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Name of Facility King America Finishing, Inc.  
 

NPDES Permit No. GA0003280   
 
This permit is a reissuance of an extended NPDES permit for King America Finishing, Inc. The facility 
is a textile mill that performs preparation (includes scouring, de-sizing, bleaching, mercerization, etc.), 
dyeing, finishing, and flame-retardant treatment of woven cotton and synthetic/cotton blended fabrics. 
A maximum of 2.770 MGD of process water, cooling water, and stormwater is discharged to the 
Ogeechee River in the Ogeechee River Basin. The permit expired on November 30, 2018 and became 
administratively extended. 
 
The permit was placed on public notice from September 30, 2020 to November 20, 2020. 
 
Please Note The Following Changes to the Proposed NPDES Permit From The Existing Permit 
 
Parts I.A.1, I.A.2, and I.A.3 – Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 

 Added three tiers of effluent limitations to ensure that the technology based effluent limits 
accurately reflect production levels without restricting facility operations. 
 

 Modified the production-based effluent limitations for BOD5, sulfide, total phenols, and total 
chromium based on updated production information. 
 

 Modified the COD effluent limitations (Tier 1) from 5,500 lbs/day daily average and 11,000 
lbs/day daily maximum to 5,328 lbs/day daily average and 10,656 lbs/day daily maximum based 
on the production-based effluent limitation guidelines. 

 

 Reduced the monitoring frequency for TSS from 5/week to 1/week based on performance. 
 

 Reduced the monitoring frequency for sulfide from 7/week to 3/week based on performance. 
 

 Replaced the previously misapplied concentration-based effluent limits of 30 mg/L daily average 
and 45 mg/L daily maximum for TSS with report only requirements. 

 

 Reduced the monitoring frequency for total phenols from 1/week to once every two months based 
on performance. 

 

 Reduced the monitoring frequency for total chromium from 1/week to once every two months 
based on performance. 
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 Replaced the concentration-based effluent limits of 1.2 mg/L daily average and 2.0 mg/L daily 
maximum for total chromium with report only requirements due to the lack of any reasonable 
potential for the discharge to cause or contribute to a violation of Georgia’s Water Quality 
Standards for chromium. 

 

 Removed instream monitoring for total hardness as sufficient data was collected to characterize 
the receiving stream so that site-specific data may be used when conducting a reasonable 
potential analysis for hardness-dependent metals. 
 

 Modified the ammonia mass-based effluent limits from 260 lbs/day daily average and 520 lbs/day 
daily maximum to 181 lbs/day daily average and 336 lbs/day based on the facility’s permitted 
daily average flow and the concentration-based effluent limitations noted in the wasteload 
allocation. 
 

 Added monthly monitoring for organic nitrogen and nitrate/nitrite per Georgia’s Plan for the 
Adoption of Water Quality Standards for Nutrients (2013). 
 

 Reduced the monitoring frequency for total Kjeldahl nitrogen, total nitrogen, and orthophosphate 
from 1/week to 1/month based on best professional judgement. 

 

 Removed monitoring requirements and effluent limit of 1.6 mg/L daily maximum for 
formaldehyde due to concerns over the accuracy of available analytical methods due to matrix 
interference. Any potential toxic effects of formaldehyde will be captured through the whole 
effluent toxicity testing required in the permit. 

 

 Removed the instream limits for color of Δ80 ADMI based on information provided from a color 
study and permit sampling which indicated no reasonable potential for the effluent to cause or 
contribute to a violation of Georgia’s narrative Water Quality Standard for color. 

 

 Removed sodium monitoring based on best professional judgement as there is no numeric water 
quality standard for sodium to compare against. Any potential toxic effects of sodium will be 
captured through the whole effluent toxicity testing required in the permit. 

 

 Removed peroxide monitoring based on best professional judgement as there is no numeric water 
quality standard for peroxide to compare against. Any potential toxic effects of peroxide will be 
captured through the whole effluent toxicity testing required in the permit. 

 

 Removed THPC monitoring based on best professional judgement as there is no numeric water 
quality standard for THPC to compare against. Any potential toxic effects of THPC will be 
captured through the whole effluent toxicity testing required in the permit. 
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 Added escherichia coli effluent limitations of 126 #/100mL daily average and 410 #/100 mL 
which will replace the fecal coliform effluent limitations subject to EPA approval of the proposed 
changes to the GA. Comp. R. & Regs. which adopt e. coli and enterococci as pathogen indicators 
for waters designated as fishing, coastal fishing, and drinking water. EPD will provide written 
authorization for the change. 

 
Part I.A.4 – Surface Water Monitoring Requirements 
 

 Removed instream formaldehyde monitoring based on best professional judgement as there is no 
numeric water quality standard for formaldehyde to compare against. Any potential toxic effects 
of formaldehyde will be captured through the instream whole effluent toxicity testing required in 
the permit. 
 

 Removed instream sodium monitoring based on best professional judgement as there is no 
numeric water quality standard for sodium to compare against. Any potential toxic effects of 
sodium will be captured through the instream whole effluent toxicity testing required in the 
permit. 

 

 Removed instream sulfide monitoring based on best professional judgement as there is no 
numeric water quality standard for sulfide to compare against. Any potential toxic effects of 
sulfide will be captured through the instream whole effluent toxicity testing required in the 
permit. 

 

 Removed instream peroxide monitoring based on best professional judgement as there is no 
numeric water quality standard for peroxide to compare against. Any potential toxic effects of 
peroxide will be captured through the instream whole effluent toxicity testing required in the 
permit. 
 

 Added a requirement that downstream specific conductance and whole effluent toxicity testing 
be conducted concurrently to verify that the downstream sampling location is representative of 
the effluent plume within the Ogeechee River. 

 
Part III.C – Special Conditions 
 

 Paragraphs 2 and 3 from the previous permit have been removed as they have been consolidated 
and expressed in Part I.A.4. Paragraphs 2 and 3 previously outlined the instream sampling 
requirements for the facility. 
 

 Paragraphs 4-7 from the previous permit have been consolidated and included as paragraph 3 in 
this permit. Paragraphs 4-7 previously outlined effluent and instream whole effluent toxicity 
testing requirements. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Summary Page 
 

King America Finishing, Inc.  April, 2022 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003280  Page 4 

 

 Paragraph 8-10 and 12 from the previous permit are one-time requirements that have been 
completed and have been removed from this permit. Paragraphs 8 and 9 previously outlined a 
mercury characterization study and a potential mercury minimization plan. Paragraph 10 
previously included requirements for a color study. Paragraph 12 previously required 
Perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) sampling. 

 

 Paragraph 11 from the previous permit has been removed as the contents of the language are 
included in the permit’s boilerplate language. Paragraph 11 previously required an annual 
certification outlining any change in processes or wastewater characteristics. 

 

 Added Paragraph 2 requiring characterization a Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) 
Characterization Study. 
 

 Added language to Paragraph 3 requiring the permittee to  prepare a Toxicity Identification 
Evaluation work plan and conduct a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) and Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE) in the event that two WET tests are failed. 
 

 Added language to Paragraph 3 requiring a modified dilution series and additional IC25 reporting 
for chronic WET tests. 
 

 Added Paragraph 4 addressing the facility’s Sludge Management Plan approved August 31, 
2020. 
 

 Added Paragraph 5 requiring a written notification of increased production prior to granting 
coverage under the Tier 2 or Tier 3 effluent limitations for higher levels of production. 

    
Standard Conditions & Boilerplate Modifications 

 
The permit boilerplate includes modified language or added language consistent with other NPDES 
permits. 
 

Final Permit Determinations and Public Comments 

 

 Final issued permit did not change from the draft permit placed on public notice. 
 

 Public comments were received during public notice period. 
 

 Public hearing was held on November 17, 2020. 
 

 Final permit includes changes from the draft permit placed on public notice. See attached permit 
revisions and/or permit fact sheet revisions document(s) 
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Name of Facility King America Finishing, Inc. 
 

NPDES Permit No. GA0003280 
 

 

Were there any revisions between the draft proposed NPDES permit placed on public notice and 

the final proposed NPDES permit?  If yes, specify:     Yes  No 

 
 
Part I.A.1 – Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 

  

 Revised the monitoring frequency for COD from 3/Week to 5/Week. 

 

 Revised the fecal coliform effluent limitations from seasonal limitations of 500 #/100mL 

daily average and 500 #/100mL daily maximum (May-Oct) and 1,000 #/100mL daily 

average and 4,000 #/100mL daily maximum (Nov-Apr) to year-round effluent limitations 

of 200 #/100mL daily average and 400 #/100mL daily maximum. 

 

 Added escherichia coli effluent limitations of 126 #/100mL daily average and 410 

#/100mL daily maximum which will replace the fecal coliform effluent limitations upon 

EPA approval of the proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water Quality Control, 

Chapter 391-3-6.03 (Water Use Classifications and Water Quality Standards) for bacterial 

indicators. EPD will provide written authorization for the change. 

 

Part I.A.2 – Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements  

 

 Revised the monitoring frequency for COD from 3/Week to 5/Week. 

 

 Revised the fecal coliform effluent limitations from seasonal limitations of 500 #/100mL 

daily average and 500 #/100mL daily maximum (May-Oct) and 1,000 #/100mL daily 

average and 4,000 #/100mL daily maximum (Nov-Apr) to year-round effluent limitations 

of 200 #/100mL daily average and 400 #/100mL daily maximum. 

 

 Added escherichia coli effluent limitations of 126 #/100mL daily average and 410 
#/100mL daily maximum which will replace the fecal coliform effluent limitations upon 
EPA approval of the proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water Quality Control, 
Chapter 391-3-6.03 (Water Use Classifications and Water Quality Standards) for bacterial 
indicators. EPD will provide written authorization for the change. 
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 Added a requirement that the permittee submit a written notification of increased 

production to obtain coverage under the “Tier 2” effluent limitations. 
 

Part I.A.3 – Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements  

 

 Revised the monitoring frequency for COD from 3/Week to 5/Week. 

 

 Revised the fecal coliform effluent limitations from seasonal limitations of 500 #/100mL 

daily average and 500 #/100mL daily maximum (May-Oct) and 1,000 #/100mL daily 

average and 4,000 #/100mL daily maximum (Nov-Apr) to year-round effluent limitations 

of 200 #/100mL daily average and 400 #/100mL daily maximum. 

 

 Added escherichia coli effluent limitations of 126 #/100mL daily average and 410 

#/100mL daily maximum which will replace the fecal coliform effluent limitations upon 

EPA approval of the proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water Quality Control, 

Chapter 391-3-6.03 (Water Use Classifications and Water Quality Standards) for bacterial 

indicators. EPD will provide written authorization for the change. 

 

 Added a requirement that the permittee submit a written notification of increased 

production to obtain coverage under the “Tier 3” effluent limitations. 
 

Part I.A.4 – Surface Water Monitoring Requirements  

 

 Revised the monitoring frequency for instream acute WET tests using Ceriodaphnia dubia 

from 1/Quarter to 1/Month. 

 

Part I.D – Reporting Requirements  

 

 Updated to the new e-Reporting Phase II compliance date of December 21, 2025, per 40 

CFR 127.16. The revision to the rule became effective January 4, 2021. 

 

Part III.C – Special Conditions 

 

 Modified the PFAS characterization study language to clarify what per- and 

polyfluoroalkyl substances must be characterized. The revised language requires that the 

permittee characterize all PFAS used in processing or manufacturing at the facility or 

believed present in the process wastewater or sludge due to contact with any raw materials, 

intermediate products, finished products, byproducts, or waste products. 
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 Modified the PFAS characterization study to indicate that, where applicable, draft 

analytical method 1633 should be used to analyze the PFAS compounds. 

 

 Revised the WET testing requirements to require the reporting of the 25% inhibition 

concentration (IC25) when conducting chronic WET tests. 

 

 Modified the chronic WET test dilution series to 0%, 2%, 4%, 8%, 16%, 32%, 64%, 100%. 

 

 Added detailed requirements and interim milestones for the completion of a Toxicity 

Identification Evaluation (TIE) work plan, TIE/TRE, and additional data gathering 

activities. 

 

 Added a special condition for the permittee to submit a written notification of increased 

production to obtain coverage under the “Tier 2” or “Tier 3” effluent limitations. 

 
 
The permittee has been made aware of these changes 
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Name of Facility King America Finishing, Inc.  
 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003280 
 

Were there any revisions between the draft proposed NPDES permit fact sheet placed on public 

notice and the final proposed NPDES permit fact sheet?  If yes, specify:   

   

 Yes  No 

 

Section 1.8 – Description of the Wastewater Treatment Facility  

 

 Updated the wastewater treatment facility description to reference dredging that occurred 

in Fall 2021. 

 

Section 3.3 – Georgia 305(b)/303(d) List Documents  

 

 The receiving waterbody stream segment has been reclassified as the Ogeechee River from 

Nevill’s Creek to Hwy 301 based on the approved 2020 Integrated 305(b)/303(d) Report. 

 

Section 4.1 – Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) & Technology Based Effluent 

Limitations (TBELs)  

 

 The boilerplate language for water quality based effluent limitations and technology based 

effluent limitations has been updated. 

 

Section 4.2 – Reasonable Potential Analysis  

 

 The boilerplate language for reasonable potential analysis has been updated. 

 

Section 4.3 – Whole Effluent Toxicity  

 

 The narrative surrounding WET testing has been moved to Section 4.3. 

 

 The WET testing narrative has been revised as the monitoring frequency for instream acute 

WET tests using Ceriodaphnia dubia has been returned to 1/Month as was included in the 

previous permit. 
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Section 4.4 – Conventional Pollutants: Outfall 001 & Instream Discussions 

 

 Revised the fecal coliform narrative to reflect the change from seasonal effluent limitations 

to year-round effluent limitations of 200 #/100mL daily average and 400 #/100mL daily 

maximum. 

 

 Added escherichia coli to replace the fecal coliform effluent limitations subject to EPA 

approval of the proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water Quality Control, Chapter 

391-3-6.03 (Water Use Classifications and Water Quality Standards) for bacterial 

indicators. EPD will provide written authorization for the change. 

 

Section 4.9 – Comparison & Summary of Water Quality vs. Technology Based Effluent Limits  

 

 Updated the effluent limitation comparison table to reflect the change from seasonal 

effluent limitations to year-round effluent limitations of 200 #/100mL daily average and 

400 #/100mL daily maximum. 

 

 Updated the effluent limitation comparison table to include e. coli effluent limitations of 

126 #/100mL daily average and 410 #/100mL daily maximum. 

 

Section 5.1 – Special Conditions  

 

 Modified the narrative to discuss the addition of IC25 reporting and a modified dilution 

series for chronic WET tests. 

 

 Added narrative regarding the requirements and interim milestones for the completion of 

a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) work plan, TIE/TRE, and additional data 

gathering activities 

 

 Modified the fact sheet to reflect the revised sludge management plan approved on October 

7, 2021, which adds additional sludge disposal locations. 

 

 Added narrative requiring a written notification of increased production to obtain coverage 

under the “Tier 2” or “Tier 3” effluent limitations. 
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Section 5.3 – Anti-Backsliding  

 

 Removed the anti-backsliding narrative for fecal coliform whose effluent limitations have 

been returned to 200 #/100mL daily average and 400 #/100mL daily maximum. 

 

Appendix C  

 

 Updated the reasonable potential analysis to include the revised water quality standards for 

cadmium. 

 
 
The permittee has been made aware of these changes. 
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Due to the volume of comments received and the number of topics covered in a comment, EPD has summarized and grouped  

comments together based on the topic. 
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Acronyms 

 
CFR – Code of Federal Regulations 
COD – Chemical Oxygen Demand 
CWA – Clean Water Act 
EAD – Environmental Administrative Decisions 
EPA – Environmental Protection Agency 
EPD – Environmental Protection Division 
GA. Comp. R. & Regs. – Georgia Rules and Regulations for the Water Quality Control Act 
IC25 – Inhibition Concentration 25% 
IWC – Instream Waste Concentration 
KAF – King America Finishing, Inc. 
LOEC – Lowest Observed Effect Concentration 
NOEC – No Observed Effect Concentration 
NPDES – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
ORK – Ogeechee Riverkeeper 
PFAS – Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances 
PFOA – Perfluorooctanoic Acid 
PFOS – Perfluorooctane Sulfonate 
POTW – Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
qPCR - Quantitative Polymerase Chain Reaction 
TBEL – Technology Based Effluent Limitation 
TDS – Total Dissolved Solids 
THPC – Tetrakis (hydroxymethyl) Phosphonium Chloride 
TIE – Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
TMDL – Total Maximum Daily Load 
TRE – Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
TRI – Toxics Release Inventory 
TSCA – Toxic Substances Control Act 
TSS – Total Suspended Solids 
USC – United States Code 
WET – Whole Effluent Toxicity 
WQBEL – Water Quality Based Effluent Limitation  
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COMMENT RECEIVED EPD RESPONSE 

 
General 

 

 
1. The fish kill caused by King America has ruined our once thriving 

business. We have seen first-hand how this amazing resource has been 
affected.  The visual changes in the color of our river and our 
sandbars. Milliken now operates much like King America by over 
exceeding their limits and paying fines. In no way should their permits 
be altered to allow more leniency. 

 
2. The Ogeechee River remains vulnerable to the stressors that 

contributed to the largest fish-kill in Georgia's history, and global 
warming will only serve to exacerbate the ongoing water quality 
issues that contributed to this disaster by increasing the severity of 
droughts and the frequency of destructively high-water temperatures. 
This leads us to the dire conclusion that any changes to any of the 57 
NPDES permits affecting this water basin will likely require more 
stringent requirements rather than more lenient ones. 

 
3. The public needs to be confident that there is rigorous attention to 

pollutants emitted by the Milliken Plant. Casual discussions with 
stakeholder groups using the river, in my opinion, reveals a reduction 
in confidence that issues related to the Milliken Plant have been 
effectively addressed. Although these are often relayed in the form of 
anecdotes, weakening testing requirements and failure to include 
PFAS will not help with this erosion of confidence. 

