIES INC

JNTP SWAN FISHERIES INC

NTP PROVIDER INC

NTP JUBILEE FISHERIES_INC '
NTP' ALASKA SPIRIT INC

NTP ALASKA VICTORY INC

—_—

B xR B T s e T s R T VR T R RS

‘;.I

IF: PRO SURVEYOR (651455)
FfTARICA (550139)"

: ALASKA JURIS (569276).....ccccvvene
: ALEUTIAN LADY'(504762)

: ALLIANCE (622750)

: AMERICAN TRiIUMPH (646737)™"
: SEAWIND (597261)

: SEAFISHER (575587)

F: CLIPPER ENDEAVOR (633593)’
F: CLIPPER SURPRISE (628555)

F: RED SEA (681105)

T T M M T m

FISHING COMPANY OF ALASKA INC F:'ALASKA PIONEER (555645)

F: ALASKA PAfWOT (513392)
F: CONSTELLATION (640364)

FISHING COMPANY OF ALASKA INC F: ALASKA WARRIOR (590350)

: REBECCA B (677263)
: MELISSA BETH (677261) "

: UNIMAK ENTERPRISE (637693)"
: MARIA N (950038)

: PACIFIC EXPLORER (942592)

: PACIFIC SCOUT (934772)'

: GULF WIND (611520)

: OLYMPIC (599434)

: PATHFINDER (591678)

: ROYAL ENTERPRISE (615663)

: SOUTHERN WIND (625927)..........
: SEWARD PLANT

: GOLDEN PISCES (599585)"

: NORTHERN ENTERPRISE(62997
: PACIFIC LADY (624429)

: SAGA SEAJ965039)

: PROVIDER (290638)....cc.coovunvuenn..
: ZENITH (628313)

jF: ALASKA SPIRIT (554913)

: ALASKA VICTORY (569752)*

'I:I
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NPDES Permilled Fa js In Alaska as of April 21,1998