 
4.  My Labrador Retriever, who swam in the river daily, died of squamous 

cell carcinoma of the mouth shortly after the pollution, and that 
disease is rare but can be caused, in particular, by exposure to 

 
EPD has evaluated the submitted permit application and supporting 
documentation and proposed a NPDES permit in accordance with 
applicable Federal and State regulations ensuring the permit is legal, 
enforceable, and protective of water quality standards, human health, 
and the environment.  
 
Where less stringent effluent limitations have been applied, the rationale 
has been based on the allowable exceptions defined in Section 402(o)(2) 
of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1342(o)(2)). The implementation of such 
revised limitations will not result in a violation of a water quality 
standard under Section 303 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1313) applicable 
to such waters. 
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COMMENT RECEIVED EPD RESPONSE 

formaldehyde, which, guess what, was one of the pollutants identified 
in the King Finishing case. 

 
I refuse to lose another beloved friend and therefore support the 
strictest possible measures to keep the Ogeechee River clean and safe. 
 

5.  The permit should be protective of human health and the environment. 
This includes recreational activities such as fishing and kayaking, and 
the protection of our drinking water resources. 

 
 

 
Monitoring Frequency of Constituents 

 

 
1.  There should be more frequent testing of constituents, not less as you 

propose. 
 

Milliken has repeatedly failed to operate this plant in compliance with 
the current permit and should not be allowed to reduce any 
environmental requirements related to operations or testing. 
 
The draft permit improperly allows for a reduction in testing 
frequency. 
 
The Milliken has not been able to consistently meet EPA water quality 
standards as evidenced by the record of violations. These violations 
do not support less frequent testing and reducing parameters tested, 
changes that are indicated in a side-by-side comparison of the current 
and NPDES proposed permit. Reductions in frequency of testing 

 
EPA’s NPDES Permit Writers’ Manual, EPA-833-K-10-001 (Sept. 
2010) at Section 8.1.3, p. 8-5, directs that “the permit writer should 
establish monitoring frequencies sufficient to characterize the effluent 
quality and to detect events of noncompliance, considering the need for 
data and, as appropriate, the potential cost to the permittee.” EPD 
evaluated the available data and determined for several parameters a 
reduction of monitoring frequencies could be granted without increasing 
the risk for undetected events of noncompliance, refer to Appendix D of 
the Fact Sheet for additional information. 
 
Effluent monitoring frequency reductions were proposed in the draft 
permit for TSS, COD, sulfide, total phenols, and total chromium. Based 
on public comments received, EPD has returned the monitoring 
frequency for COD to 5/Week. The facility has not displayed non-
compliance with the TBELs for COD, but COD is a useful indicator of 
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COMMENT RECEIVED EPD RESPONSE 

could lead to a less rapid response to discharge-related increases of 
the chemicals listed in the permit. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

wastewater treatment efficiency and process controls, as evidenced by 
prior corrective action plans for the KAF facility. 
 
Additionally, the draft permit reduced the instream monitoring 
frequency of acute WET testing for ceriodaphnia dubia. Based on EPD’s 
review of WET testing, instream acute toxicity has not been detected for 
ceriodaphnia dubia as part of the historical WET testing. However, in 
consideration of the commentors concerns and the periodic toxicity 
exhibited in the effluent, EPD has returned the monitoring frequency for 
acute ceriodaphnia dubia WET testing to once per month.  
 
EPD additionally reduced the monitoring frequencies for total Kjeldahl 
nitrogen, total nitrogen, and orthophosphate in the draft permit. These 
constituents did not have effluent limitations and monitoring was 
included to aide in the future development of numeric nutrient criteria. 
Monthly monitoring data is sufficient to collect the data needed to 
develop and calibrate EPD water quality models. The proposed, reduced 
monitoring frequency remains unchanged in the final permit for these 
constituents. 
 

 
Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) 

 

 
The discharge of a specific pollutant (or group of pollutants) cannot be 
permitted if it is not disclosed in a NPDES permit application. The Clean 
Water Act generally prohibits pollutant discharges to streams and rivers. 
The NPDES permitting program is a limited exception to that prohibition, 
and discharges under the program cannot be approved unless they are 
adequately disclosed. The Environmental Protection Agency has stressed 
the need for disclosure of pollutants during the permitting process: 

 
The EPA Environmental Appeals Board’s decision in re: Ketchikan Pulp 

Company, 7 E.A.D. 605 (EPA) (1998) and the decision in Piney Run 

Pres. Ass’n v. Cty. Comm’rs of Carroll Cty., Maryland, 268 F.3d 255 
(4th Cir. 2001) contemplates when a “permit shield” is granted for 
pollutants not addressed in the NPDES permit. The comment as it 
pertains to Clean Water Act compliance under the current permit is 
inapplicable to the permit reissuance process under consideration now 



Public Comments and EPD Responses on Draft NPDES Permit 

King America Finishing, Inc. – Permit No. GA0003280 
 

Page 6 of 39 
 

COMMENT RECEIVED EPD RESPONSE 

 
[D]ischargers have a duty to be aware of any significant pollutant 
levels in their discharge. [...] Most important, [the disclosure 
requirements] provide the information which the permit writers need 
to determine what pollutants are likely to be discharged in significant 
amounts and to set appropriate permit limits. [...] [P]ermit writers 
need to know what pollutants are present in an effluent to determine 
approval permit limits in the absence of applicable effluent guidelines. 
 

The EPA Environmental Appeals Board’s decision in re: Ketchikan Pulp 
Company further emphasized the importance of disclosure. In Piney Run 
Pres. Ass’n v. Cty. Comm’rs of Carroll Cty., Maryland, the court 
followed Ketchikan and stated: 
 

The Ketchikan decision therefore made clear that a permit holder is in 
compliance with the [Clean Water Act] even if it discharges pollutants 
that are not listed in its permit, as long as it only discharges pollutants 
that have been adequately disclosed to the permitting authority. [...] 
To the extent that a permitholder discharges a pollutant that it did not 
disclose, it violates the NPDES permit and the [Clean Water Act]. 
 

Milliken failed to disclose PFAS in its permit application, in violation of 
the Clean Water Act.  Sampling discussed below establishes that the 
facility is discharging PFAS. The failure to disclose the presence of PFAS 
should result in EPD remanding the permit to Milliken to disclose fully 
such PFAS discharges. 

 

and should be raised separately. Regarding the aspects of the comment 
which apply to the permit reissuance, while important for developing our 
regulatory framework, the cases are largely inapplicable to this draft 
permit which explicitly considers per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances 
(PFAS) through a special condition requiring a PFAS Characterization 
Study. 
 
PFAS are emerging pollutants of concern and significant resources are 
currently being employed at the national and state levels to develop 
multi-media and multi-program research and risk communication plans 
to address PFAS. As this response to comments is being drafted, US 
EPA has yet to promulgate instream water quality criteria and has not 
yet developed any 40 C.F.R. § 136 approved wastewater analytical test 
methods for this category of pollutants. EPA has however published 
draft analytical method 1633 for 40 PFAS compounds since the draft 
permit was placed on public notice. While not nationally required for 
compliance monitoring, the draft method is recommended for use in 
individual permits. Where applicable, draft method 1633 will be used for 
the PFAS Characterization Study required in Part III.C.2 of the permit. 
EPD continues to stay engaged and is following US EPA’s progress as 
it evaluates PFAS as it relates to discharges from point sources to surface 
waters. 
 
The proposed permit expands upon the PFAS Characterization Study 
required in the previous permit and will serve to assist in the 
identification of potential sources of PFAS from the facility. EPD may 
reevaluate the permit based on the results of the PFAS Characterization 
Study and, if necessary, modify the permit in accordance with 40 C.F.R. 
§ 122.62(a)(2). 
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COMMENT RECEIVED EPD RESPONSE 

 
For all pollutants, the Clean Water Act requires permitting agencies to 
impose technology-based effluent limitations. If these limits are not 
enough to ensure compliance with water quality standards, then water 
quality-based effluent limits must be included. EPD has apparently not 
evaluated any limits on PFAS, which is understandable since the 
permittee did not disclose them. But EPD should insist on such disclosure 
and develop permit terms accordingly. 
 
Technology-based effluent limits are “the minimum level of control that 
must be imposed in a permit.” These limits “are developed independently 
of the potential impact of a discharge on the receiving water, which is 
addressed through water quality standards and water quality-based 
effluent limitations.” As EPA has recognized, “technology-based limits 
aim to prevent pollution by requiring polluters to install and implement 
various forms of technology designed to reduce the pollution discharged 
into the nation’s waters.” When EPA has not issued a national effluent 
limitation guideline for a particular industry, permitting agencies must 
implement technology-based effluent limits on a case-by-case basis using 
their “best professional judgment.” 
 
There are available technologies used to reduce the discharge of PFOAs 
from industrial wastewater.  Although it is beyond the expertise of the 
Riverkeeper to design wastewater treatment systems, it has been widely 
reported that effective technologies include activated carbon treatment, 
ion exchange resins, and high-pressure membranes, like nanofiltration or 
reverse osmosis. 

 

 
40 C.F.R. § 125.3(c) allows for technology-based treatment 
requirements to be imposed on a case-by-case basis under Section 
402(a)(1) of the CWA, to the extent that EPA-promulgated effluent 
limitations are inapplicable. EPA has already promulgated applicable 
effluent limitation guidelines at 40 C.F.R. 410 – Subpart D for woven 
fabric finishing and commission finishing which apply to the facility’s 
operations. 
 
US EPA recently issued its Effluent Guidelines Program Plan 14, EPA-
821-R-21-001 (Jan. 2021) fulfilling its requirements at Section 304(m) 
of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1314(m)) to biennially publish a plan for new 
and revised effluent limitations guidelines. As part of this plan, US EPA 
has indicated its intent to conduct a Multi-industry Detailed Study of 
industrial PFAS use, treatment, and discharges to surface water and 
POTWs focusing on five-point source categories: PFAS manufacturers, 
pulp and paper manufacturers, textile and carpet manufacturers, airports, 
and metal finishers. US EPA has indicated that further study is required 
of textile manufacturers, prior to initiating any revised rulemaking. US 
EPA has since issued its Preliminary Effluent Guidelines Program Plan 

15, EPA-821-R-21-003 (Sep. 2021) and Multi-Industry Per- and 

Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) Study – 2021 Preliminary Report, 
EPA-821-R-21-004 (Sep. 2021) which reaffirms EPA’s intent to 
conduct a separate detailed study to collect and review information and 
data on the use, treatment, and discharge of PFAS from textiles and 
carpet manufacturers. 
 
Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) are an extensive group of 
man-made chemicals which are emerging pollutants of concern. 
Significant resources are currently being employed at the national and 
state levels to develop multi-media and multi-program research and risk 
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communication plans to address PFAS. As this response to comments is 
being drafted, US EPA has yet to promulgate instream water quality 
criteria and has developed only a limited number of draft wastewater 
analytical test methods. EPD continues to stay engaged and is following 
US EPA’s progress as it evaluates PFAS as it relates to discharges from 
point sources to surface waters. Hence, Part III.C.2 of the permit requires 
a PFAS Characterization Study while the CWA framework for 
potentially regulating PFAS discharges pursuant to the NPDES program 
is under development. EPD may reevaluate the permit based on the 
results of the PFAS Characterization Study and, if necessary, modify the 
permit in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 122.62(a)(2). 
 

 
EPD must ensure that Georgia water quality standards will not 
be violated by the discharge. If there is a “reasonable potential” that water 
quality standards will be exceeded, EPD must include water quality-
based effluent limits in the permit as well. Georgia water quality 
standards provide: “All waters shall be free from toxic, corrosive, acidic 
and caustic substances discharged from municipalities, industries or other 
sources, such as nonpoint sources, in amounts, concentrations or 
combinations which are harmful to humans, animals or aquatic life.” Ga. 
Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(5)(e).  
  
PFAS are known to harm human health, and they certainly qualify as 
toxic substances under state law. Two of the most commonly studied 
PFAS, perfluorooctanoic acid (“PFOA”) and perfluorooctane sulfonate 
(“PFOS”), have been found to cause developmental effects to fetuses and 
infants, kidney and testicular cancer, liver malfunction, hypothyroidism, 
high cholesterol, ulcerative colitis, lower birth weight and size, obesity, 
decreased immune response to vaccines, reduced hormone levels and 
delayed puberty.  

 
Where numeric criteria have not been established whole effluent 
biomonitoring may be used to develop a whole effluent toxicity (WET) 
limit. The proposed permit contains whole effluent toxicity limits, 
consistent with EPD’s NPDES Reasonable Potential Procedures (2003). 
This approach is necessary and appropriate for the protection of Georgia 
water quality criteria in accordance with GA. Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-
6-.03(5)(e). 
 
During the development of the draft permit, EPD determined King 
America Finishing does not discharge to a reach of the Ogeechee River 
that has a designated use for drinking water and there are no surface 
water drinking water intakes in the downstream vicinity of the discharge. 
The referenced US EPA drinking water advisories/standards only 
address exposure through drinking water ingestion (not exposure via 
consumption of food sources or skin contact) and are not directly 
applicable to instream water quality standards for point source 
discharges to surface waters. (Clarification about the Appropriate 
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EPA established a lifetime health advisory of 70 ppt for the combined 
concentrations of PFOA and PFOS in drinking water. Since then, in June 
2018, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry released an 
updated Draft Toxicological Profile for PFOA, PFOS, and other PFAS. 
The report suggested that many of the chemicals are much more harmful 
than previously thought. For instance, the minimum risk levels, or the 
amount of a chemical a person can eat, drink, or breathe each day without 
a detectable risk to health, was determined to be only 11 ppt for PFOA, 
and 7 ppt for PFOS. Epidemiological studies show that many of these 
same health outcomes result from exposure to other PFAS. Given these 
harms, states like Michigan, New York, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
and Vermont have acknowledged the dangers of these compounds and 
have either proposed or finalized drinking water standards for various 
PFAS at 20 ppt and lower.  
 

Application of the PFOA and PFOS Drinking Water Health Advisories, 

(Nov. 2016)) 

 
EPD does however acknowledge the emerging concerns regarding PFAS 
and the efforts to develop on a national level a comprehensive PFAS 
Action Plan. US EPA’s action plan is a multi-media, multi-program, 
national research, management, and risk communication plan to address 
PFAS in drinking water, identify and clean up PFAS contamination, 
expand monitoring of PFAS in manufacturing, increase PFAS scientific 
research, and exercise effective enforcement tools. Of specific interest 
during the permitting process are US EPA’s efforts to develop water 
quality criteria for PFAS, identify industrial sources that may warrant 
further study and regulations, and continued efforts to develop analytical 
methods.  
 
In conjunction with the national response for PFAS, EPD is working on 
furthering the objectives of the action plan on a state level. Part III.C.2 
of the permit requires a PFAS Characterization Study to determine and 
quantify the potential the facility has to discharge PFAS into the 
environment through the discharge of treated wastewater effluent or 
through industrial sludge disposal. 
 
To learn more about this class of chemicals and EPD’s investigation and 
response to them, please visit our webpage at: 
https://epd.georgia.gov/pfoa-and-pfos-information.   
 

 
1.  PFAS are also harmful to the environment. They have been shown to 

cause harmful effects in fish, amphibians, mollusks, and other aquatic 
invertebrates — resulting in developmental and reproductive impacts, 
behavioral changes, adverse effects to livers, disruption to endocrine 

 
Fish consumption advisories are risk-based recommendations on the 
amount of fish from a specific waterbody that is safe to consume (e.g., 
servings per day, week, month, or year). The recommendation is 
informed by the measured concentration of contaminants in a sample of 
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systems, and weakened immune systems. Moreover, they are 
extremely resistant to breaking down in the environment, can travel 
long distances, and bio-accumulate in organisms.  

  
EPD must ensure that residents who fish, boat, and swim downstream 
of the discharge are protected. Many people fish for sustenance and 
recreate downstream of Milliken’s discharge location. Emerging 
research is showing that PFAS—even at low levels—are harmful. In 
addition, one of the key characteristics of the class is that they bio-
accumulate in many fish species.  We have evidence, discussed 
below, that downstream fish are being contaminated with PFAS from 
the facility and thus are being caught and eaten by Georgia citizens.  

  
As part of the ORK and Milliken sampling event in December 2018, 
two separate effluent samples were analyzed by 2 independent 
laboratories for 21 perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) including PFOS 
and PFOA using EPA Method 537 (Modified).  This sampling 
indicated that 11 of 23 PFAS analytes were present at concentrations 
above the reporting limit.  Further, these data indicated that the sum 
of PFOS and PFOA concentrations were between 203 and 227 
ng/L(ppt).  Although the effluent and the Ogeechee River are not 
drinking water sources, these concentrations greatly exceed EPA’s 
established human health advisory level of 70 parts per trillion (ppt) 
for PFOS and PFOA combined in drinking water and indicate a 
continuous source of PFASs to the Ogeechee River which is utilized 
by residents for fish consumption. No plausible source of these 
pollutants other than this textile mill exists. The documented presence 
of these pollutants requires that EPD remand the permit to the 
permittee for full disclosure of its discharge of these chemicals.  

  

fish that are representative of a specific waterbody. The underlying basis 
for the recommendation is an established toxicity criterion, which 
represents a level of contaminant that an individual can be exposed to 
every day without experiencing adverse health effects. Instream water 
quality criteria do not inform or help develop fish tissue advisories. 
 
At this time, neither GA EPD nor US EPA has developed instream water 
quality standards or fish consumption guidelines for PFAS. EPD 
acknowledges the emerging concerns regarding PFAS and is working on 
furthering the objectives of US EPA’s PFAS Action Plan on a state level. 
Specifically, for the KAF facility, a PFAS Characterization Study has 
been included at Part III.C.2 of the permit to determine and quantify the 
potential the facility has to discharge PFAS into the environment through 
the discharge of treated wastewater effluent or through industrial sludge 
disposal. EPD may consider more targeted actions, such as fish tissue 
studies, as more information becomes available.  
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In addition to effluent sampling, ORK has conducted, and is in the 
process of collecting, fish tissues representative of the type and size 
of fish typically consumed from the Ogeechee River and analyzing 
these representative fish species for PFOA and PFOS.  

  
Fish were collected from the Ogeechee River between the Interstate 
16 and Highway 80 bridges.  This is approximately 38 miles 
downstream of the Milliken discharge.  A total of 7 fish were collected 
and PFOS was detected in all 7 fish. The fish were filleted and 
submitted to an analytical laboratory for analysis for PFOS and 
PFOA.  

  
Five of the 7 fish contained PFOS at concentrations in excess of 
10 μg/kg. Based on the Consortium Best Practices guidelines, PFOS 
tissue concentrations in a majority of the samples would result in a 
fish consumption advisory for this section of the Ogeechee River of 2 
meals per week to be protective of human health.  

  
Using EPA’s 2016 Drinking Water Health Advisory reference dose 
(RfD) of 2x10-5 milligrams per kilogram per day, a fish consumption 
limit can be developed.  Specifically, the Great Lakes Consortium for 
Fish Consumption Advisories developed the Best Practice 
for Perfluorooctane Sulfonate (PFOS) Guidelines which contains 
recommendations for consumption of fish containing PFOS based on 
EPA’s RfD.  The guidelines assessed a meal size of 227 grams (1/2 
pound) of raw fish per meal for a 70 kg adult.  

  
This data calls for further action. Admittedly, this data is limited and 
more information is needed. It should not be the Riverkeeper’s job to 
collect this data. Rather, the State should require the company to 
collect this data and submit it to EPD as part of a proper disclosure of 
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its PFAS-related discharges. Thus, the permit should be withdrawn 
and the company should be required to make a proper disclosure of 
its PFAS-related discharges and the results of a properly designed fish 
tissue sampling protocol at which point, if appropriate, TBELs, 
WQBELs, and appropriate monitoring conditions should be imposed.  
 

2.  A fish tissue study is long overdue and should be completed before 
the permit is granted. 

 
The presence of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in fish 
tissue downstream of this plant raises serious concerns for those of us 
that consume fish and shellfish taken from waters around our homes. 

 
A permit should not be issued without a fish tissue study, which 
should have already been completed under the terms of the previous 
permit. 

 
We would like to express our alarm regarding news that the 
Riverkeeper has taken samples indicating that Milliken has been 
discharging a harmful class of long-lasting chemicals known as 
PFAS, despite submitting reports to the contrary to EPD. The 
Riverkeeper reports that these carcinogens appear to be accumulating 
in fish. EPD can begin to address this disturbing development by 
conducting the comprehensive fish tissue study that was part of the 
fish kill litigation settlement but canceled due to Milliken’ erroneous 
reporting. 

 
ORK has discovered that Milliken has been discharging a harmful 
class of chemicals known as PFAs, despite submitting reports to GA 
EPD suggesting otherwise. ORK has also discovered that these 
carcinogens are appearing in the fish people consume. A permit 
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should include standards and guidelines for PFAs and fish 
consumption. It is essential that people know what they are eating and 
are not exposed to harmful chemicals. A comprehensive fish tissue 
study should be done before any new permit is issued. 

 
A threat has been identified by the Ogeechee Riverkeeper of PFA 
bioconcentration in fish tissues. PFAs are an acknowledged emerging 
threat to water quality and human health. The permit should be 
amended to address this new threat. People have the right to know 
what contaminants are in the fishes they are consuming and to have 
the EPD work towards setting recommendations in the form of 
consumption advisories for those contaminants. Included in this effort 
should be the reduction of PFAs to the river basin. Other states have 
consumption advisories for PFOs/PFAs (Michigan is an example). 

 
PFAS can accumulate and stay in the human body for long periods of 
time. There is evidence that exposure to PFAS can lead to adverse 
health outcomes in humans. The most-studied PFAS chemicals are 
PFOA and PFOS. Studies indicate that PFOA and PFOS can cause 
reproductive and developmental, liver and kidney, and 
immunological effects in laboratory animals. Both chemicals have 
caused tumors in animals. The most consistent findings are increased 
cholesterol levels among exposed populations, with more limited 
findings related to low infant birth weights, effects on the immune 
system, cancer (for PFOA), and thyroid hormone disruption (for 
PFOS). Why would you allow these possibilities? 

 
ORK’s discovery of PFAS/PFOS in Ogeechee River fish 
demonstrates Milliken/King America’s lack of transparency 
regarding their past/current production line. That the fish tissue study 
called for under the 2013 permit has not been completed is reason 
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enough to delay EPD issuing the permit as it now stands. It took ORK 
spending its own time and money collecting samples and submitting 
them to an independent laboratory to again prove that these 
compounds are present in the facility’s effluent. 

 
Recognizing that subsistence fishing is still practiced on the Ogeechee 
for several populations, Milliken must be required to complete a fish 
tissue survey focused on emerging contaminants that are found in the 
company’s discharge. 
 

 
Part III.C.2 of the draft permit contains requirements for a Per-and 
Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) Characterization Study. KAF asserts 
that the legal, analytical, and scientific framework regarding PFAS, when 
considered as a broad chemical group rather than specific non-polymeric 
or polymeric compounds, is too uncertain at this time to allow for clear 
implementation of a broad characterization requirement like the one 
proposed in the draft permit. KAF requests that the PFAS 
characterization requirement be removed from the draft permit.  
 

 
In accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 122.21(g)(13), “applicants shall provide 
to the Director, at his or her request, such other information as the 
Director may reasonably require to assess the discharges of the facility 
and to determine whether to issue an NPDES permit.” Additionally, 
consistent with US EPA’s NPDES Permit Writers’ Manual, EPA-833-
K-10-001 (Sept. 2010) at Section 6.2.1.5, p. 6-15, the permit writer may 
require monitoring for pollutants which are expected present in the 
discharge based on the raw materials stored or used, products or by-
products of the facility operation, or available data and information on 
similar facilities. Hence, EPD is requiring KAF to characterize the 
discharge of pollutants.  
 
US EPA has identified textile mills as potential contributors of PFAS as 
part of their manufacturing process (Effluent Guidelines Program Plan 

14, EPA-821-R-21-001 (Jan. 2021)). In conjunction with the national 
response for PFAS, EPD is working on furthering the objectives US 
EPA’s PFAS Action Plan on a state level. The PFAS Characterization 
Study required in the permit will serve to assist in the identification of 
potential sources of PFAS from the facility. This permit condition is 
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necessary and appropriate for the protection of Georgia water quality 
criteria in accordance with GA. Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(5)(e).  
 

 
KAF objects to the specific language of Part III.C.2.a, which requires that 
the permittee characterize, within one (1) month, all per-and 
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) employed by the facility. PFAS is a 
broad class of chemicals that includes thousands of non-polymeric and 
polymeric compounds, the vast majority of which are not currently 
regulated under environmental or worker protection laws. Because of 
this, and because PFAS are commonly provided to manufacturers in 
proprietary formulations, the specific chemical identity of PFAS 
compounds is not required to be disclosed by the manufacturer and is 
often not readily available to the permittee. Most notably, PFAS 
compounds are not typically identified (and are not required to be 
identified) as hazardous components on Safety Data Sheets. Any 
characterization effort by the permittee will depend on the willingness 
and capability of suppliers to provide accurate information to the 
permittee, and any characterization requirement imposed by the Georgia 
EPD should consider and allow for this constraint. Specifically, any 
permittee – including KAF – would need more than one month just to 
work with suppliers in an effort to obtain this information, and the permit 
language should clearly acknowledge that the characterization is limited 
to the information provided by the suppliers. The permit language should 
also recognize the possibility that this information will be considered 
proprietary and may not be provided by suppliers voluntarily. 
 

 
Part III.C.2 of the proposed permit requires that the permittee 
characterize and report all per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) 
used in processing or manufacturing facility at the facility or believed 
present in the facility’s wastewater or sludge and submit a report to EPD. 
In addition, the report should identify any PFAS known or believed to 
be present in the facility’s wastewater or sludge, including any PFAS 
compounds found in raw materials, residual PFAS compounds from 
previous activities, and breakdown products. Where such 
characterizations are reliant on third-party manufacturer’s data, the 
characterization should at a minimum include any PFAS which is 
required to be identified as part of the Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA) and Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) reporting requirements. The 
permittee shall identify where such third-party information is identified 
as confidential business information so that EPD may obtain the 
information independently, as necessary. 
 
For PFAS data obtained by the permittee which is identified as 
confidential under the Georgia Open Records Act, O.C.G.A § 50-18-70, 
et seq., the permittee shall submit to EPD a “protected” and “redacted” 
version of the information accompanied by an affidavit supporting the 
permittee’s confidentiality claims in accordance with EPD procedures.  
 
The permittee has been given ample notice regarding the PFAS 
Characterization Study and the requirement to characterize all PFAS 
used in processing or manufacturing at the facility or believed present in 
the facility’s wastewater or sludge within one month of the effective date 
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of the permit. The proposed permit condition remains unchanged from 
the draft permit. 
 

 

Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 

 

 
The permit establishes three tiers of TBEL mass-based limits which are 
related to production. However, it is unclear how those limitations are to 
be applied. This will result in confusion regarding the status of 
compliance at the facility. The permit requires that the average daily 
production (in terms of pounds of product/day) be reported each month 
and could result in the limits changing on a monthly basis as production 
changes. For daily average discharge limitations, this approach is 
straightforward.  Once the average daily production is known for the 
month, the average discharge load is calculated and compared to the daily 
average limitation for the appropriate tier. However, this approach is 
problematic for the daily maximum limitation.  Since production may 
change from day to day, compliance with the daily maximum limitation 
should be based on the limitation established for the tier based on 
production for that day, not the tier based on the average daily production 
value which may allow a higher discharge load.  This will make it 
challenging to determine if the facility is in or out of compliance. The 
permit should be modified to define how the limit changes and provide a 
justification for using average daily production values to establish daily 
maximum limitations. 
 

 
The daily average and daily maximum effluent limitations established in 
the permit are based on a reasonable measure of the facility’s actual 
production rate consistent with US EPA’s NPDES Permit Writers’ 
Manual, EPA-833-K-10-001 (Sept. 2010) at Sections 5.2.2.5 and 
5.2.2.7. This level of production represents a long-term average 
production rate that is expected to exist during the permit term and is 
subsequently used to calculate both the daily average and daily 
maximum effluent limitations. The use of daily production values to 
establish dynamic daily maximum effluent limits, as the commentor has 
suggested, are contrary to the long-standing US EPA guidance for 
establishing production-based effluent limitations. 
 
As part of the permit application process, the permittee requested 
consideration that the production levels return to the historical levels 
achieved in 2011. To accurately reflect production levels without 
restricting facility operations, EPD has established 3 tiers of effluent 
limitations. The permittee will be required to comply with the tiered 
permit limitations based on the monthly average production levels 
(lbs/day). 
 
EPD appreciates the commentor’s concerns regarding the status of 
compliance with a tier-based approach to effluent limitations. To provide 
further transparency, EPD has adopted certain elements of the 
production-based limitations for the automotive manufacturing industry 
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established at 40 C.F.R. § 122.45(b)(2)(ii)(A)(2). The revised permit 
includes a requirement that the permittee notify EPD in writing at least 
two business days prior to the month they expect to be operating at a 
higher level of production (higher than Tier 1). The notice shall specify 
the anticipated level and the period during which the permittee expects 
to operate at the alternate level. New notice is required to cover a period 
or production level not covered by prior notice or, if during two 
consecutive months otherwise covered by a notice, the production level 
at the permitted facility does not in fact meet the higher level designated 
in the notice. 
 

 
It defies reason that limits be based on the facility’s production levels. 
The health of the Ogeechee River itself must be the sole determiner of 
the limits and restricts you set. 
 
The draft permit improperly bases limits on the facility’s production 
levels, not the health of the river. 
 
We agree with the Riverkeeper’s objection to tiered limitations based on 
the facility’s self-reported production levels rather than setting thresholds 
that best protect the river. This is another example of prioritizing the 
permittee’s interest in controlling costs over the public interest in a safe, 
clean, and diverse environment. Presumably, higher production levels 
would be accompanied by higher revenues that could cover the costs of 
keeping pollutant discharges low enough to be protective. The facility’s 
production levels have no bearing on the river’s resiliency and should not 
be used as an excuse to allow increased pollution levels. 
 
Restrictions on discharge levels should be based on models of river health 
and current available science, not on facility production goals. 

 
When drafting a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit, a permit writer must consider the impact of the 
proposed pollutants in a discharge on the quality of the receiving water. 
Water quality goals for a waterbody are defined by state water quality 
criteria or standards. By analyzing the effect of a pollutant in the 
discharge on the receiving water, a permit writer could find that 
technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) alone will not achieve 
the applicable water quality standards or protect downstream users. In 
such cases, the Clean Water Act (CWA) and its implementing 
regulations require development of water quality-based effluent 
limitations (WQBELs). WQBELs help meet the CWA objective of 
restoring and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the nation’s waters and the goal of water quality that provides 
for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and 
recreation in and on the water (fishable/swimmable).  
 
WQBELs are designed to protect water quality by ensuring water quality 
standards are met in the receiving water and the designated use and 
downstream uses are protected. On the basis of the requirements of 40 
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 C.F.R §125.3(a), additional or more stringent effluent limitations and 
conditions, such as WQBELs, are imposed when TBELs are not 
sufficient to protect water quality. (US EPA’s NPDES Permit Writers’ 
Manual, EPA-833-K-10-001 (Sept. 2010) at Ch. 6, p. 6-1) 
 
TBELs aim to prevent pollution by requiring a minimum level of effluent 
quality that is attainable using demonstrated technologies for reducing 
discharges of pollutants or pollution into the waters of the State. TBELs 
are developed independently of the potential impact of a discharge on 
the receiving water, which is addressed through water quality standards 
and WQBELs. The NPDES regulations at 40 C.F.R. §125.3(a) require 
NPDES permit writers to develop technology-based treatment 
requirements, consistent with CWA section 301(b), that represent the 
minimum level of control that must be imposed in a permit. The 
regulation also requires permit writers to include in permits additional or 
more stringent effluent limitations and conditions, including those 
necessary to protect water quality. (US EPA’s NPDES Permit Writers’ 
Manual, EPA-833-K-10-001 (Sept. 2010) at Ch. 5, p. 5-1) 
 
The draft permit placed on public notice evaluates the need for both 
TBELs and WQBELs for pollutants of concern (see Fact Sheet). Where 
more stringent WQBELs are required, they have been included in the 
permit. 
 
WQBELs are developed to protect designated uses and water quality 
criteria and can originate from modeling (WLAs), TMDLs, and other 
EPD policies (e.g., reasonable potential analysis). WQBELs are not 
always more stringent than TBELs, in which case the more stringent 
TBELs are included in the NPDES permit. An example of such a 
situation in this permit is BOD5 for which the calculated production-
based TBELs were more stringent than the corresponding WQBELs. At 
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the highest tier of production, TBELs of 423 lbs/day daily average and 
846 lbs/day daily maximum are required. Conversely, the applicable 
WQBELs based on water quality modeling (WLA) for BOD5 would be 
776 lbs/day daily average and 1,551 lbs/daily maximum. As such, 
production-based TBELs were included in the permit as they are more 
stringent than the modeled WQBELs for BOD5. 
 

 

Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations 

 

 
The Draft permit does not include limitations for cyanide and uses the 
highest reported cyanide concentration (18 μg/L) as a basis for a 
reasonable potential analysis. However, during a joint sampling event 
between ORK and Milliken, cyanide was detected at 120 μg/L. Using the 
reasonable potential approach detailed in Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-
6.-06(4)(d)5(ii), the permittee is required to monitor for cyanide for a 
period of 10 months. Specifically, there are less than 10 data points (only 
1 result of 18 μg/L for cyanide was reported in the permit application). 
The resulting instream concentration of 5.83 μg/L (based on the 120 μg/L 
result) is greater than half of the chronic cyanide criterion of 5.2 μg/L. 
Thus, additional monitoring is required. If additional data has been 
generated, the data should be made public and the Fact Sheet for the 
permit should be updated describing the results of a reasonable potential 
analysis for cyanide in the discharge. 

 

 
The extent of the December 2018 joint sampling event between ORK 
and the permittee was limited to parameters specifically included in the 
2013 NPDES permit. Split sampling was thus not conducted for cyanide 
nor is the permittee required to submit third-party data as part of the 
NPDES permit application. 
 
In addition to the cyanide sampling conducted in preparation for the 
NPDES application, the permittee submitted additional results of a split 
sampling analysis conducted in June 2019; whereas the sample results 
were 22 µg/L and 26 µg/L with an average of the split sample results as 
24 µg/L. Based on EPDs review and analysis, there is no reasonable 
potential for the cyanide to cause or contribute to an instream violation 
of Georgia Water Quality Standards, thus effluent limits have not been 
included in the permit. 
 

 
KAF notes that Georgia EPD has chosen to retain several water-quality 
based effluent limitations that were proposed for Georgia EPD to 
consider in Consent Decree 6:12-CV-00058 (the “Consent Decree”) 
settling litigation between KAF and the Ogeechee Riverkeeper (the 

 
EPD has retained several water-quality based effluent limitations 
originally proposed for consideration in Consent Decree 6:12-CV-
00058. Where such water-quality based effluent limitations were 
included and retained, the limitations were considered to be an 
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“Riverkeeper”) in 2013.    Those limits include sulfide, TDS, and 
ammonia at Tier 1 production levels and COD, sulfide, TDS, and 
ammonia at Tier 2 and Tier 3 production levels.  While KAF does not 
object to Georgia EPD’s selection of those specific permit limitations, the 
company does not believe it is appropriate to use the Consent Decree as 
the basis for those limits in this reissuance of the permit as is currently 
stated. Specifically, KAF directs Georgia EPD’s attention to footnote 2 
on pages 30 and 31 of the permit rationale. The purpose of the Consent 
Decree was to settle Clean Water Act violations that allegedly occurred 
in 2011 and 2012.  It was not to establish water-quality based effluent 
limitations. Georgia EPD should reconsider the stated basis for those 
current limits and rely on a basis that is legally supportable. 
 

appropriate numeric translation to attain and maintain Georgia’s 
narrative water quality criteria and will fully protect the receiving 
water’s designated use. The proposed permit and basis for effluent limits 
remains unchanged. 