0AKG520379 NTP EAGLE INC F: EAGLE (917711) 20921 1 6/21/95|  8/4/00
0AKG520380 NTP SCANSEA LIMITED F: PROSPERITY (615485) 20921 1 6/21/95:  8/4/00
0AKG520382 NTP BEAUTY BAY ALASKA CORP F: BEAUTY BAY (959086) . 2092 1 6/21/951  8/4/00
0AKG520383 NTP SILVER ICE FISHERIES PARTNER  F; BLUE ICE (600875) | 2092 6/21/95:  8/4/00
0AKG520384 NTP ATLAS ASSET MANAGEMENT CORP F: ATLAS (282733) 2092 | 6/21/96;  8/4/00
0AKG520386 NTP BOOMER FISHERIES CORP F: TITAN (599383) 2092 . 6/21/95i  8/4/00
0AKG520387 NTP DEEP PACIFIC FISHING CO F: LILLI ANN (976538) 2092 6/21/95'  8/4/00
0AKG520390 NTP NORTH AMERICAN FISH COMPANY F: SEA POWER (931446) 2092 Li 6/21/95;  8/4/00
0AKG520391 NTP NORTON SOUND FISH COMPANY L F: NORTON SOUND (963017) 2092 6/21/94  8/4/00
0AKG520392 NTP FA/ KARLA FAYE & OWNERS F: KARLA FAYE (960004) 2092 1i 6/21/95:  8/4/00
0AKG520394 NTP ALASKAN SHORES FISHERIES INC F: ALASKAN SHORES (603879) 2092 | 6/21/951  8/4/00
0AKG520396 NTP OCEAN PEACE INC F: OCEAN PEACE (677399) 2092 ,  4/16/97'  0/4/00
0AKG520397 NTP NORTHERN AURORA FISHERIES  F: NORTHERN AURORA (596308) 2092 1 12/18/97.  8/4/00
0AKG520402 NTP COOK INLET PROCESSING S: NIKISKI PLANT 2092 | 6/21/95  8/4/00
0AKG520405 NTP GULF MAIDEN CORP F: GULF MAIDEN (C14505) 2092 1 84195,  8/4/00
0AKG520406 NTP HIGHLAND LIGHT SEAFOODS LLC  F: HIGHLAND LIGHT (577044) 2092 1 8/4/951  8/4/00
0AKG520407 NTP PACIFIC KING FISHERIES INC F: RESOLUTE (553631) 2092 1 6/21/95,  8/4/00
0AKG520408 NTP TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC F: WESTWARD WIND (595289) 2092 6/21/95;  8/4/00
0AKG520412 NTP SE ALASKA SMOKED SALMON CO | S: JUNEAU \_TAKIi SMOKERIES 2092 6/21/95;  8/4/00
0AKG520415 NTP O'HARA CORPORATION F: DEFENDER (665983) 2092 1 6/21/95,  8/4/00
0AKG520416 NfP AVE PHOENIX INC F: PACIFIC DAYMAKER (614930) 2092 6/21/95.  8/4/00
0AKG520417 NTP FA/ KEMA\ SUE iNC F: KEMA\ SUE 2092 8/4/95'  8/4/00
0AKG520418 NTP EXPLORER LTD PARTNERSHIP F: FRONTIER EXPLORER (975015) 2092 1 6/21/95:  8/4/00
0AKG520419 NTP ARCTIC SEA F: ARCTIC SEA (596137) 2092 1 6/21/95;  8/4/00
0AKG520425 NTP STELLAR SEAFOODS INC F: STELLAR SEA 2092 i 6/21/95]  8/4/00
0AKG520426 NTP AMERICAN SEAFOODS CO F: AMERICAN CHAMPION (527411) 2092! 1  7/1/96;  8/4/00
0AKG520432 NTP AUGUSTINE PARTNERSHIP F: AUGUSTINE (635397) 20921 1  6/21/951  8/4/00
0AKG520434 NTP GRIZZLY VENTURES INC F: GRIZZLY (664175) 2092 6/21/95  8/4/00
0AKG520436 NTP OK FISHERIES INC F: BLUE FIN (546234) 2092} 4/1/97|  8/4/00
0AKG520441 NTP CLIPPER SEAFOODS LTD F: CLIPPER EPIC (619796) 2092- 1  1/14/98;  8/4/00
0AKG520442 NTP NEW YUKON QUEEN L.P. F: YUKON QUEEN (509115) 1 2092l t 6/21/95  8/4/00
0AKG520444 NTP SIGNATURE SEAFOODS F: LUCKY BUCK BARGE (567411) 2092i Qi 6/21/95'  8/4/00
0AKG520445 NTP EC PHILLIPS AND SON INC S: CRAIG FISHERIES 20921 i 3/13/97  8/4/00
0AKG520449 NTP PACIFIC EASTERN FISHERIES F: LIBERTY BAY (569927) 2092 1 6/21/95  8/4/00
0AKG520450 NTP HESSAFJORD [N C wocovveeeereeeeeoreeeen IF: HESSAFJORD (236979) 2092 1. 6/21/95  8/4/00
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0AKG520451
0AKG520455
0AKG520456
0AKG520458
0AKG520459
0AKG520460
0AKG520461
0AKG520462
OAKG5204 63
0AKG520464
0AKG520465
0AKG520467
0AKG520470
OAKG520471
0AKG520472
0AKG520473
0AKG520478
0AKG520479
OAKG520480
0AKG520481
0AKG520482
0AKG520483
OAKG520485
OAKG520486
0AKG520489
0AKG520490
0AKG520492
0AKG520495
0AKG520496
0AKG520497
0AKG520498
0AKG520499
0AKG520500
0AKG520501
0AKG520502

INTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

iNTP
NTP

Intp

INTP
NTP

INTP

NTP

Intp

iNTP
NTP
NTP

Intp

iNTP
NTP

ntp
iNTP

PNTP
NTP
NTP
NTP

INTP

iNTP

NTP

ntp

NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

STORFJORD & OWNERS

HARVESTER FISHERIES iNC*
HIRA FISHERIES JOINT VENTURE" ' S:

YAKUTAT INC
YKI FISHERIES INC

BEAGLE ENTERPRISES LTD

PROWLER PARTNERSHIP
GOLDEN FLEECE INC
ZENITH FISH COMPANY

SILVER SPRAY SEAFOODS

IF:

F
F
S:
ARCTIC SOLE SEAFOODS INC ' F:
F
F

QUALITY FIRST SEAFOOD INC
ALASKA CHALLENGE SEAFOOD INC
FISHING VESSEL NORTH WIND INC

SUN DRAGON LP

RAINBOW GLACIER SEAFOOD COR
PACIFIC STAR SEAFOODS INC
WARDS COVE PACKING COMPANY

INLET FISHERIES INC

SALAMATOF SEAFOODS INC

DRAGNET FISHERIES CO

ROYAL PACIFIC FISHERIES INC

CARLSON SEAFOODS
IINLET FISHERIES
ICICLE SEAFOODS INC

GREAT PACIFIC SEAFOODS INC '
KASILOF RIVERSIDE PROPERTIES
NORTH PACIFIC PROCESSORS INC

OCEAN HARVEST LLC
O'HARA CORPORATION
jPACIFIC KNIGHT LLC
ID & G FISHING INC
JTONKA SEAFOODS INC
INOME FISH COMPANY
iIALASKA SUPERFRESH

jS:

F
F
F
S
F
F
R
S
S
S
S
S
INC s:
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
s
F
IF
s

STORFJORD (569573)
- INLET HARVESTER (256491 j"
KLAWOCK FACILITY"
: BLUE NORTH (604676)

YAKUTAT PROCESSING PLANT'

ALASKAN ROSE (529154)
: BEAGLE
: PROWLER (623837)
: GOLDEN FLEECE

: ZENITH (561511)

: SILVER SPRAY (964016)
: LEADER CREEK PLANT
: ALASKA CHALLENGE (615085)" "
: AURIGA (298691)
GADUS (BARGE) '
: HAINES FACILITY
: KENAI FACILITY

: KENA'l FACILITY"

: KENAi PLANT
: KENAI FACILITY
KENAI FACILITY
: KENAI FACIUTY
: KASILOF COHO SHORE FACILIT
: KASILOF PLANT

: HOMER SEWARD FSHRIES PLA
: CORDOVA FACILITY
: KASILOF FACILITY

: DRY BAY ALSEK VALLEY
: KETCHIKAN
: ENTERPRISE (657383)

: PACIFIC KNIGHT (5611771)

: DUTCH HARBOR\_KINGFISHER
PETERSBURG FACILITY

v 1ST NOME (HAUL WASTE TO SEA)
F: BIG MAC (BARGE)

Pago 23

2092
"2092
2092
"2092
2092
2092
2092
2092
12092
"'2092
2092
2092
"2092
2092
' 2092
2092
2092
2092
'2092
£2092
2092
2092
"2092
2092
2092
"2092
£ 2092
"2092
' 2092
2092
2092
'2092
2092
2092
"2092

1 6/21/95
1 6/21/95
"6/21/95
1 0/4/95
5/8/96
6/21/95
5/15/96
5/15/96
5/16/96
5/15/96

' 3/13/97
5/17/96
6/12/96

' 6/12/96
"6/12/96
6/12/96

' 3/6/97
3/6/97
3/6/97

" "3/6/97
"3/6/97
3/6/97
3/6/97
3/6/97
3/13/97
“3/6/97
4/23/97
3/13/97
”4/10/97
3/18/97
3/13/97
'4116/97
6/21/95
“6/21/95
6/21/95

8/4/00
8/4/00

“"8/4/00

'8/4/00
""8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00

" “8/4/00

8/4/00
8/4/00

" *“8/4/00

""8/4/00

"8/4/00

8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
0/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00

" 8/4/00

8/4/00
8/4/00
0/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00



NPDES Permitted Fa

0AKG520503 NTP BUHOLM FISHERIES INC
OAKG520504 NTP™ K\_BAY FISH WASTE DISPOSAL
0AKG520505 NTP FRESH AND FROZEN SEAFOODS" '
0AKG520506 NTP" ~’ iISANOTSKI SEAFOODS"INC
0AKG520507 NTP ORIENT SEAFOODS

0AKG520500 NTP NORTON SOUND SEAFOODS PROD
0AKG528110 NTP ALASKA FRESH SEAFOODS
0AKG528266  NTF* INTERNATIONAL SEAFOODS OF AK~
O0AKG528353 ' NTP INFERNATIbNAL SEAFOODS OF'AK"’
0AKG520361 NTP TYSON ENTERPRISE SEAFOOD.'INC
0AKG5284Q6 NTP COOK INLET FISHERIES
0AKG528493 NTP OCEAN BEAUTY SEAFOOD INC
AKG520046 Nfp TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORPbRATIO
AKG520055 NTP NORTH PACIFIC PROCESSORS INC
AKG520062 Nfp ICICLE SEAFOODS INC