 
1.   With specific regard to fecal coliform, as noted above, the draft permit 

weakens the protections from the prior permit. The 2013 Milliken 
permit included a concentration-based discharge limitation for fecal 
coliform, which allowed a daily maximum discharge of 200 colonies 
per 100 millimeters (200 cfu/100mL) and a 400 cfu/100mL daily 
maximum. EPD’s new proposed permit allows an increase of this 
discharge, permitting for the months of May through October a daily 
average of 500 cfu/100mL and a daily maximum of 500 cfu/100mL. 
During the months between November and April, the permit allows 
a daily average of 1,000 cfu/100mL and a daily maximum of 4,000 
#/100mL. We object to this change in permit terms based upon the 
anti-backsliding law. 

 
Additionally, for water bodies where contact recreation activities are 
anticipated to occur, the Georgia water quality standard provides that 
fecal coliform are not to exceed a geometric mean of 200 cfu/100mL. 
If it can be demonstrated that fecal coliform levels from non-human 

 
The designated use for the Ogeechee River at the discharge location is 
fishing/secondary contact recreation. Fecal coliform is the currently 
approved bacterial indicator for the protection of secondary contact 
recreation in and on the water. (GA R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(6)(c)) 
 
On September 25, 2015, the facility began operation of a septic tank 
system under general permit GAG278093. All sanitary wastewater from 
the facility was re-directed to the septic system, thereby eliminating 
sanitary wastewater from the direct discharge to the Ogeechee River. On 
October 9, 2015, a series of dye tests were performed confirming that 
the sanitary wastewater was isolated from the discharge covered under 
this permit. Furthermore, in July of 2017, Milliken conducted a 
Quantitative Polymerase Chain Reaction (qPCR) DNA test which 
indicated no human-based fecal coliform was detected while 
simultaneously indicating that fecal coliform from non-human sources 
exceeded 200 cfu/100mL. 
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sources exceed 200cfu/100mL occasionally (emphasis added), then 
the allowable geometric mean for fecal coliform shall not exceed 500 
cfu/100mL in free-flowing streams during the summer recreational 
months (May to October). In July of 2017, Milliken conducted a 
Quantitative Polymerase Chain Reaction (qPCR) DNA test to 
determine the amount of human-based fecal coliform present in the 
sample. The result of this single test was that no human-based fecal 
coliform was detected. The amount of human-derived fecal coliform 
in all other samples is unknown. One test should not be the basis for 
this weakening of the permit. To demonstrate compliance with this 
regulation, the permit should be modified to include additional qPCR 
testing a minimum of monthly to demonstrate that the discharge 
continues to contain no human-based fecal coliform counts. 

 
Based on the permit application data, it further appears that the 
summer standard of 500 cfu/100mL will also be consistently (not 
occasionally) exceeded. Thus, EPD should establish a compliance 
schedule requiring Milliken to identify and implement alternatives to 
achieve the Georgia water quality standard of 500 cfu/100 mL as 
daily maximum and daily average limitations.  Without a compliance 
schedule, the discharge is likely to continue to exceed the established 
permit limitation without any clear date when the facility will be 
compliant with the permit. 

 
2.  Fecal coliform is another issue. The plant has demonstrated its 

inability to answer the question of why they violate this parameter so 
frequently. It is past time to bring this facility into compliance on 
fecal coliform. Reducing requirements on this parameter is 
laughable, and yet Milliken/King America’s request that EPD lower 
effluent limitations is borne out in the draft permit put out for public 
comment by the EPD. 

The removal of sanitary wastewater has not eliminated fecal coliform 
exceedances and there is a reasonable potential for the discharge to cause 
or contribute to an instream violation of Georgia’s Water Quality 
Standards for fecal coliform. Historical data indicates that the levels of 
fecal coliform in the discharge exceed not only the current effluent 
limitations of 200 #/100mL daily average and 400 #/100mL daily 
maximum, but also the seasonal effluent limitations included in the 
proposed draft permit based on the contributions of non-human sources. 
 
In response to exceedances of the effluent limitations in the current 
permit, the permittee is required as part of Consent Order EPD-WP-
9076, issued May 05, 2021, to conduct an alternatives analysis regarding 
treatment technology that will evaluate alternatives to allow the facility 
to consistently meet fecal coliform effluent limitations while 
simultaneously consistently meeting the effluent limitations for other 
parameters in the NPDES Permit. Implementation of this condition 
requires the permittee to meet the current fecal coliform effluent 
limitations of 200 #/100mL daily average and 400#/100mL daily 
maximum. Considering that the consent order requires the evaluation 
and selection of treatment technologies to meet the 200 #/100mL daily 
average and 400 #/100mL fecal coliform effluent limitations, it is no 
longer justified to backslide through the inclusion of less stringent 
effluent limitations. The proposed permit has been revised retaining the 
current effluent limits of  200 #/100mL daily average and 400 #/100mL 
daily maximum.  
 
The permittee is expected to be in compliance with the effluent 
limitations for fecal coliform upon the effective date of the permit. 
Exceedances of the fecal coliform effluent limitations will be handled by 
EPD’s compliance office.  
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Additionally, as part of the 2019 Triennial Review process, EPD is 
finalizing recommendations to replace fecal coliform and adopt 
Escherichia coli (e. coli) and enterococci as pathogen indicators for 
waters designated as fishing, coastal fishing, and drinking water. The 
proposed criteria must be approved by the DNR Board and the US EPA 
before they can take effect and be used in NPDES permits. In 
anticipation of approval during the upcoming permit term, the permit 
includes language which allows for the transition from fecal coliform 
effluent limitations discussed above to year-round e. coli effluent 
limitations of 126 #/100mL daily average (expressed as a geometric 
mean) and 410 #/100mL daily maximum. The e. coli limitations were 
calculated to yield the same gastrointestinal illness rate as the fecal 
coliform limitations and therefore are equivalently protective of human 
health and do not constitute backsliding. 
 

 
KAF requests that the fecal coliform limitations be excluded from the 
renewed permit, on the following basis: 
 
Since sanitary sewage is no longer discharged to the wastewater treatment 
plant to be treated, KAF no longer has any human or industrially-related 
source of pathogens directed to the permitted outfall.  This has been 
confirmed through dye tests and analysis of the effluent for human gene 
biomarkers. 
 

 
Fecal coliform is the currently approved bacterial indicator for waters 
designated as fishing and for the protection of secondary contact 
recreation in and on the water. (GA R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(6)(c)) The 
current Georgia water quality criteria for fecal coliform does not apply 
specifically to human sources and the proposed criteria does not 
distinguish between human and non-human sources at all, hence the 
exclusion of sanitary wastewater is not a justifiable basis for the removal 
of fecal coliform effluent limitations nor a guarantee that pathogens are 
absent from the facility’s discharge that may cause harm to humans 
recreating in and on the water. 
 
Review of the renewal application and all data submitted by the 
permittee during the last permit term indicates a persistent and highly 
variable presence of fecal coliform in the discharge which frequently 
exceeds Georgia’s instream water quality standards and current permit 
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limits. Fecal coliform bacterium are highly variable in the receiving 
stream after treatment and dilution is not considered in EPD’s reasonable 
potential analysis as bacteria have the inherent ability to reproduce in the 
receiving stream. WQBELs have been applied for fecal coliform based 
on the facility’s reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a violation 
of Georgia’s water quality criteria for fecal coliform. 
 
EPD has also included provisions to replace the fecal coliform effluent 
limitations with e. coli effluent limitations during the permit term subject 
to EPA approval of the proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water 
Quality Control, Chapter 391-3-6.03 (Water Use Classifications and 
Water Quality Standards) for bacterial indicators. The transition to e. coli 
is discussed in more detail in the above EPD Responses and in Sections 
4.4 and 5.2 of the Fact Sheet. 
 

 
KAF requests that the fecal coliform limitations be excluded from the 
renewed permit, on the following basis: 
 
The fecal coliform limitations in the current permit were originally added 
based on a condition in the Consent Decree between KAF and the 
Ogeechee Riverkeeper. The Consent Decree specifically states that its 
conditions are not contingent upon the EPD’s adoption any limitations, 
and the Consent Decree in no way prohibits or discourages the Georgia 
EPD from making modifications to any limits in future permits based on 
new information. 
 

 
Based on a review of the permitting files, EPD agrees that Consent 
Decree 6:12-CV-00058 was the original basis for the fecal coliform 
effluent limit.  However, EPD is required to review the renewal 
application and all data submitted by the permittee during the last permit 
term. The data received indicates a persistent and highly variable 
presence of fecal coliform in the discharge which frequently exceeds 
Georgia’s instream water quality standards. Fecal coliform bacterium are 
highly variable in the receiving stream after treatment and dilution is not 
considered in EPD’s reasonable potential analysis as bacteria have the 
inherent ability to reproduce in the receiving stream. WQBELs have 
been applied for fecal coliform based on the facility’s reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to a violation of Georgia’s water quality 
criteria for fecal coliform. 
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These effluent limitations are independent of the conditions established 
in the consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) between King 
America Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper 
signed on January 15, 2014. 
 
EPD has also included provisions to replace the fecal coliform effluent 
limitations with e. coli effluent limitations during the permit term subject 
to EPA approval of the proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water 
Quality Control, Chapter 391-3-6.03 (Water Use Classifications and 
Water Quality Standards) for bacterial indicators. The transition to e. coli 
is discussed in more detail in the above EPD Responses and in Sections 
4.4 and 5.2 of the Fact Sheet. 
 

 
KAF requests that the fecal coliform limitations be excluded from the 
renewed permit, on the following basis: 
 
Fecal coliform is common in water and soil due to wildlife. The KAF 
wastewater facility, like all rural outdoor environments, is exposed to 
wildlife, with alligators and waterfowl attracted to the ponds and other 
treatment units. This wildlife is likely to contaminate the ponds and other 
treatment units with fecal coliform, and these sources are outside of the 
reasonable control of KAF. 
 

 
Fecal coliform is the currently approved bacterial indicator for waters 
designated as fishing and for the protection of secondary contact 
recreation in and on the water. (GA R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(6)(c)) The 
current Georgia water quality criteria for fecal coliform does not apply 
specifically to human sources and the proposed criteria does not 
distinguish between human and non-human sources at all, hence the 
exclusion of sanitary wastewater is not a justifiable basis for the removal 
of fecal coliform effluent limitations nor a guarantee that pathogens are 
absent from the facility’s discharge that may cause harm to humans 
recreating in and on the water. 
 
Furthermore, the permittee is required as part of Consent Order EPD-
WP-9076, issued May 05, 2021, to conduct an alternatives analysis 
regarding treatment technology that will evaluate alternatives to allow 
the facility to consistently meet fecal coliform effluent limitations while 
simultaneously consistently meeting the effluent limitations for other 
parameters in the NPDES Permit. 
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EPD has also included provisions to replace the fecal coliform effluent 
limitations with e. coli effluent limitations during the permit term subject 
to EPA approval of the proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water 
Quality Control, Chapter 391-3-6.03 (Water Use Classifications and 
Water Quality Standards) for bacterial indicators. The transition to e. coli 
is discussed in more detail in the above EPD Responses and in Sections 
4.4 and 5.2 of the Fact Sheet. 
 

 
KAF requests that the fecal coliform limitations be excluded from the 
renewed permit, on the following basis: 
 
The EPD has demonstrated that it has the freedom to use professional 
judgement to exclude bacterial indicator limitations from NPDES 
permits. In the 2016 Ogeechee River TMDL document (and other 
TMDLs), the EPD states the following: 
 
Municipal and industrial wastewater treatment facilities with the 

potential for fecal coliform in their discharge are given end-of-pipe limits 

to meet the applicable water quality standard. An exception is 

constructed wetland systems, which have a natural level of fecal coliform 

input from animals attracted to the artificial wetlands. 

 
The Richmond Hill – Elbow Swamp Constructed Wetlands Facility is 
specifically mentioned in this TMDL as a facility that qualifies for this 
exclusion from bacterial indicator limitations, even though the Georgia 
EPD is aware that Richmond Hill’s effluent contains fecal coliform. KAF 
requests that the same professional judgement be applied to the renewed 
KAF permit. 
 

 
The Total Maximum Daily Load Evaluation for Eight Stream Segments 

in the Ogeechee River Basin for Fecal Coliform (2016) established 
allowable pollutant loadings and other quantifiable parameters to return 
the identified stream segments to supporting their designated use. 
TMDLs are site-specific evaluations which consider wasteload 
allocations (point sources) and load allocations (non-point sources) 
within a watershed in order to determine a pollution reduction target.  
 
This specific TMDL determined that point source discharges were not 
the primary source of fecal coliform and that bacterial contributions from 
the constructed wetland system did not require a wasteload allocation. 
The lack of a wasteload allocation in a TMDL does not preclude the 
inclusion of effluent limitations within an NPDES permit, nor do the 
circumstances at the King America Finishing facility mirror that of the 
example provided by the commenter.  
 
Nonetheless, based on EPD’s best professional judgement and 
reasonable potential analysis, fecal coliform limitations have since been 
applied at the final effluent following an upgrade of the Richmond Hill 
– Elbow Swamp Constructed Wetlands Facility  
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KAF requests that the fecal coliform limitations be excluded from the 
renewed permit, on the following basis: 
 
Other states have demonstrated flexibility with this issue. Milliken has 
facilities in the State of South Carolina that have manufacturing processes 
and wastewater treatment facilities like those at the KAF facility. When 
the potential for effluent bacterial indicator limitations was considered, 
the State of South Carolina allowed for two common-sense approaches at 
these Milliken facilities: 
 

i.   At two facilities, sanitary sewage going to the wastewater treatment 
plant was pre-disinfected and South Carolina required indicator 
bacteria to be sampled at an internal outfall after the treatment. 
Effluent sampling and limitations were not required. 

 
ii.  At one facility, sanitary sewage was segregated and pumped to a 

POTW. The facility was considered to have no reasonable 
potential going forward. Effluent sampling and limitations were 
not required. KAF believes that the Georgia EPD has the same 
flexibility regarding effluent bacterial indicator limitations. 

 

 
Georgia EPD is not knowledgeable on how the state of South Carolina 
analyzes reasonable potential for bacteria and EPD does not determine 
our RPA nor establish effluent limitations based on other state’s 
determinations.  

 
KAF requests that the fecal coliform limitations be excluded from the 
renewed permit, on the following basis: 
 
No additional measures, outside of continuous effluent disinfection, can 
be reasonably expected to prevent intermittent exceedances of the fecal 
coliform indicator bacteria. Effluent disinfection may require storage of 
large quantities of hazardous materials, such as gaseous chlorine or 
bleach, only a few yards from a natural wetland and less than half a mile 

 
Effluent disinfection is an extremely common form of wastewater 
treatment with several demonstrated treatment technologies (e.g., 
chlorination, ozonation, ultraviolet radiation, microfiltration). The 
permittee’s concerns that the use of chemical disinfection could impact 
compliance with other permit terms and limitations and spills may result 
from the storage of hazardous chemicals have no legal basis for the 
elimination of fecal coliform effluent limitations. Furthermore, the 
permittee is required as part of Consent Order EPD-WP-9076, issued 
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from the Ogeechee River. Chemical disinfection of the effluent would 
also likely result in the discharge of additional salts, disinfection 
byproducts, and toxicants. Such chemical disinfection of the discharge 
could impact KAF’s compliance with other permit terms and limitations. 
Given the low risk associated with the natural sources of this bacteria, the 
much higher risk from the storage and discharge of hazardous chemicals 
is unwarranted. 
 

May 05, 2021, to conduct an alternatives analysis regarding treatment 
technology that will evaluate alternatives to allow the facility to 
consistently meet fecal coliform effluent limitations while 
simultaneously consistently meeting the effluent limitations for other 
parameters in the NPDES Permit. 
 

 
KAF requests that the fecal coliform limitations be excluded from the 
renewed permit, on the following basis: 
 
KAF expects that most other industrial wastewater treatment plants in the 
State of Georgia are exposed to wildlife and have the same potential for 
natural sources of fecal contamination. If the Georgia EPD establishes a 
general policy that NPDES permits for these discharges must have 
bacterial indicator monitoring and limitations, regardless of whether the 
site has human or industrially-related sources of pathogens, this would 
undoubtedly result in significant cost and an unnecessary burden for 
industry in the State of Georgia, without providing a significant benefit 
to the environment. KAF encourages the application of common-sense 
approaches to this potential issue statewide, such as the sanitary sewage 
segregation implemented at our facility. 
 

 
EPD evaluates permits on a case-by-case basis and considers 
information provided within the specific permit application and permit 
compliance history. Fecal coliform is the currently approved bacterial 
indicator for waters designated as fishing and for the protection of 
secondary contact recreation in and on the water. (GA R. & Regs. 391-
3-6-.03(6)(c)) The facility’s discharge has demonstrated the reasonable 
potential cause or contribute to a violation of Georgia’s water quality 
criteria for fecal coliform thus effluent limitations are required. 
 