AKG520301 ” NTP JUBILEE FISHERIES INC

AKG520358 NfP CI-ARK'S FISH COMPANY
AKG520395 NfP ALASKAN LEADER PARTNERSHIP
AKG520468 Nfp QUEST ALASKA FISHERIES INC
AKG520469 NTP SOTO LTD

AKG520487 NTP' fRANS\_AQUA INTERNATIONAL INC
0AKG520214 " NTP ARCTIC STORM iNC ...........
0AKG520226 NTP TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC
0AKG520241 Ntp TYSON 'SEAFOOD GROUPINC
0AKG520252 Nfp AMERICAN EMPRESS INC®
0AKG520292 NTP AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY
0AKG520298 ntp iINTERNATIONAL MARITIME MGMT"™"
OAKG520306 NTP ALASKA' OCEAN SEAFOOD LP
0AKG520326 ' NTP
OAKG520328 NTP
0AKG520333 NTP
0AKG520361 " NTP
0AKG520380 NTP
AKG520094 NTP
AKG520319 NTP

SUPREME ALASKA SEAFOODS INC

TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP INC

.ies In Alaska as of April 21, 1998

: AMERICAN VIKING (550276)

: HOMER GRINDING FACIITY

TKETCHIKAN ..o,
: FALSE PASS

: KETCHIKAN FACILITY 677399

F

S

S

S

S

S: UNALAKLEET FISH PLANT
S:KODIAK FACILITY
S:KODIAK FACILITY
S:KODIAK FACILITY
S:KODIAK

S:GIBSON COVE

S:KODIAK FACILITY

F: NEPTUNE (604812)

S: TOGIAK FACILITY

F: ARCTIC STAR (501203)

F: KJEVOLJA (612616)

S
F:
F:
F:

: CLARK’S FiSH COMPANY PLANT

ALASKAN LEADER (971836)
NAHANNI TRADER (982*475)
NORTH COMMAND (500871)
sl kasiLof facility
F: ARCTIC STORM (903511)
F':'US ENTERPRISE (921112)

F:
F: AMERICAN EMPRESS
F:
F:

CHRISTINA ANN (653045)
F: ALASKA OCEAN (637856)

AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY ' J: NORTHERN HAWK (643771)
PHOENIX PROCESSOR LTD PARTN jF:

F: EXCELLENCE (967502)

TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP iNC......... |F: KODIAK ENTERPRISE (579450)
ARCTfiC FJORD INC"' .. "jF:"ARCTIC FJORD (940866)

GOIDEN ALASKA SEAFOODS INC 'jF: GOLDEN ALASKA
|F: iISLAND ENTERPRISE (610290)

Page 24

NORfHERN JAEGER (521069)

SS OCEAN PHOENIX (296779)

2092
2092
2092
j 2092
2092
! 2092
1 2092}
¥ 2092,
2092!
I 20921
2092
2092
2092
2092
2092
'2092
2092
2092
2092
2092
2092
2099
2099

SEATTLE ENTERPRISE (904767) j 2099

2099
2099
2099
2099
2099
2099
2099
2099;
20991
i 2099!
i 2099!

N NDNN

'1

3/14/97
4/16/97 '
5/28/97

7117/97 ...

12/18/97)
12/19/97
3/16/98 "
3/16/98
3/16/90
3/16/98;
3/16/98;
3/16/98 m
8/4/95
6/21/95!
6/12/96
6/21/95
6/21/95
6/21/95
5/17/96
6/12/96
3/6/97
6/21/95
6/21/95
6/21/95

2 '6/21/95

2
2\

2i
21
2]
o

ij
2;
iS

6/21/95
6/21/95
'6/21/95
6/21/95
6/21/95 i
6/21/95)
6/21/95)
6/21/95]
6/21/95'
6/21/95!

8/4/00
3/4/00
8/4/00

..8/4/00

8/4/00
8/4/00
4/30/03
4/30/03
4/30/03
4/30/03
4/30/03
4/30/03
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
' 8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00
8/4/00



NPDES Permitted Facilities in Alaska as of April 21, 1998

OAK0001210 |IND IWRANGELL FOREST PRODUCTS LT WRANGELL 6\_MILE SAWMILL 2411 E 1/15/75  9/1/79
0AK0040487  IND jSHEE ATIKA INC LOG TRANSFER/SORT/STORAGE " 2411 E ' "*6/3/85  7/2/90
0AK0049328  IND Xavilco INC SKOWL ARM 17 .cccoooeeccs "2411 E 4/12/89  4/11/94
0AK0052019  IND iSEALASKA TIMBER CORP HETTA INLET *2411 *4/9/93  5/9/98
0AK0052337  IND UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA* icy Bay 4 2411 11/10/93 "12/10/98
0AKO0052353 iIND ! HAIDA CORPORATION CHOLMONDELEY SOUND 23 2411 7/16/96  8/15/01
0AK0052400  IND KETCHIKAN PULP COMPANY TOLSTOI BAY " 2411 6/3/94  6/3/99
0AK0052604  IND SEALASKA TIMBER CORP (LTF) PORT CALDERA 2411 9/14/95  9/14/00
0AK0052621  iND....."" SEALASKA TIMBER CORPJLTF) NUTKWA INLET 4 2411 * 9/14/95 "*9/14/00
0AK0052663 ;IND AGRICULTURE, US DEPT OF (LTF) FOREST SERVICE\IPOI'SON COVE "2411 1/29/96  2/28/01
0AK0000922 IND * M  KETCHIKAN PULP CO WARD COVE 2421 3 " 77094  8/6/99
0AK0000507  IND ... M  UNOCAL CORP KENAI PLANT 2873 E *  * 6/30/89  8/1/94
OAK0000167  IND M CHEVRON USA INC oo ALASKAN FACILITY*\_ KENAI* 2911 E " 12/23/88  1/24/94
0AK0000841  IND M  TESORO ALASKA PETROLEUM CO' KENAI (NIKISkl) REFINERY 2911 E * 3/19/91  ‘4/17/96
0AK0045675  IND AK INDUSTRIAL DEV & EXPRT AUTH ALASKA SHIP AND DRY DOCK* * 3731 E "7/12/91 * 8/12/96
OAK0000396  IND M  COOK INLET PIPE LINE CO DRIFT RIVER TERMINAL (BALLAST) 4491 E " 9/30/87 *10/29/92
0AK0040622  IND........ M  SUNEEL ALASKA CORP SEWARD COAL HANDLING FACILIT 4491 E 12/19/89  12/1%9/94
0AKS052426  IND ANCHORAGE, PORT OF 4491 * 2/1/95  3/4/00
0AK0023205  IND’ CHEVRON USA INC..oovrvveerrr s * * 4581 E 6/14/74  3/31/79
0AK0023248  IND M  ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE CO  BALLASt WATER TREAtMENfPLA 4612 3 apie7 5121002
0AK0050563  IND ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE CO  fRANSLALASKA'PIPELINE SYSTE ” 4612 "6/30/93  7/30/98
0AK0022942  IND M  GOLDEN VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSN ' HEALY POWER PLANT ... "4911 2 *12/23/94  1/24/00
0AKO000604  IND TRANSPORTATION, COAST GUARD KODIAK SUPPORT CTR (POWER P ' 4911 E " "11/15/74 " 6/30/79
0AK0001341  IND DEFENSE, AIR FORCE EIELSON AFB (CENTRAL HEAT/PO 4911 e” _ 12/31/73 1*2/30/78
0AK0020010  IND M  SKAGWAY, CITY OF 30L(H) * e e a952 'l 5/16/96  5/17/01
0AK0021245  IND M  HOMER, CITY OF 4952 E "4/17/92  5/19/97
0AK0021377  IND M KENAI CITY OF wwtp' 7177 *-~ 277w 7 4952 E ' 2/1%4/90  *2/1*3/95
0AK0021385  IND ;M HAINES, CITY OF 301(H) 4952 2 12/21/94 ""1/20/00
0AK0021431  IND 'M  VALDEZ, CITY OF ! 4952 E 9/4/85  10/3/90
0AK0021440  IND IM  KETCHIKAN, CITY OF CHARCOAL POINT 301(H) 4952 E 9 7/12/184  8/14/89
0AK0021458  IND M  PETERSBURG, CITY OF 301(H) e * ' 4952 *6/4/96  6/4/01
0AK0021466 jIND M WRANGELL, CITY OF 301(H) "4952 | * 9/6/83 "'10/5/8*8
0AK0021547  IND M  jCORDOVAI CITY OF WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLAN *4952 E 1/23/96  i/23/01
0AK0021890 jIND M  JjSEWARD, CITY OF LOWELL POINT FACILITY 495+2 3 ...6/26/96  7/26/01
0AK0022497 ' ND M PALMER. CI7Y OF ! 4952 3 6/23/94  6/23/99
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0AK0022543
0AKO0022551
0AK0022951
0AK0023213
6AK0023451
0AKO0047856
AKO002i474
0AK0020281
0AKd02032d
0AKO002C435
0AK0020443
bAK0026'45i "
0AK0020524
0AK0020630
0AK0020672
QAKd0206B1
0AKb02d737
0AK0020753