 

  



Public Comments and EPD Responses on Draft NPDES Permit 

King America Finishing, Inc. – Permit No. GA0003280 
 

Page 28 of 39 
 

COMMENT RECEIVED EPD RESPONSE 

 
Anti-Backsliding Regulations / Removal of Monitoring Requirements 

 

 
1.  Section 402(o) of the CWA prohibits backsliding, or the reissuance of 

a permit with “effluent limitations which are less stringent than the 
comparable effluent limitations in the previous permit.” 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(o)(1). The draft permit reduces and/or eliminates certain permit 
limits and also reduces and/or eliminates monitoring frequency for a 
number of parameters of concern. We oppose any such backsliding in 
the permit. 

 
In 2013, EPD issued the current permit which set out certain limits 
and conditions. These permit conditions were imposed to ensure that 
the facility met the CWA and did not violate any applicable state 
water quality laws. Presumably, EPD believed these permit terms and 
conditions were necessary and appropriate to protect water quality in 
the Ogeechee River. The draft permit, however, contains lower 
effluent limitations for a number of parameters of concern including 
fecal coliform, formaldehyde, total suspended solids (TSS), color, 
total phenols, and total chromium. It also weakens monitoring 
requirements for chemical oxygen demand (COD), TSS, total 
phenols, total chromium, total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, total Nitrogen, 
color, sodium, peroxide, total mercury, and sulfide. 

 
Riverkeeper opposes all such instances of backsliding and requests 
that EPD maintain or strengthen the permit terms and conditions as 
they existed in the previous permit. We particularly believe that the 
permit should not be weakened given that the permittee has failed to 
meet the terms of the current permit as evidenced by the numerous 
permit exceedances it has reported. 

 
Reductions in monitoring frequency do not constitute backsliding as 
defined in Section 402(o) of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1342(o)) and 40 
C.F.R. § 122.44(l). Comments relating to the reduction of monitoring 
frequencies have been addressed separately in this response to comments 
document. 
 
In general, the term “anti-backsliding” refers to the statutory and 
regulatory provisions established at 33 U.S.C. § 1342(o) that prohibit 
renewal, reissuance, or modification of an existing NPDES permit that 
contains effluent limitations less stringent than those established in the 
previous permit. There are, however; exceptions to this prohibition 
established at 33 U.S.C. § 1342(o)(2) and at 33 U.S.C. § 1313(d)(4) 
which allow for less stringent effluent limitations to be applied, provided 
they comply with the “safety-clause” established at 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(o)(3). 
 
Less stringent effluent limitations have been applied for TSS, total 
phenols, and chromium, total, and effluent limitations have been 
removed for formaldehyde and color based on the allowable backsliding 
exceptions. Section 5.3 of the fact sheet identifies the applicable 
exception for each instance where less stringent effluent limitations or 
monitoring have been applied. The implementation of such revised 
limitations will not result in a violation of a water quality standard under 
Section 303 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. § 1313) applicable to such waters. 
 
The legal rationale for allowing instances of backsliding is already 
addressed at length in the draft permit’s fact sheet, but EPD has provided 
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2.  Less than a decade ago the facility was responsible for a massive fish 
kill which decimated wildlife in the Ogeechee River and endangered 
the public health of nearby communities and homes. Now you want 
to loosen regulations when due to the facility’s history of negligence 
regulations should be stricter. 

 
Testing and discharge mitigation efforts should be strengthened and 
enforced for all hazardous chemicals in use at the King America 
Finishing Plant. 

 
3.  Despite the fact that the present owner of the facility, Milliken & 

Company, has repeatedly violated the existing permit, this draft 
permit proposes eliminating the testing of serious parameters and 
constituents, including formaldehyde and the flame retardant THPC. 

 

additional narrative regarding formaldehyde in this response to 
comments as it was specifically identified by several commenters.  
 
Georgia does not have an instream numeric water quality criterion for 
formaldehyde nor does US EPA have a national recommended water 
quality criterion. Consistent with EPD’s NPDES Reasonable Potential 

Procedures (2003), where numeric criteria have not been established 
whole effluent biomonitoring may be used to develop a whole effluent 
toxicity (WET) limit. This approach is necessary and appropriate for the 
protection of Georgia water quality criteria in accordance with GA. 
Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(5)(e). Whole effluent toxicity testing is 
thus more suitable to identify any toxicity exhibited by formaldehyde in 
the effluent and provides the added benefit of identifying any potential 
additive and synergistic effects on the effluent as a whole. Additionally, 
historical formaldehyde analytical results have shown considerable 
issues with quality control and quality assurance as well as matrix 
interference due to the co-extraction of other matrix contaminants. Such 
issues can cause false positive results, overreporting of formaldehyde 
concentrations, and overall analysis accuracy issues which limit the 
suitability of formaldehyde sampling for the determination of aquatic 
toxicity. 
 
Commenters have additionally expressed concerns related to the 
removal of monitoring requirements for THPC, sodium, and peroxide in 
the effluent. THPC, sodium, and peroxide do not have numeric water 
quality criteria with which to conduct a reasonable potential analysis 
against, and as previously discussed above, effluent WET testing is the 
appropriate compliance standard to ensure the protection of Georgia 
water quality criteria.  
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Similarly, the instream monitoring requirements for formaldehyde, 
sodium, peroxide, and sulfide were removed as there are no numeric 
water quality criteria with which to compare the instream data against to 
determine whether the receiving waterbody is supporting its designated 
use. 
 

 
Whole Effluent Toxicity 

 

 
1.  Due to the past fish kill and continued permit violations, any new 

permit should be more strict on toxicity. 
 

Milliken has continually failed to meet EPA standards, with 12 
violations in the last 12 quarters. Failure to meet standards is not an 
argument for lowering those standards. Any new permit should be 
stricter on toxicity limits. 

 
In May of 2011, the Ogeechee River experienced one of the largest 
fish kills in our state’s history. 38,00+/- fish were killed along with 
alligators, turtles, and birds over a 77-mile stretch of the river. This 
trail of devastation began in Screven County, just downstream of the 
discharge pipe of a textile treatment facility – King America Finishing 
(KAF), Inc., now Milliken. Ogeechee Riverkeeper (ORK) sued KAF 
in 2012 for violations of the Clean Water Act. The settlement 
agreement put in place comprehensive and stringent environmental 
protections. 

 
2. Considering the plant’s recent track record on ongoing toxicity issues 

and continued multiple permit violations, as well as the plant’s history 

 
The current permit requires WET testing at the frequencies listed below. 
Based on the submitted WET testing results from December 2013 – May 
2021, the number of tests and percentage of violations have been 
summarized below. 
 

 
 

Instream acute toxicity has not been detected for ceriodaphnia dubia as 
part of the historical WET testing. However, in consideration of the 
commentors concerns and the periodic toxicity exhibited in the effluent, 
EPD has returned the monitoring frequency for acute ceriodaphnia 

dubia WET testing to once per month. 
 
 
 

Chronic WET

C. dubia P. Promelas C. dubia P. Promelas C. dubia P. Promelas C. dubia

2/Week 1/Year 1/Month 1/Year 1/Month 1/Year 1/Month

# of Tests 912 11 124 11 131 8 119

# of Viol. 15 1 4 0 0 0 4

% Viol. 1.64 9.09 3.23 0 0 0 3.36

Effluent Data Instream Data

Acute WET Chronic WET Acute WET
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of the disastrous fish kill in 2011, any new permit should be more 
strict on toxicity. 

 
The company should be made to upgrade its wastewater treatment 
operation further until it can consistently pass its WET testing. 

 

 

As you know, the toxicity of the effluent has been the Riverkeeper’s 
primary concern since the fish kill, which was itself the result of a toxic 
discharge event. Since the last permit iteration, both the company and 
Riverkeeper have conducted toxicity sampling and both the company’s 
and the Riverkeeper’s sampling results have identified toxicity as an 
ongoing concern. Although a significant number of chronic toxicity tests 
have been either at the permit limit or have violated the limit, the draft 
permit has maintained the monitoring frequency for whole effluent 
testing established in the prior permit. Further, many of the testing 
frequency reductions have been justified because of ongoing aquatic 
toxicity testing; however, the permit does not increase this toxicity testing 
to ensure compliance. We believe that the frequency of the toxicity 
sampling must be increased as further explained below. 
 
Given the high variability exhibited in the chronic tests and the number 
of periodic violations, we believe chronic toxicity testing must occur 
weekly. We agree and support the change to the permit that requires that 
if two test results violate the limit of ≥ 8% effluent or are acutely toxic 
(LC50<100%), a toxicity identification and reduction evaluation (TI/RE) 
be implemented in accordance with federal Environmental Protection 
Agency (“EPA”) guidance. The initiation of a TI/RE should require the 
development of a compliance schedule. This schedule should establish 
milestones to identify the toxicants, develop and identify alternatives to 

 
Historical WET testing does not demonstrate a distinguishable trend of 
the effluent becoming more toxic overtime nor are there indicators that 
toxicity has been experienced instream which has not been identified 
through effluent WET testing. Hence, the proposed monitoring 
frequency of monthly for chronic toxicity testing for the water flea is 
sufficient to identify toxicity in the effluent. Additionally, due to the fact 
that the NOEC is limited to the concentrations tested, the coefficient of 
variation is limited by the selected dilution series and is subject to 
uncertainty. 
 
The commentor has also raised concerns over the selection of the 
dilution series for the chronic WET testing as well as the lack of IC25 
reporting. As is noted by the commentor, the NOEC is the state of 
Georgia’s metric for determining compliance with WET requirements, 
not the IC25. To provide additional transparency regarding WET testing 
results, EPD has required the IC25 to be reported to supplement the 
NOEC. EPD has additionally evaluated the selected dilution series for 
the chronic WET testing and has established in the permit a defined 
dilution series of Control, 2%, 4%, 8%, 16%, 32%, 64%, 100%. The 
revised dilution series includes two additional test concentrations to 
provide a more precise concentration-response relationship near the 
IWC using a modified 0.5 dilution factor in order to increase the 
precision of effect concentrations estimated from those relationships. 
  



Public Comments and EPD Responses on Draft NPDES Permit 

King America Finishing, Inc. – Permit No. GA0003280 
 

Page 32 of 39 
 

COMMENT RECEIVED EPD RESPONSE 

remove the toxicants, and bring the facility back into compliance with the 
permit limit. 
 
This request to increase chronic toxicity testing for the water flea, 
Ceriodaphnia dubia, to weekly is based on the following: 
 

 The effluent has been observed to be chronically toxic and has 
become more toxic over time; 

 The effluent exhibits substantial variability (coefficient of 
variation of 60%); 

 The discharge has experienced long periods of time where the 
discharge NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentration) was at the 
limit of 8% effluent, and 

 For tests in which inhibition concentration (IC25) data are 
available, the tests predict effects on reproduction at or near the 
instream waste concentrations 

The facility has been required to analyze for chronic toxicity at a 
frequency of monthly since 2013 using Ceriodaphnia dubia.  The 
limitation for chronic toxicity is established as a NOEC of ≥8%.  This is 
approximately the instream waste concentration under fully mixed 7Q10 
flow conditions.  As a result, nearly the entire river flow is allocated to 
the facility for dilution prior to determining compliance. 
 
The 25% inhibition concentration (IC25) should be used as the point 
estimate for chronic toxicity; however, this value was not available in the 
Pre-Draft permit document.   Because the NOEC is a function of the 
dilution series used, the results do not reflect the true variability of the 
effluent.  Additionally, the NOEC determination is influenced by the 
variability of the testing, which can mask both toxic and non-toxic 
samples.  The IC25 is independent of test sensitivity and is therefore a 

The modified dilution series has been included to increase confidence in 
results near the IWC at the expense of losing precision when the NOEC 
lies within the 32% - 100% range. The modified dilution series will also 
negatively impact the ability to accurately compare historical WET 
results with those obtained moving forward. 
 
The draft permit placed on public notice also included stricter toxicity 
requirements by including a special condition, at Part III.C.3.e for the 
permittee to perform a TIE/TRE in the event that two WET tests are 
failed. The proposed permit goes further and includes revisions to the 
TIE/TRE special conditions requiring more explicit obligations within 
the TIE/TRE process and where applicable; establishes a schedule for 
the completion of such obligations 
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better indication of actual sample toxicity.  However, the test reports 
identified above were reviewed to determine the dilution series utilized.  
From this review, the dilution series for chronic aquatic toxicity testing 
is 100%, 80%, 65%, 50%, 25%, 8% and 6.25%.  Although the 
compliance limit of 8% is bracketed, typically the critical concentration 
(≥8% effluent) is bracketed by 2 concentrations both above and below 
8%. This was not the case for the tests reviewed as most tests only had 
one exposure concentration less than 8% effluent. 
 
Assuming a similar dilution series was used for all of the tests, the data 
indicate that the effluent is highly variable with NOEC values ranging 
from a low of 5% effluent to a high of 84% effluent.  For the most toxic 
test result collected in December 2018 (NOEC = 5% effluent), ORK 
collected and split a sample with Milliken. The ORK test indicated that 
the lowest observable effect concentration was 10% effluent and the IC25 
was 10.6% effluent.  The test run by Milliken reported that the NOEC 
was less than the lowest concentration tested (6.25% effluent). 
 
In the review of the May 2018 test report, it was noted that reproduction 
levels in both the 6.25% and 25% exposure concentrations were 
significantly different than the control while the 8% concentration was 
not significantly different.  The report states that the NOEC is 8% for this 
test period.  This scenario would be classified as a non-significant effect 
bracketed by significant effects (response 6 in the USEPA guidance 
(2002)).  As such, the test would be considered valid and the NOEC 
should be reported as the concentration below the LOEC of 6.25%. Thus, 
the NOEC should have been reported as <6.25% effluent, not 8% as 
reported. 
 
The available data illustrate the following: 
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 Since 12/12/2013 (and including the May 2018 report), there have 
been 4 permit limit violations of the chronic toxicity limitation (1 
each in 2013 and 2014 and 2 in 2018) 

 There is a high degree of variability in the data. Effluent NOEC 
values range from a low of 5% effluent (collected in December 
2018) to a high of 84%. The calculated average of the NOEC 
values is 40% and the data exhibit a coefficient of variation of 
60%. 

 Between November 2017 and June 2018 (8 tests), the NOEC 
value was reported as 8% effluent for 7 of the tests. 

 For the available data (94 tests plus 1 duplicate), there were 20 
tests with results reported as NOEC of 8% or less. Note, for the 
duplicate test, that both tests indicated that the NOEC was below 
8% effluent. 

As noted above, there is extensive variability in the reported NOEC 
values.  To determine if there are any data trends, the quarterly average 
NOEC value was calculated for the available dataset.  Again, the lack of 
an IC25 value limits data interpretation; however, assuming that the test 
concentration series has not changed, the data indicate that the effluent 
has become more toxic over time. 
 
During the period from November 2017 to June 2018 in which the NOEC 
was consistently reported at 8% (with the exception of January 2018), 
variability equivalent to that observed for the period of record would be 
expected; thus, it is likely that actual toxicity varied around 8% effluent 
–both above and below.  This variability was not captured by the monthly 
data.  Thus, we believe that chronic aquatic toxicity testing should be 
increased to weekly to understand the impact of the discharge on the 
Ogeechee River.  Further, the fact that the endangered native Robust 
Redhorse fish has failed to establish a population downstream of the 
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facilities effluent after restocking indicates that conditions are not ideal.  
Finally, in addition to reporting the NOEC, the permittee should also be 
required to report the chronic IC25 so that a better understanding of the 
effluent variability can be obtained and the potential for instream impact 
can be assessed. In summary, therefore, we support: weekly testing to 
ensure compliance given reduced chemical monitoring; NOEC reporting 
(because this is the state standard); and IC25 reporting because this is a 
superior metric. 
 
We understand that the permittee will resist this increased testing and 
argue that other facilities in the state are not subject to similar testing 
requirements. But this facility is very different from other industrial 
dischargers in the state. The historical data and the history of the largest 
fish kill in the state justify whatever marginal additional cost this entails 
because of the importance of this issue. 
 

 
Part III.C.3.e of the draft permit, on page 28, contains a condition that 
requires the facility to complete both a Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
(TIE) and Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) after two WET test 
failures. Although KAF acknowledges the usefulness of the TIE and TRE 
protocols in some situations, we object to this requirement as it is written, 
because it may require the permittee to take actions under certain 
circumstances that are not possible or that serve no useful purpose. For 
example, toxicity failures at KAF have been infrequent, and when they 
have occurred, the elevated toxicity was not persistent over time. When 
toxicity is not persistent, execution of a TIE is impractical, as it is 
impossible to collect a representative sample on which to perform the 
identification activities. As the permit condition is written, KAF would 
be required to complete the TIE protocol regardless of the availability of 
toxic effluent. A TIE performed under these circumstances would yield 

 
The historical results of the facility’s whole effluent toxicity testing have 
shown intermittent toxicity issues which have yet to be successfully 
eliminated. To address toxicity, a special condition has been included at 
Part III.C.3.e for the permittee to perform a TIE/TRE in the event that 
two WET tests are failed. EPD has revised the TIE/TRE special 
condition to provide more explicit obligations within the TIE/TRE 
process and where applicable; to establish a schedule for the completion 
of such obligations. 
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no useful information to the permittee or Georgia EPD. In addition, in 
some cases, the cause of toxicity in the effluent can be quickly and readily 
identified without the need for a TIE. Examples would include toxicity 
that corresponds to a wastewater treatment facility upset or an inadvertent 
chemical release to the wastewater treatment facility. Under these 
circumstances, the Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) activities can be 
initiated immediately with no need for a TIE. KAF suggests that this 
condition be modified in the following ways to prevent conditions that 
require actions that are not possible or that serve no useful purpose: 
 
a.  Require the TIE/TRE only under conditions that suggest persistent 

toxicity, such as the failure of consecutive toxicity samples. 
 
b. Add language that explicitly allows for the discretion of a Professional 

Engineer and the Georgia EPD in determining whether TIE activities 
are necessary. For example, the permit could require submittal to the 
Georgia EPD of a Corrective Action Plan, prepared by a Professional 
Engineer, that considers the usefulness and practicality of the TIE 
methodology in addressing the causes of the persistent toxicity. 