0Ak002d869 ~

0AKO0d20885

0AKO0020907 '
0Akd020923
bAKb02093i"
0Akdd2094d '
0AKO0020958 "
0AKO0020966 "

0AK0020991
0AKO002i008
0AK0021016
0AKO0021d24
0AKdd21032'
0Akdd210G7*
0AKO0021229
0AKO002i407

IND
IND
iND'
IND
IND'
iND
iND "
IND
IND
IND
IND
iND"
iND
IND
IND
iND"
iND
IND '
iND
iND
iND
IND
IND
IND'
ND'™
ND
JiND
IND
IND'
iND"
IND "
iND
IND
ND
ND

M

NPDES Permitted Faculties in Alaska as of April 21,1998

ANCHORAGE, MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE. MUNICIPALITY OF

JUNEAU, CITY & BOROUGH OF*
JUNEAU, CITY & BOROUGH OF
FAIRBANKS, CItY OF

ANCHORAGE WATER & WASTEWAT

SITKA, CITY & BOROUGH OF "
DEFENSE, NAVY
DEFENSE,'NAVY"™ ...
TRANSPORTATION, FAA
TRANSPORTATION, FAA
TRANSPORTATION, FAA
TRANSPORTATION, FAA........

TRANSPORTATION, COAST GUARD
TRANSPORTATION, COAST GUARD
TRANSPORTATION, COAST GUARD
tRANSPORtATI'ON," COASTf GUARD

TRANSPORTATION, COASTGUARD

DEFENSE, AIR FORCE
DEFENSE. AIR FORCE
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE '
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE '
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE
DEFENSE™ AIR FORCE "
DEFENSE, AIRFORCE "
defense,Airforce'
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE"™
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE.....
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE

DEFENSE, ARMY ..o

<\RCO ALASKA INC
JUNEAU. CITY & BOROUGH OF

'

EAGLE RIVER WTP

301(H)
MENDENHALL VALLEY SERVICE A
JUNEAU\ DOUGLAS WTP

GOLDEN HEART UTILITIES, INC

(SIRDWOOb WASTEWATER TREAT

301(H)

ADAK OXYDATION DITCH (STP)
NAVAL STATION (CONTRS CMP ST
NOME FAA FLIGHT SERVICE (STP)

NOME FAA QUARTERS (STP)
NORTHWAY FAA STATION (STP)
CORDOVA FAA STATION (STP)

ATTU LORAN STATION (STP)

PETERSBURG MOORINGS (STP)
KETCHIKAN BASE (STP)

SPRUCE CAPE LORAN STATION(S
FIVE FINGER LIGHT STATION(STP)

SPARREVOHN AFS (STP)
ELMENDORF AFB (STP)
SHEMYA AFB (STP)

KING SALMON AIRPORT (STP)
CAPE ROMANZOF AFS (STP)
CAPE NEWENHAM AFS (STP)
KOTZEBUE AFS (STP)
MURPHY DOME AFS (STP)
CAMPION AFS (STP)

COLD BAY AFS (STP)

CAPE LiSBURNE AFS (STP)
TIN CITY AFS (STP)

FORT YUKON LRRS (STP)
NDIAN MOUNTAIN AFS (STP)

1IFT. GREELY \_ NEW POST (STP)

PRUDHOE BAY OPERATIONS CEN '

iAUKE BAY STP
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4952 3
4952 le
4952, 3
4952 2
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952 E
4952 E
4952 E
4952 E
4952 E
4952 E
4952 E
E
E
E
E
E
E

mmmmmmmMmmmmmm

o

4952]
4952:
4952
4952
4952
4952
4952 E

-

4952jE |
1

49521e ;

4/12/95
9/16/85
8/11/94,
11/22/96!
9/28/90 ]
3/10/89;
4/8/96!
12/21/73
12/28/73;
1/18/74 i
1/18/74!
1/18/741
8
12/14/73’
12/14/73|
12/14/73;
12/14/73)
12/14/73 =
'12/28/731
12/28/73!
12/28/73)
12/28/73:
12/28/73;
12/28/73;
12/28/73.1
12/28/731
12/28/73:
12/28/73:
12/28/73'
12/28/73,
12/31/751
12/28/73J
12/28/73 «
8/15/75!
7/10/74!

5/12/00
10/15/90
9/8/99
12/26/01
10/30/95
4/11/94
5/9/01
12/20/78
12/27/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/70
11/30/78
12/14/78
8/1/77
12/14/78
12/14/70
12/14/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/70
9/30/78
'9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
9/30/78
1/31/81
9/30/78
12/27]/70
8/22/83
12/31/78



0AK0021504
0AKO0021512
0AK0021873
0AK0022136
0AK0022217
0AK0022268
0AKO0022608
0AK0022748
OAKO0022870
0AK0023337
0AK0023591
0AK0023817
0AK0023841
OAKO0024058
0AK0024627
0AKO0024899
0AKO0025402
0AK0025666
0AK0026352
0AKO0026379
0AKO00433G2
0AKO0043451
AK0020982

AK0021491

AKO002860G

AK0043532

OAKO0000370
0AKO0QO00523
0AK0024805
0AK0025089
0AK0025780
0AK0025798
0AK0029441
0AK0026174
0AK0043567

IIND
|IND
IIND
MND
IND
[IND
IIND
lind
iIND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND'
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
[IND
;IND
|[IND
'IND
IND
jIND
IND

NPDES Permitted Facilities In Alaska as of April 21, 1998

KLAWOCK, CITY OF
SELDOVIA, CITY OF
DILLINGHAM, dTYOF
INTERIOR,NATIONAL PARK SERVIC
INTERIOR. INDIAN AFFAIRS
INTERIOR, iNDIAN AFFAIRS

HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
INTERIOR, INDIAN AFFAIRS
INTERIOR, INDIAN AFFAIRS

COOK INLET PIPE LINE CO
AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE
AGRICULTURE. FOREST SERVICE
TRANSPORTATION, FAA
KETCHIKAN PULP COMPANY
FOREST PARK SEWAGE TREATMEN
MUD BAY LOGGING CO

WHITTIER, CITY OF 301(H)

PORT LIONS, CITY OF
TRANSPORTATION. COAST GUARD

4952

4952
SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 4952
BARTLETT COVE RANGER StA (ST "4952
KiPNUK DAY SCHOOL (STP) 4952
CHEFORNAK DAY SCHOOL (STP) 4952
PHS TANANA NATIVE HOSPITAL " 4952
NEWTOK DAY SCHOOL (STP)' 4952
SAVOONGA DAY SCHOOL (STP) ” ' 4952
DRIFT RIVER TERMINAL (STP) 4952
AUKE VILLAGE RECREATION (STP) " 4952
FALSE PASS YACC CAMP (STP) 4952
YAKUTAT FAA STATION (STP) 4952
THORNE'BAY LOGGING CAMP 4952
RESIDENTIAL 'SUBDIVISION 4952
KUIU ISLAND LOGGING CAMP * 4952

4952

4952

SHOAL COVE LORAN STATION (ST 4952

TRANSPORTATION, COAST GUARD NARROW CAPE LORAN STATION(S 4952
NAKNEK," CITY OF BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH 4952
UNALASKA, CITY OF SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT "4952
DEFENSE, AIR FORCE TATALINA AFS (STP) 4952
CRAIG, CITY OF 4952
BP EXPLORAT ION (ALASKA) INC CENTRAL SEWAGE TREATMENTS '4952
PELICAN, CITY OF 301(H) 4952
CHEVRON USA INC 5171
TOSCO DISTRIBUTION COMPANY IkETCHIKAN_TERMINIAL 5171
jANCHORAGE FUELING & SERVICE IDOCK PLANT 5171
[ANCHORAGE FUELING & SERVICE AIRPORT PLANT 5171
'UNION OIL CO OF CALIFORNIA JUNEAU 5171
IUNION OIL CO OF CALIFORNIA PETERSBURG 5171
[UNION OIL CO OF CALIFORNIA jKODIAK FACILITY 5171
:MOOSE CREEK APARTMENTS ;NORTH STAR ACQUISITIONS 6513
DRVEN CORPORATION, R.B. STILES DIAMOND CHUITNA HOUSING 7021
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10/25/74
12/13/74
10/2/90
....2120/74
"3/13/74
3/13/74
2/20/74
2127174
"2/27/74
E... 11/22/74
E "6/26/74
= 8/22/75
6/26/74
8/22/75
12/17/74
111/9/76
11/28/83
" 10/10/75
""7/14/76
E 7/14/76
E 6/29/87
1 2/28/97
E" 12/28/73
E "10/25/74
E" "7/1/83
E 9/27/B5
- 11/22174
12/17/74
3/25/76
3/25/76
3/12GI76
3/26/76
6/12/78
9/6177
6/29/90