 

 
Instream Monitoring 

 

 
ORK requests that downstream samples be collected in a manner that 
ensures samples are collected within the discharge plume, are 
representative of downstream conditions, and allow the calculation of 
percent effluent in the sample.  Currently, the draft permit requires only 
measurement of conductivity and collection of a sample at any location 
within 25 feet of the discharge pipe.  The data will be utilized by EPD to 
determine if the downstream sampling is representative of sampling 

 
The permit at Part I.A.4 includes a downstream sampling point identified 
as 25 feet downstream of the discharge and 38 feet from the left 
riverbank. This location was identified through water quality modeling 
as the assumed center of the effluent plume. Conductivity sampling was 
also included to confirm that the downstream sampling location is 
representative of the effluent plume within the Ogeechee River.  
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within the effluent plume.  While we agree with the objective of the 
requirement, ORK believes that the requirement is too vague.  
Specifically, the language only requires Milliken to monitor the 
conductivity of the sample but does not require Milliken to locate the 
effluent plume and then sample directly from the plume.  Given that there 
is over an order of magnitude difference in receiving water and Milliken 
effluent conductivity, location and identification of the plume based on 
conductivity alone is possible. 
 
Part I A.4 of the permit requires the permittee to collect a sample 25 feet 
downstream of the outfall pipe for aquatic toxicity testing.  Depending on 
stream flow conditions, this results in a highly variable sample.  We 
understand that this sampling location was selected to monitor actual 
instream conditions associated with the effluent discharge.  However, 
based on a limited review of sampling data, the collection of a sample 
which contains a representative concentration of the effluent is often a hit 
or miss proposition.  For example, the May 2018 receiving water toxicity 
test was conducted with a downstream sample which contained 
essentially no effluent.  The Ogeechee River flow for this sample period 
was less than the harmonic mean flow for which Milliken modeled 
expected effluent concentrations downstream of the discharge. 
 
This data indicates that none of the downstream samples contained 
effluent from the Milliken discharge.  Specifically, the samples collected 
25 feet downstream of the outfall were more representative of upstream 
conditions than downstream.  Further, based on modeling conducted by 
Milliken, samples collected within the discharge plume 25 feet 
downstream of the discharge should have had conductivity of between 
249 and 309 μmhos/cm under harmonic mean flow conditions.  In 
contrast, the downstream samples used for testing contained only one-

Outside of the scope of the permit issuance, the permittee has also been 
required as part of Consent Order EPD-WP-9076, issued May 05, 2021, 
to demonstrate that the downstream sampling location is within the 
effluent plume under variable effluent and river flow conditions and if 
necessary, recommend adjustments to the sampling methodology where 
feasible. The demonstration will include, but not be limited to, a 
modeling analysis that evaluates expected conductivity at the 
downstream sampling location based on the historical effluent data and 
stream flows compared to historical actual conductivity readings at the 
downstream location. 
 
Under Part I.A.4 of the permit, EPD may review and approve an alternate 
downstream sampling location should data indicate that the current 
location is not representative of the effluent plume within the Ogeechee 
River. 
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third of the conductivity and were representative of upstream conditions, 
not downstream discharge conditions. 
 
To remedy this situation, we recommend the following improvements in 
sampling methodology: 
 

 Prior to collecting the downstream sample, the sampler shall 
conduct a conductivity survey of the cross-section of the receiving 
stream at a point 25 feet downstream of the outfall.  The objective 
of the survey is to identify the location of the effluent plume.  The 
survey shall be conducted from top to bottom and from bank to 
bank at representative intervals across the stream. 
 

 Once the location of the plume has been identified, the sampler 
shall collect a vertically proportional sample; specifically, the 
sample shall be collected representative of the bottom third, 
middle third and top third of the receiving stream within the 
discharge plume. 
 

 Based on upstream and effluent conductivity values, the percent 
effluent in the sample shall be calculated. 

 

 

The reasonable potential analysis for various parameters assumes rapid 
and complete dilution with the entire river flow to determine instream 
concentrations. This presumes a mixing zone of unspecified and 
unlimited size, without designating or physically defining a mixing zone. 
Clearly, based on the downstream monitoring that has been conducted, 
the mixing is neither rapid nor complete. Had complete mixing been 
rapidly achieved, conductivity measurements for the May 2018 sampling 

 
GA R. & Regs. at 391-3-6-.03(10) state that the use of a reasonable and 
limited mixing zone may be permitted on receipt of satisfactory evidence 
that such a zone is necessary and that it will not create an objectionable 
or damaging pollution condition. EPD may establish a mixing zone 
where the use of the dilution factor equations defined at GA R. & Regs. 
at 391-3-6-.06(2)(f) are inapplicable and it is deemed necessary to define 
such a zone within which certain water quality criteria may be exceeded. 
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event discussed above would have ranged between 158 and 182 
μmhos/cm not 99–109 as reported by Milliken. Further, assuming 
complete mixing and providing the entire river flow for dilution, when 
this is not the case, allows for areas where water quality criteria are 
exceeded. Without delineation of the size of the mixing zone, the impact 
of the discharge on the receiving stream is unknown. Georgia regulations 
allow for properly identified and circumscribed mixing zones, but only 
with limitations and restrictions that have not been met or addressed. 

 

 
EPD’s dilution factor equations assume a relatively rapid and complex 
mix. US EPA guidance generally describes rapid and complete mixing 
as mixing which occurs when the lateral variation in the concentration 
of a pollutant in the direct vicinity of the outfall is small. (US EPA’s 
NPDES Permit Writers’ Manual, EPA-833-K-10-001 (Sept. 2010) at 
Sec. 6.2.5.1, p. 6-20) The facility’s outfall is equipped with a diffuser 
which facilitates mixing and minimizes lateral variation in the 
concentration of a pollutant in the direct vicinity of the outfall. CORMIX 
modeling provided with the permit application indicates that based on 
available near-field mixing, it is unnecessary to define a mixing zone 
within which certain water quality criteria would be exceeded. 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
Mr. Gary Newman, Plant Manager 
King America Finishing, Inc. 
1351 Scarboro Hwy 
Sylvania, Georgia 30467  
 

RE: Permit Issuance 
King America Finishing, Inc. 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003280 
Screven County, Ogeechee River Basin 

 
Dear Mr. Newman: 
                                              

Pursuant to the Georgia Water Quality Control Act, as amended, the Federal Clean Water Act, as 
amended, and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder, we have issued the attached permit for 
the above-referenced facility. 
 

Your facility has been assigned to the following EPD office for reporting and compliance.  
Signed copies of all required reports shall be submitted to the following address: 

 
Environmental Protection Division 

Coastal District Office 
400 Commerce Center Drive 

Brunswick, Georgia 31523-8251 
 

 Please be advised that on and after the effective date indicated in the permit, the permittee must 
comply with all terms, conditions, and limitations of the permit.  If you have questions concerning this 
correspondence, please contact Ian McDowell at 470.604.9483 or ian.mcdowell@dnr.ga.gov. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Richard E. Dunn 
Director 
 

RED:im 
Enclosure(s) 
cc: EPD Coastal District (Brunswick) Compliance Office – Michelle Dennis (e-mail) 
 EPD Watershed Planning and Monitoring Program – Josh Welte (e-mail)  

EPD Watershed Planning and Monitoring Program – Tyler Parsons (e-mail) 
Milliken & Company, Corporate Env. Dept. – Lee Slusher (lee.slusher@milliken.com) 
E-mail to EPA Region 4 mailbox: R4NPDESPermits@epa.gov  

Richard E. Dunn, Director 

 

EPD Director’s Office 

2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive  

Suite 1456, East Tower  

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

404-656-4713 

02/25/2022



  
 

Permit No. GA0003280 
Issuance Date: 

 

 
 

 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 
 

In accordance with the provisions of the Georgia Water Quality Control Act (Georgia Laws 1964, 

p. 416, as amended), hereinafter called the State Act; the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as 

amended (33 U.S. C. 1251 et seq.), hereinafter called the Federal Act; and the Rules and 

Regulations promulgated pursuant to each of these Acts, 
 

King America Finishing, Inc. 

1351 Scarboro Highway 

Sylvania, Georgia 30467 
 

is issued a permit to discharge from a facility located at 
  

1351 Scarboro Highway 

Sylvania, Georgia 30467 

Screven County 
 

to receiving waters     
 

the Ogeechee River (Outfall 001) in the Ogeechee River Basin. 
 

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth in 

the permit. 
 

This permit is issued in reliance upon the permit application signed on April 18, 2018, any other 

applications upon which this permit is based, supporting data entered therein or attached thereto, 

and any subsequent submittal of supporting data. 
 

This permit shall become effective on April 01, 2022. 
 

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight March 31, 2027.                        

      __________________________________ 

Richard E. Dunn, Director 

Environmental Protection Division 
    

02/25/2022
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PART I 

 
A.1. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 

Tier 1 (Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day)(1) 

 
During the period specified on the first page of this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge 
from outfall number 001(2) (32.594658, -81.747894) – Process Water, Cooling Water, and 
Stormwater. 

 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

 

Effluent 

Characteristics 

(Units) 

Discharge  

Limitations 

Monitoring  

Requirements(3) 

Mass Based 

(lbs/day) 

Concentration 

Based (mg/L) Measurement 

Frequency 

Sample  

Type 

Sample  

Location Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Flow (MGD)(4) 3.1 Report -- -- Daily Continuous 
Final 

Effluent 

Temperature (°F) -- See 
Note(5) 

-- -- See Note(5) See Note(5) 
Final 

Effluent 

Dissolved Oxygen -- -- -- 
See 

Note(6) 
See Note(6) See Note(6) 

Final 
Effluent 

BOD5 323 646 30 60 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

COD 5,328 10,656 Report Report 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

TSS 650 1,160 Report Report 1/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Sulfide 9.8 19.6 1.5 3.0 3/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

TDS -- -- 2,500 3,800 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Phenols 4.9 9.8 Report Report 
Once Every 
Two Months 

Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Mercury, Total (ng/L) -- -- 
See 

Note(7) 

See 
Note(7) 

2/Year Grab 
See 

Note(7) 

Chromium, Total 4.9 9.8 Report Report 
Once Every 
Two Months 

Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Ammonia, as N(8) 181 336 7 13 Daily Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Kjeldahl 
Nitrogen(8) 

-- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 
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Effluent 

Characteristics 

(Units) 

Discharge  

Limitations 

Monitoring  

Requirements(3) 

Mass Based 

(lbs/day) 

Concentration 

Based (mg/L) Measurement 

Frequency 

Sample  

Type 

Sample  

Location Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Organic Nitrogen(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Nitrate/Nitrite(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Nitrogen(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Calculation 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Phosphorus, as 
P(9) -- -- Report Report 3/Week Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Orthophosphate, as P(9) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 
Specific Conductance 
(μmhos/cm) -- -- Report Report Daily Continuous 

Final 
Effluent 

Color  
(ADMI color value) 

-- -- Report Report 1/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Fecal Coliform(10)(11) 

(#/100mL) 
-- -- 200 400 1/Week Grab 

Final 
Effluent 

Escherichia Coli(10)(11) 

(#/100mL) 
-- -- 126 410 1/Week Grab 

Final 
Effluent 

Acute Whole  
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 

LC50 

≥100% 
Effluent 

-- -- -- 2/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Acute Whole  
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Pimephales promelas) 

LC50 ≥ 
100% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Year Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Chronic Whole 
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 

NOEC 
≥ 8% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Month Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Chronic Whole 
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Pimephales promelas) 

NOEC 
≥ 8% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Year Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

   
The pH of the final effluent shall be continuously monitored and recorded. The continuous monitoring 
system shall have an alarm system that warns that the pH is approaching effluent limits. In addition to 
continuous monitoring, the pH of the final effluent shall be monitored by analyzing grab samples once 
per day, five days per week. The pH of the final effluent shall not be less than 6.0 standard units or 
greater than 8.0 standard units. The monthly minimum and maximum pH from each method shall be 
reported. 
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(1) The effluent limitations and monitoring requirements established in Part I.A.1 of this permit are 
effective for Plant 1 monthly average production levels up to 97,939 lbs of product per day. The 
average daily production (lbs of product/day) for the month shall be reported with the monthly 
discharge monitoring report in accordance with the reporting requirements in Part 1.D of this permit. 

 
(2) There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam other than trace amounts. 
 
(3) All the parameters must be monitored, at a minimum, at the measurement frequency stated above if 

there is any discharge.  If there is no discharge, state such in the discharge monitoring report in 
accordance with the reporting requirements in Part 1.D of this permit. 

 
(4) See Special Conditions, Part III.C.1 of this permit. 
 
(5) The temperature of the final effluent shall be continuously monitored. In addition to continuous 

monitoring, the temperature of the final effluent shall be separately monitored once per day by a grab 
sample, five days per week. The monthly minimum and maximum temperature from each method 
shall be reported. 

 
(6) The dissolved oxygen concentration in the final effluent shall be continuously monitored. In addition 

to continuous monitoring, the dissolved oxygen concentration of the final effluent shall be separately 
monitored once per day by a grab sample, five days per week. The dissolved oxygen concentration in 
the final effluent shall be 5.0 mg/L or higher at all times. The monthly minimum dissolved oxygen 
concentration from each method shall be reported. 

 
(7) The concentration of mercury in the final effluent shall not exceed 6.0 ng/L or a concentration equal 

to the concentration of mercury in the source water; whichever is greater. The permittee shall 
concurrently monitor the final effluent and source water using EPA Method 1631E to quantify the 
amount of mercury present in each. The detection limit for this method shall be no higher than 0.5 
ng/L. 

 
(8) Ammonia, as N; total Kjeldahl nitrogen; organic nitrogen; nitrate/nitrite; and total nitrogen shall be 

analyzed or calculated from the same effluent sample on the same day. 
 
(9) Total phosphorus and orthophosphate shall be analyzed from the same effluent sample on the same 

day. 
 
(10) Fecal coliform and escherichia coli bacteria shall be reported as the geometric mean of the values for 

samples collected during the month. 
 
(11) The permittee is subject to the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for fecal coliform 

from the effective date of the permit and continuing until EPD provides written authorization to the 
permittee subjecting the permittee to the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for 
escherichia coli. 

 
(12) See Special Conditions, Part III.C.3 of this permit. 
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A.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 

Tier 2 (97,939 < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 lbs/day)(1) 

 
During the period specified on the first page of this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge 
from outfall number 001(2) (32.594658, -81.747894) – Process Water, Cooling Water, and 
Stormwater. 

 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

 

Effluent 

Characteristics 

(Units) 

Discharge  

Limitations 

Monitoring  

Requirements(3) 

Mass Based 

(lbs/day) 

Concentration 

Based (mg/L) Measurement 

Frequency 

Sample  

Type 

Sample  

Location Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Flow (MGD)(4) 3.1 Report -- -- Daily Continuous 
Final 

Effluent 

Temperature (°F) -- See 
Note(5) 

-- -- See Note(5) See Note(5) 
Final 

Effluent 

Dissolved Oxygen -- -- -- 
See 

Note(6) 
See Note(6) See Note(6) 

Final 
Effluent 

BOD5 369 738 30 60 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

COD 5,500 11,000 Report Report 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

TSS 650 1,160 Report Report 1/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Sulfide 11.2 22.4 1.5 3.0 3/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

TDS -- -- 2,500 3,800 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Phenols 5.6 11.2 Report Report 
Once Every 
Two Months 

Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Mercury, Total (ng/L) -- -- 
See 

Note(7) 

See 
Note(7) 

2/Year Grab 
See 

Note(7) 

Chromium, Total 5.6 11.2 Report Report 
Once Every 
Two Months 

Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Ammonia, as N(8) 181 336 7 13 Daily Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Kjeldahl 
Nitrogen(8) 

-- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Organic Nitrogen(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 
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Effluent 

Characteristics 

(Units) 

Discharge  

Limitations 

Monitoring  

Requirements(3) 

Mass Based 

(lbs/day) 

Concentration 

Based (mg/L) Measurement 

Frequency 

Sample  

Type 

Sample  

Location Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Nitrate/Nitrite(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Nitrogen(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Calculation 
Final 

Effluent 
Total Phosphorus, as 
P(9) 

-- -- Report Report 3/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Orthophosphate, as P(9) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 
Specific Conductance 
(μmhos/cm) -- -- Report Report Daily Continuous 

Final 
Effluent 

Color  
(ADMI color value) 

-- -- Report Report 1/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Fecal Coliform(10)(11) 

(#/100mL) 
-- -- 200 400 1/Week Grab 

Final 
Effluent 

Escherichia Coli(10)(11) 
(#/100mL) 

-- -- 126 410 1/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Acute Whole  
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 

LC50 

≥100% 
Effluent 

-- -- -- 2/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Acute Whole  
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Pimephales promelas) 

LC50 ≥ 
100% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Year Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Chronic Whole 
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 

NOEC 
≥ 8% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Month Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Chronic Whole 
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Pimephales promelas) 

NOEC 
≥ 8% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Year Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

   
The pH of the final effluent shall be continuously monitored and recorded. The continuous monitoring 
system shall have an alarm system that warns that the pH is approaching effluent limits. In addition to 
continuous monitoring, the pH of the final effluent shall be monitored by analyzing grab samples once 
per day, five days per week. The pH of the final effluent shall not be less than 6.0 standard units or 
greater than 8.0 standard units. The monthly minimum and maximum pH from each method shall be 
reported. 
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(1) The effluent limitations and monitoring requirements established in Part I.A.1 of this permit are 
effective for Plant 1 monthly average production levels greater than 97,939 lbs of product per day but 
less than 111,849 lbs of product per day, provided that the permittee has notified EPD of an increase 
in production in accordance with Part III.C.5 of this permit. The average daily production (lbs of 
product/day) for the month shall be reported with the monthly discharge monitoring report in 
accordance with the reporting requirements in Part 1.D of this permit. 