mmmmTmTimTmTimm

mim mimimm

mmmmmMmmmm

6/30/79
6/30/77
10/2/95
‘"'12/31/78
12/31/78
12/31/78
" 9/20/78
12/31/78
11/30/70
' 9/30/78
12/31/78
8/31/79
11/30/78
" 9/30/79
0/31/79
10/31/80
12/27/08
6/30/77
8/16/01
8/16/81
"'7128/92
4/1/02
'9/30/78
6/30/77
" 6/30/88
10/28/90
"6/30/79
6/30/79
6/30/80
6/ 30/00
4/26/81
4/26/01
7/12/03
10/6/82
7/31/95



0AKO0022616
0AKO0024732
0AK0020338
AK0027251
0AK0026344
0AKO0026361
0AKG520000
0AKG528000

IND
IND
IND
IND
IND
iND
GP

GP

NPDES Permitted Fb—iries In Alaska as of April 21, 1998

WRANGELL, CITY OF WRANGELL INSTITUTE

PELICAN, CITY OF HIGH SCHOOL

UKPEAGVIK INUPIAT CORP NARL (WASTE/DRINKING WATER)
AK\_HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES HILAND MTN CORRECTIONAL CEN
TRANSPORTATION, COAST GUARD SHOAL COVE (FUEL STORAGE)
TRANSPORTATION, COAST GUARD NARROW CAPE (FUEL STORAGE)
SEAFOOD PROCESSORS IN ALASKA

SEAFOOD PROCESSORS IN KODIAKj _

Pago 20

8211
8211
8733
9223
9621
9621

mmmimimm

1/30/74
4/22/75
712187
9/18/85
5/7/76
5/7/76
7/21/95
3/16/98

6/30/79
1/1/77
8/3/92

10/17/90
6/7/81
6/7/81
8/4/00

4/30/03



SB 326-WASTEWATER DISCHARGE PROGRAM

NAME
Co./Dcpt./Title: A
Address:.

Do you wish to testify?

NAME:
Co./Dept./Titlc:
Address:

Do you wish to testify?

NAME:
Co./Dcpt./Title:
Address: —----------

Do you wish to testify?

NAME:
Co./Dcpl [Title:
Address: ------------

Do you wish to testify?

SEC

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

SIGN-IN

1VG

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

5B
Subject/Bill No:

>\ _£< Y Y YT S —

Zip:

.Respond To Questions

Subject/Bill No:

Zip:

.Respond To Questions

Subject/Bill No:

.Respond To Questions

Subject/Bill No:

Phone

.Respond To Questions

4/15/02



DO YOU WANT

PRI NT YOUR NAME ADDRESS (MAILING &ZIP) REPRESENTING TO TESTIFY?
Y or N
ADEC Y-SB 326

ATom Chappie
Email address:

Email address:
Email address:
Email address:
Email address:
Email address:

Email address:



site - JUNEAU LIO SUBJECT OF MEETING:
Se 32Q

(\e A
COMMITTEE:
DATE.:
UPDATE #;
PLEASE PRINT:
NAME ADDRESS (MAILING & ZIP)

O

REPRESENT ING

LA'p}>

DO YOU WANT
TO TESTIFY?
Y or N

y



PLEASE SIGN [N

PRI N T YOUR NAME

\ Bill Jeffers

\

Charile Boddy

ADDRESS

DO YOU WANT
(MAILING & ZIP)

<CSLZgKkK

REPRESENTING TO TESTIFY?

Council of AK Y SB 326
Producers

UC Mines SB 326