 
(2) There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam other than trace amounts. 
 
(3) All the parameters must be monitored, at a minimum, at the measurement frequency stated above if 

there is any discharge.  If there is no discharge, state such in the discharge monitoring report in 
accordance with the reporting requirements in Part 1.D of this permit. 

 
(4) See Special Conditions, Part III.C.1 of this permit. 
 
(5) The temperature of the final effluent shall be continuously monitored. In addition to continuous 

monitoring, the temperature of the final effluent shall be separately monitored once per day by a grab 
sample, five days per week. The monthly minimum and maximum temperature from each method 
shall be reported. 

 
(6) The dissolved oxygen concentration in the final effluent shall be continuously monitored. In addition 

to continuous monitoring, the dissolved oxygen concentration of the final effluent shall be separately 
monitored once per day by a grab sample, five days per week. The dissolved oxygen concentration in 
the final effluent shall be 5.0 mg/L or higher at all times. The monthly minimum dissolved oxygen 
concentration from each method shall be reported. 

 
(7) The concentration of mercury in the final effluent shall not exceed 6.0 ng/L or a concentration equal 

to the concentration of mercury in the source water; whichever is greater. The permittee shall 
concurrently monitor the final effluent and source water using EPA Method 1631E to quantify the 
amount of mercury present in each. The detection limit for this method shall be no higher than 0.5 
ng/L. 

 
(8) Ammonia, as N; total Kjeldahl nitrogen; organic nitrogen; nitrate/nitrite; and total nitrogen shall be 

analyzed or calculated from the same effluent sample on the same day. 
 
(9) Total phosphorus and orthophosphate shall be analyzed from the same effluent sample on the same 

day. 
 
(10) Fecal coliform and escherichia coli bacteria shall be reported as the geometric mean of the values for 

samples collected during the month. 
 
(11) The permittee is subject to the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for fecal coliform 

from the effective date of the permit and continuing until EPD provides written authorization to the 
permittee subjecting the permittee to the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for 
escherichia coli. 

 
(12) See Special Conditions, Part III.C.3 of this permit. 
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A.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 

Tier 3 (111,849 < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 128,116 lbs/day)(1) 

 
During the period specified on the first page of this permit, the permittee is authorized to discharge 
from outfall number 001(2) (32.594658, -81.747894) – Process Water, Cooling Water, and 
Stormwater. 

 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

 

Effluent 

Characteristics 

(Units) 

Discharge  

Limitations 

Monitoring  

Requirements(3) 

Mass Based 

(lbs/day) 

Concentration 

Based (mg/L) Measurement 

Frequency 

Sample  

Type 

Sample  

Location Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Flow (MGD)(4) 3.1 Report -- -- Daily Continuous 
Final 

Effluent 

Temperature (°F) -- See 
Note(5) 

-- -- See Note(5) See Note(5) 
Final 

Effluent 

Dissolved Oxygen -- -- -- 
See 

Note(6) 
See Note(6) See Note(6) 

Final 
Effluent 

BOD5 423 846 30 60 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

COD 5,500 11,000 Report Report 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

TSS 650 1,160 Report Report 1/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Sulfide 12.8 25.6 1.5 3.0 3/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

TDS -- -- 2,500 3,800 5/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Phenols 6.4 12.8 Report Report 
Once Every 
Two Months 

Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Mercury, Total (ng/L) -- -- 
See 

Note(7) 

See 
Note(7) 2/Year Grab 

See 
Note(7) 

Chromium, Total 6.4 12.8 Report Report 
Once Every 
Two Months 

Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Ammonia, as N(8) 181 336 7 13 Daily Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Kjeldahl 
Nitrogen(8) 

-- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Organic Nitrogen(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 
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Effluent 

Characteristics 

(Units) 

Discharge  

Limitations 

Monitoring  

Requirements(3) 

Mass Based 

(lbs/day) 

Concentration 

Based (mg/L) Measurement 

Frequency 

Sample  

Type 

Sample  

Location Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Daily 

Avg. 

Daily 

Max. 

Nitrate/Nitrite(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Total Nitrogen(8) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Calculation 
Final 

Effluent 
Total Phosphorus, as 
P(9) -- -- Report Report 3/Week Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Orthophosphate, as P(9) -- -- Report Report 1/Month Composite 
Final 

Effluent 
Specific Conductance 
(μmhos/cm) -- -- Report Report Daily Continuous 

Final 
Effluent 

Color  
(ADMI color value) 

-- -- Report Report 1/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Fecal Coliform(10)(11) 

(#/100mL) 
-- -- 200 400 1/Week Grab 

Final 
Effluent 

Escherichia Coli(10)(11) 
(#/100mL) 

-- -- 126 410 1/Week Grab 
Final 

Effluent 

Acute Whole  
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 

LC50 

≥100% 
Effluent 

-- -- -- 2/Week Composite 
Final 

Effluent 

Acute Whole  
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Pimephales promelas) 

LC50 ≥ 
100% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Year Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Chronic Whole 
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 

NOEC 
≥ 8% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Month Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

Chronic Whole 
Effluent Toxicity(12) 

(Pimephales promelas) 

NOEC 
≥ 8% 

Effluent 
-- -- -- 1/Year Composite 

Final 
Effluent 

   
The pH of the final effluent shall be continuously monitored and recorded. The continuous monitoring 
system shall have an alarm system that warns that the pH is approaching effluent limits. In addition to 
continuous monitoring, the pH of the final effluent shall be monitored by analyzing grab samples once 
per day, five days per week. The pH of the final effluent shall not be less than 6.0 standard units or 
greater than 8.0 standard units. The monthly minimum and maximum pH from each method shall be 
reported. 
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(1) The effluent limitations and monitoring requirements established in Part I.A.1 of this permit are 
effective for Plant 1 monthly average production levels greater than 111,849 lbs of product per day 
but less than 128,116 lbs of product per day, provided that the permittee has notified EPD of an 
increase in production in accordance with Part III.C.5 of this permit. The average daily production 
(lbs of product/day) for the month shall be reported with the monthly discharge monitoring report in 
accordance with the reporting requirements in Part 1.D of this permit. 

 
(2) There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam other than trace amounts. 
 
(3) All the parameters must be monitored, at a minimum, at the measurement frequency stated above if 

there is any discharge.  If there is no discharge, state such in the discharge monitoring report in 
accordance with the reporting requirements in Part 1.D of this permit. 

 
(4) See Special Conditions, Part III.C.1 of this permit. 
 
(5) The temperature of the final effluent shall be continuously monitored. In addition to continuous 

monitoring, the temperature of the final effluent shall be separately monitored once per day by a grab 
sample, five days per week. The monthly minimum and maximum temperature from each method 
shall be reported. 

 
(6) The dissolved oxygen concentration in the final effluent shall be continuously monitored. In addition 

to continuous monitoring, the dissolved oxygen concentration of the final effluent shall be separately 
monitored once per day by a grab sample, five days per week. The dissolved oxygen concentration in 
the final effluent shall be 5.0 mg/L or higher at all times. The monthly minimum dissolved oxygen 
concentration from each method shall be reported. 

 
(7) The concentration of mercury in the final effluent shall not exceed 6.0 ng/L or a concentration equal 

to the concentration of mercury in the source water; whichever is greater. The permittee shall 
concurrently monitor the final effluent and source water using EPA Method 1631E to quantify the 
amount of mercury present in each. The detection limit for this method shall be no higher than 0.5 
ng/L. 

 
(8) Ammonia, as N; total Kjeldahl nitrogen; organic nitrogen; nitrate/nitrite; and total nitrogen shall be 

analyzed or calculated from the same effluent sample on the same day. 
 
(9) Total phosphorus and orthophosphate shall be analyzed from the same effluent sample on the same 

day. 
 
(10) Fecal coliform and escherichia coli bacteria shall be reported as the geometric mean of the values for 

samples collected during the month. 
 
(11) The permittee is subject to the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for fecal coliform 

from the effective date of the permit and continuing until EPD provides written authorization to the 
permittee subjecting the permittee to the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for 
escherichia coli. 

 
(12) See Special Conditions, Part III.C.3 of this permit. 
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A.4. Surface Water Monitoring Requirements 

 
Surface water(s) adjacent to the wastewater discharge shall be monitored. Unless otherwise stated 
or approved by EPD, samples shall concurrently be collected 25 feet upstream of the permittee’s 
discharge pipe and 25 feet downstream of the permittee’s discharge pipe, as marked by a post on 
the river bank, and at a distance of 38 feet (+/- 3 feet) from the left riverbank. 
 
Surface water monitoring shall be conducted by the permittee as specified below: 

 

Parameter 

(Units) 
Measurement Frequency 

Sample  

Type 

pH (standard units) 1/Month Grab 

Temperature (°F) 1/Month Grab 

Specific Conductance(1) (μmhos/cm) 1/Month Grab 

Ammonia, as N (mg/L) 1/Month Grab 

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L) 1/Month Grab 

Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity(1) 

(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 
1/Month Grab 

Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity(1)(2) 
(Pimephales promelas) 

1/Year Grab 

Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity(1)(2) 
(Ceriodaphnia dubia) 

1/Month Grab 

 
(1) Downstream specific conductance sampling should be conducted concurrently with the whole 

effluent toxicity testing and obtained from the same sample location, including depth in the water 
column. EPD will evaluate the data to confirm that the downstream sampling location is 
representative of the effluent plume within the Ogeechee River. 
 

(2) Instream whole effluent toxicity testing will be conducted downstream only. See Special Conditions, 
Part III.C.3 of this permit. 
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B. Monitoring  

 

1. Representative Sampling 
 

Samples and measurements taken as required herein shall be representative of the volume 
and nature of the monitored discharge.  The permittee shall maintain a written sampling 
plan and schedule onsite. 

 

2. Sampling Period 
 

a. Unless otherwise specified in this permit, quarterly samples shall be taken during 
the periods January-March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.  

 
b. Unless otherwise specified in this permit, semiannual samples shall be taken during 

the periods January-June and July-December.   
 
c. Unless otherwise specified in this permit, annual samples shall be taken during the 

period of January-December. 
 
d. Unless otherwise specified in this permit, “once every two months” samples shall 

be taken during the periods January-February, March-April, May-June, July-
August, September-October, and November-December. 

 
3. Monitoring Procedures 
  

Analytical methods, sample containers, sample preservation techniques, and sample 
holding times must be consistent with the techniques and methods listed in 40 CFR Part 
136.  The analytical method used shall be sufficiently sensitive.  EPA-approved methods 
must be applicable to the concentration ranges of the NPDES permit samples. 

 
 4. Detection Limits 
 

All parameters will be analyzed using the appropriate detection limits.  If the results for a 
given sample are such that a parameter is not detected at or above the specified detection 
limit, a value of "NOT DETECTED" will be reported for that sample and the detection 
limit will also be reported. 
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5. Recording of Results 
 
For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the requirements of this permit, the 
permittee shall record the following information: 
 
a. The exact place, date, and time of sampling or measurements, and the person(s) 

performing the sampling or the measurements; 
 
b. The dates and times the analyses were performed, and the person(s) performing the 

analyses; 
 
c. The analytical techniques or methods used; 
 
d. The results of all required analyses. 

 
6. Additional Monitoring by Permittee 

   
If the permittee monitors any pollutant at the location(s) designated herein more frequently 
than required by this permit, using approved analytical methods as specified above, the 
results of such monitoring shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the values 
required in the Discharge Monitoring Report.  Such increased monitoring frequency shall 
also be indicated.  EPD may require, by written notification, more frequent monitoring or 
the monitoring of other pollutants not required in this permit. 

 
 7.  Records Retention 

 
The permittee shall retain records of all monitoring information, including all records of 
analyses performed, calibration and maintenance of instrumentation, copies of all reports 
required by this permit, and records of all data used to complete the application for this 
permit, for a minimum of three (3) years from the date of the sample, measurement, report 
or application, or longer if requested by EPD. 

 

8. Penalties 
 

The Federal Clean Water Act and the Georgia Water Quality Control Act provide that any 
person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders inaccurate any monitoring device 
or method required to be maintained under this permit, makes any false statement, 
representation, or certification in any record or other document submitted or required to be 
maintained under this permit, including monitoring reports or reports of compliance or 
noncompliance shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine or by imprisonment, or by 
both.  The Federal Clean Water Act and the Georgia Water Quality Control Act also 
provide procedures for imposing civil penalties which may be levied for violations of the 
Act, any permit condition or limitation established pursuant to the Act, or negligently or 
intentionally failing or refusing to comply with any final or emergency order of the 
Director of EPD 

 
 



STATE OF GEORGIA  
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES  Page 14 of 32  
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Permit No. GA0003280
  
C. Definitions 
 

1. The "daily average" mass means the total discharge by mass during a calendar month 
divided by the number of days in the month that the production or commercial facility was 
discharging.  Where less than daily sampling is required by this permit, the daily average 
discharge shall be determined by the summation of all the measured daily discharges by 
weight divided by the number of days sampled during the calendar month when the 
measurements were made. 

 
2. The "daily maximum" mass means the total discharge by mass during any calendar day. 
 
3. The "daily average" concentration means the arithmetic average of all the daily 

determinations of concentrations made during a calendar month.  Daily determinations of 
concentration made using a composite sample shall be the concentration of the composite 
sample. 

 
4. The "daily maximum" concentration means the daily determination of concentration for 

any calendar day. 
 
5. A “calendar day” is defined as any consecutive 24-hour period. 
 
6. "Bypass" means the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment 

facility. 
 
7. "Severe property damage" means substantial physical damage to property, damage to 

treatment facilities that causes them to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent 
loss of natural resources that can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a 
bypass.  Severe property damage does not mean economic loss caused by delays in 
production. 

 
8. “EPD” as used herein means the Environmental Protection Division of the Department of 

Natural Resources. 
 
9. “State Act” as used herein means the Georgia Water Quality Control Act (Official Code of 

Georgia Annotated; Title 12, Chapter 5, Article 2). 
 
10. “Rules” as used herein means the Georgia Rules and Regulations for Water Quality 

Control. 
 

11. The “Plant 1 average production” means the average production (lbs of product per day) of 
woven cotton and synthetic fibers through the processes of preparation, dyeing, and 
finishing. Product receiving further conditioning through Plant 2 operations such as flame-
retardant treatment and bisulfite washing is not to be considered as additional production 
for the purposes of this permit. 
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D. Reporting Requirements  
 

1. The permittee must electronically report the DMR, OMR and additional monitoring data 
using the web based electronic NetDMR reporting system, unless a waiver is granted by 
EPD. 

 
a. The permittee must comply with the Federal National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System Electronic Reporting regulations in 40 CFR §127.  The 
permittee must electronically  report  the   DMR,  OMR,  and  additional  
monitoring  data  using  the web based electronic NetDMR reporting system online 
at: https://netdmr.epa.gov/netdmr/public/home.htm  

 
b. Monitoring results obtained during the calendar month shall be summarized for 

each month and reported on the DMR.  The results of each sampling event shall be 
reported on the OMR and submitted as an attachment to the DMR.   
 

c. The permittee shall submit the DMR, OMR and additional monitoring data no later 
than 11:59 p.m. on the 15th day of the month following the sampling period. 

 
d. All other reports required herein, unless otherwise stated, shall be submitted to the 

EPD Office listed on the permit issuance letter signed by the Director of EPD. 
 

 2.  No later than December 21, 2025, the permittee must electronically report the following 
compliance monitoring data and reports using the online web based electronic system 
approved by EPD, unless a waiver is granted by EPD: 

 
a. Sewer Overflow/Bypass Event Reports;  
b. Noncompliance Notification; 
c. Other noncompliance; and 
d. Bypass  

 
3. Other Reports 

 
 All other reports required in this permit not listed above in Part I.D.2 or unless otherwise 

stated, shall be submitted to the EPD Office listed on the permit issuance letter signed by 
the Director of EPD. 

 
4.   Other Noncompliance 

 
All instances of noncompliance not reported under Part I.D. and Part II.A. shall be reported 
to EPD at the time the monitoring report is submitted. 
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5. Signatory Requirements 
 

All reports, certifications, data or information submitted in compliance with this permit or 
requested by EPD must be signed and certified as follows: 

 
a. Any State or NPDES Permit Application form submitted to the EPD shall be signed 

as follows in accordance with the Federal Regulations, 40 C.F.R. 122.22: 
 

1. For a corporation, by a responsible corporate officer.  A responsible 
corporate officer means: 

 
i. a president, secretary, treasurer, or vice president of the corporation 

in charge of a principal business function, or any other person who 
performs similar policy- or decision-making functions for the 
corporation, or 

 
ii. the manager of one or more manufacturing, production, or operating 

facilities employing more than 250 persons or having gross annual 
sales or expenditures exceeding $25 million (in second-quarter 1980 
dollars), if authority to sign documents has been assigned or 
delegated to the manager in accordance with corporate procedures. 

 
2. For a partnership or sole proprietorship, by a general partner or the 

proprietor, respectively; or 
 

3. For a municipality, State, Federal, or other public facility, by either a 
principal executive officer or ranking elected official. 

 
b. All other reports or requests for information required by the permit issuing 

authority shall be signed by a person designated in (a) above or a duly authorized 
representative of such person, if: 

 
1. The representative so authorized is responsible for the overall operation of 

the facility from which the discharge originates, e.g., a plant manager, 
superintendent or person of equivalent responsibility; 

 
2. The authorization is made in writing by the person designated under (a) 

above; and 
 

3. The written authorization is submitted to the Director. 
 

c. Any changes in written authorization submitted to the permitting authority under 
(b) above which occur after the issuance of a permit shall be reported to the 
permitting authority by submitting a copy of a new written authorization which 
meets the requirements of (b) and (b.1) and (b.2) above. 
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d. Any person signing any document under (a) or (b) above shall make the following 
certification:  

 
“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were 
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed 
to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information 
submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, 
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information 
submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I 
am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, 
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.” 
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PART II 
 

A. Management Requirements 
  

1. Notification of Changes 
 

a. The permittee shall provide EPD at least 90 days advance notice of any planned 
physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility that meet the following 
criteria: 

 
1. The alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet one of the criteria 

for determining whether a facility is a new source in 40 CFR 122.29(b); 
 
2. The alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase 

the quantity of pollutants discharged.  This notification applies to pollutants 
which are subject neither to effluent limitations in the permit, nor to 
notification requirements under 40 CFR 122.42(a)(1); or 

 
3. The alteration or addition results in a significant change in the permittee’s 

sludge use or disposal practices, and such alteration, addition, or change 
may justify the application of permit conditions that are different from or 
absent in the existing permit, including notification of additional use or 
disposal sites not reported during the permit application process or not 
reported pursuant to an approved land application plan. 

 
b. The permittee shall give at least 90 days advance notice to EPD of any planned 

changes to the permitted facility or activity which may result in noncompliance 
with permit requirements.  
 

c. Following the notice in paragraph a. or b. of this condition the permit may be 
modified.  The permittee shall not make any changes, or conduct any activities, 
requiring notification in paragraph a. or b. of this condition without approval from 
EPD. 
 

d. The permittee shall provide at least 30 days advance notice to EPD of: 
 
1. any planned expansion or increase in production capacity; or 

 

2. any planned installation of new equipment or modification of existing 

processes that could increase the quantity of pollutants discharged or result 

in the discharge of pollutants that were not being discharged prior to the 

planned change 

 

if such change was not identified in the permit application(s) upon which this 
permit is based and for which notice was not submitted under paragraphs a. or b. of 
this condition. 
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e. All existing manufacturing, commercial, mining, and silvicultural dischargers shall 
notify EPD as soon as it is known or there is reason to believe that any activity has 
occurred or will occur which would result in the discharge, on a routine or frequent 
basis, of any toxic pollutant not limited in the permit, if that discharge will exceed 
(i) 100 µg/L, (ii) five times the maximum concentration reported for that pollutant 
in the permit application, or (iii) 200 µg/L for acrolein and acrylonitrile, 500 μg/L 
for 2,4 dinitrophenol and for 2-methyl-4-6-dinitrophenol, or 1 mg/L antimony. 

 
f. All existing manufacturing, commercial, mining, and silvicultural dischargers shall 

notify EPD as soon as it is known or there is reason to believe that any activity has 
occurred or will occur which would result in any discharge on a nonroutine or 
infrequent basis, of any toxic pollutant not limited in the permit, if that discharge 
will exceed (i) 500 µg/L, (ii) ten times the maximum concentration reported for that 
pollutant in the permit application, or (iii) 1 mg/L antimony. 
 

g.   Upon the effective date of this permit, the permittee shall submit to EPD an annual 
certification in June of each year certifying whether or not there has been any 
change in processes or wastewater characteristics as described in the submitted 
NPDES permit application that required notification in paragraph a., b., or d. of this 
condition.  The permittee shall also certify annually in June whether the facility has 
received offsite wastes or wastewater and detail any such occurrences.  

 
2. Noncompliance Notification 

 
If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with, or will be unable to comply with 
any effluent limitation specified in this permit, the permittee shall provide EPD with an 
oral report within 24 hours from the time the permittee becomes aware of the 
circumstances followed by a written report within five (5) days of becoming aware of such 
condition.  The written submission shall contain the following information: 

 
a. A description of the discharge and cause of noncompliance; and 
 
b. The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times; or, if not corrected, 

the anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to continue, and steps being 
taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the noncomplying discharge. 

 
3. Facility Operation 
 

The permittee shall at all times maintain in good working order and operate as efficiently 
as possible all treatment or control facilities or systems installed or used by the permittee to 
achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit.  Proper operation and 
maintenance includes effective performance, adequate funding, adequate operator staffing 
and training, and adequate laboratory and process controls, including appropriate quality 
assurance procedures.  This provision requires the operation of back-up or auxiliary 
facilities or similar systems only when necessary to achieve compliance with the 
conditions of the permit. 
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4. Adverse Impact 
   

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge in 
violation of this permit which has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human 
health or the environment, including such accelerated or additional monitoring as 
necessary to determine the nature and impact of the noncomplying discharge. 

 
5. Bypassing 
 

a. If the permittee knows in advance of the need for a bypass, it shall submit prior 
notice to EPD at least 10 days (if possible) before the date of the bypass.  The 
permittee shall submit notice of any unanticipated bypass with an oral report within 
24 hours from the time the permittee becomes aware of the circumstances followed 
by a written report within five (5) days of becoming aware of such condition.  The 
written submission shall contain the following information: 
 
1. A description of the discharge and cause of noncompliance; and 
 
2. The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times; or, if not 

corrected, the anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to continue, 
and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate and prevent recurrence of the 
noncomplying discharge. 

 
b. Any diversion or bypass of facilities covered by this permit is prohibited, except (i) 

where unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury, or severe property 
damage; (ii) there were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as the use of 
auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated wastes, or maintenance during 
normal periods of equipment downtime (this condition is not satisfied if the 
permittee could have installed adequate back-up equipment to prevent a bypass 
which occurred during normal periods of equipment downtime or preventive 
maintenance); and (iii) the permittee submitted a notice as required above.  The 
permittee shall operate the treatment works, including the treatment plant and total 
sewer system, to minimize discharge of the pollutants listed in Part I of this permit 
from combined sewer overflows or bypasses.  Upon written notification by EPD, 
the permittee may be required to submit a plan and schedule for reducing bypasses, 
overflows, and infiltration in the system. 
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 6. Sludge Disposal Requirements 
 

Sludge shall be disposed of in accordance with the regulations and guidelines established 
by EPD, the Federal Clean Water Act, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA).  Prior to disposal of sludge by any method other than co-disposal in an 
appropriate and permitted landfill, the permittee shall submit a sludge management plan to 
the Watershed Protection Branch of EPD for written approval. For land application of 
nonhazardous sludge, the permittee shall comply with the applicable criteria outlined in the 
most current version of EPD’s "Guidelines for Land Application of Sewage Sludge 
(Biosolids) at Agronomic Rates" and with the State Rules, Chapter 391-3-6-.17. EPD may 
require more stringent control of this activity. Prior to land applying nonhazardous sludge, 
the permittee shall submit a sludge management plan to EPD for review and approval. 
Upon approval, the plan for land application will become a part of the NPDES permit upon 
modification of the permit. 

 
7. Sludge Monitoring Requirements 

 
The permittee shall develop and implement procedures to ensure adequate year-round 
sludge disposal.  The permittee shall monitor the volume and concentration of solids 
removed from the plant.  Records shall be maintained which document the quantity of 
solids removed from the plant.  The ultimate disposal of solids shall be reported (in the unit 
of lbs) as specified in Part I.D of this permit.  

 
8. Power Failures 

 
Upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power to said water pollution 
control facilities, the permittee shall use an alternative source of power if available to 
reduce or otherwise control production and/or all discharges in order to maintain 
compliance with the effluent limitations and prohibitions of this permit. 

 
If such alternative power source is not in existence, and no date for its implementation 
appears in Part I, the permittee shall halt, reduce or otherwise control production and/or all 
discharges from wastewater control facilities upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the 
primary source of power to said wastewater control facilities. 
 

9. Operator Certification Requirements  

 
The person responsible for the daily operation of the wastewater treatment facility shall be 
a Class II biological wastewater treatment system operator, certified in accordance with the 
Georgia State Board of Examiners for Certification of Water and Wastewater Plant 
Operators and Laboratory Analysts Rule 43-51-6.(b). 
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10.  Laboratory Analyst Certification Requirements 
 

The permittee shall ensure that, when required, the person in responsible charge of the 
laboratory performing the analyses for determining permit compliance is certified in 
accordance with the Georgia Certification of Water and Wastewater Treatment Plant 
operators and Laboratory Analysts Act, as amended, and the Rules promulgated 
thereunder.  
 

B. Responsibilities 
 
 1. Right of Entry 
 

The permittee shall allow the Director of EPD, the Regional Administrator of EPA, and/or 
their authorized representatives, agents, or employees, upon the presentation of credentials: 
 
a. To enter upon the permittee's premises where a discharge source is located or in 

which any records are required to be kept under the terms and conditions of this 
permit; and 

 
b. At reasonable times, to have access to and copy any records required to be kept 

under the terms and conditions of this permit; to inspect any facilities, equipment 
(including monitoring and control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or 
required under this permit; and to sample any substance or parameters in any 
location.  
 

2. Transfer of Ownership or Control 
 

A permit may be transferred to another person by a permittee if: 
 
a. The permittee notifies the Director of EPD in writing of the proposed transfer at 

least thirty (30) days in advance of the proposed transfer; 
 
b. A written agreement containing a specific date for transfer of permit responsibility 

and coverage between the current and new permittee (including acknowledgement 
that the existing permittee is liable for violations up to that date, and that the new 
permittee is liable for violations from that date on) is submitted to the Director at 
least thirty (30) days in advance of the proposed transfer; and 

 
c. The Director, within thirty (30) days, does not notify the current permittee and the 

new permittee of EPD’s intent to modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate the 
permit and to require that a new application be filed rather than agreeing to the 
transfer of the permit. 
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3. Availability of Reports 
 

Except for data deemed to be confidential under O.C.G.A. § 12-5-26 or by the Regional 
Administrator of the EPA under the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 2, all 
reports prepared in accordance with the terms of this permit shall be available for public 
inspection at an office of EPD.  Effluent data, permit applications, permittee's names and 
addresses, and permits shall not be considered confidential. 

 

4. Permit Modification 
  

This permit may be modified, suspended, revoked or reissued in whole or in part during its 
term for cause including, but not limited to, the following: 
 
a. Violation of any conditions of this permit; 

 
b. Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or failure to disclose fully all relevant 

facts; 
 

c. A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or permanent reduction 
or elimination of the permitted discharge; or 

 
d. To comply with any applicable effluent limitation issued pursuant to the order of 

the United States District Court for the District of Columbia issued on June 8, 
1976, in Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. et.al. v. Russell E. Train, 8 ERC 
2120(D.D.C. 1976), if the effluent limitation so issued: 
 
1. is different in conditions or more stringent than any effluent limitation in 

the permit; or 
 

2. controls any pollutant not limited in the permit. 
 

5. Toxic Pollutants 
   

The permittee shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established pursuant to 
Section 307(a) of the Federal Clean Water Act for toxic pollutants, which are present in the 
discharge within the time provided in the regulations that establish these standards or 
prohibitions, even if the permit has not yet been modified to incorporate the requirement. 

 

 6. Civil and Criminal Liability 
 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to relieve the permittee from civil or criminal 
penalties for noncompliance. 
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7. State Laws 
 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal action or 
relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties established pursuant 
to any applicable State law or regulation under authority preserved by Section 510 of the 
Federal Clean Water Act. 

 
 8. Water Quality Standards 

 
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the modification of any condition of 
this permit when it is determined that the effluent limitations specified herein fail to 
achieve the applicable State water quality standards. 

 
 9. Property Rights 

 
The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either real or personal 
property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to private property or 
any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State or local laws or 
regulations. 

 

10. Expiration of Permit 
 

The permittee shall not discharge after the expiration date.  In order to receive 
authorization to discharge beyond the expiration date, the permittee shall submit such 
information, forms, and fees as are required by EPD at least 180 days prior to the 
expiration date. 

 
11. Contested Hearings 

 
Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by an action of the Director of EPD 
shall petition the Director for a hearing within thirty (30) days of notice of such action.  

 

12. Severability 
 

The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this permit, or the 
application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance, is held invalid, the 
application of such provision to other circumstances, and the remainder of this permit, 
shall not be affected thereby. 

 
13. Best Management Practices 

 
The permittee will implement best management practices to control the discharge of 
hazardous and/or toxic materials from ancillary manufacturing activities.  Such activities 
include, but are not limited to, materials storage, in-plant transfer, process and material 
handling, loading and unloading operations, plant site runoff, and sludge and waste 
disposal. 
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14. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense 
 

It shall not be a defense for a permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been 
necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the 
conditions of this permit. 
 

15. Duty to Provide Information 
 

a. The permittee shall furnish to the EPD Director, within a reasonable time, any 
information which the Director may request to determine whether cause exists for 
modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this permit or to determine 
compliance with this permit.  The permittee shall also furnish upon request copies 
of records required to be kept by this permit. 

 
b. When the permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant facts in a 

permit application or submitted incorrect information in a permit application or any 
report to the Director, it shall promptly submit such facts and information. 

 

16.   Duty to Comply 

 

a. The permittee must comply with all conditions of this permit.  Any permit 
noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Georgia Water Quality Control Act 
(O.C.G.A. § 12-5-20 et. seq.) and is grounds for enforcement action; for permit 
termination; revocation and reissuance, or modification; or for denial of a permit 
renewal application.  Any instances of noncompliance must be reported to EPD as 
specified in Part I. D and Part II.A. of this permit. 

 
b. Penalties for violations of permit conditions.  The Federal Clean Water Act and the 

Georgia Water Quality Control Act (O.C.G.A. § 12-5-20 et. seq.) provide that any 
person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders inaccurate any monitoring 
device or method required under this permit, makes any false statement, 
representation, or certification in any record or other document submitted or 
required to be maintained under this permit, including monitoring reports or reports 
of compliance or noncompliance shall, upon conviction be punished by a fine or by 
imprisonment, or by both.  The Georgia Water Quality Control Act (Act) also 
provides procedures for imposing civil penalties which may be levied for violations 
of the Act, any permit condition or limitation established pursuant to the Act, or 
negligently or intentionally failing or refusing to comply with any final or 
emergency order of the Director. 

 

17. Upset Provisions 
 

Provisions of 40 CFR 122.41(n)(1)-(4), regarding "Upset" shall be applicable to any civil, 
criminal, or administrative proceeding brought to enforce this permit. 
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PART III 
 

A. Previous Permits 

 

1. All previous State wastewater permits issued to this facility, whether for construction or 
operation, are hereby revoked by the issuance of this permit.  This action is taken to assure 
compliance with the Georgia Water Quality Control Act, as amended, and the Federal 
Clean Water Act, as amended.  Receipt of the permit constitutes notice of such action.  The 
conditions, requirements, terms and provisions of this permit authorizing discharge under 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System govern discharges from this facility. 

 

B. Schedule of Compliance 

 
1. The permittee shall achieve compliance with the effluent limitations specified for 

discharges in accordance with the following schedule:  N/A 
 

2. No later than 14 calendar days following a date identified in the above schedule of 
compliance, the permittee shall submit either a report of progress or, in the case of specific 
actions being required by identified dates, a written notice of compliance or 
noncompliance, any remedial actions taken, and the probability of meeting the next 
scheduled requirement. 

 

C.   Special Conditions 

 

1. Instream Waste Concentration 
 

The permittee shall record stream flows measured at the USGS Rocky Ford gage 
(#02202040) at 8:00 a.m. daily. The total final effluent flow volume discharged for the 
following 24-hour period shall neither exceed 8% of the actual stream flow as measured at 
the Rocky Ford gage nor a daily average of 3.1 MGD. The stream flow recorded each day 
and the total final effluent flow volume discharged shall be reported in accordance with 
Part I.D of this permit. 
 

2. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) Characterization Study 
 

The purpose of the PFAS Characterization Study is to determine if the facility has the 
potential to discharge PFAS into the environment through the discharge of treated 
wastewater effluent or through industrial sludge disposal. 
 
a. Within one (1) month of the effective date of the permit, the permittee shall submit 

to EPD a written report characterizing all per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances 
(PFAS) used in processing or manufacturing at the facility or believed present in 
the process wastewater or sludge due to contact with any raw materials, 
intermediate products, finished products, byproducts, or waste products.  
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b. If per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) are used in processing or 
manufacturing at the facility or believed present in the facility’s wastewater or 
sludge, then within two (2) months of the effective date of the permit, the permittee 
shall perform the following sampling for all PFAS compounds identified in the 
written report, and for which a sufficiently sensitive method is available, and 
submit the results of the sampling to EPD as prescribed below: 

 
i. Complete two (2) representative sampling events of the influent to the 

wastewater treatment plant and effluent from the wastewater treatment plant 
prior to discharge from the permitted outfalls identified in this permit. The 
sampling events shall be at least 48 hours apart and the influent and effluent 
samples shall be taken on the same day. 

 
ii. Complete two (2) representative industrial sludge sampling events. The 

sludge samples shall be representative of the sludge leaving the facility. 
 

In the absence of a 40 C.F.R. Part 136 approved sampling method for PFAS, where 
applicable, the permittee shall conduct sampling using draft analytical method 1633. For 
compounds not covered in draft analytical method 1633, the permittee shall conduct 
sampling in accordance with procedures outlined by EPA Region 4’s Laboratory Services 
and Applied Science Division. The reference document for such procedures is the 
“Determination of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances by Liquid Chromatography 
Tandem Mass Spectrometry (2019) ID:LSBPROC-800-R1” or the most recently approved 
operating procedures document. The permittee may utilize an alternate sampling 
methodology, provided that the methodology is reviewed and approved by the Georgia 
Environmental Protection Division. At the time this permit is issued analytical test Method 
533 is approved for use.  
 
c. Within three (3) months of the effective date of the permit, the permittee shall 

submit the PFAS Characterization Study Report (Report) to EPD for review 
summarizing the results of the samples. The Report shall include the certified 
laboratory reports as an attachment including the certified laboratory analytical 
results to EPD. The Report shall be submitted in hard copy and analytical data shall 
be reported using Microsoft Excel workbooks and submitted in electronic format 
on a universal serial bus (USB), to the address below: 

 
Georgia Environmental Protection Division - Watershed Protection Branch 

Watershed Compliance Program 
Attn: Watershed Compliance Program Manager 

2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 
Suite 1152 East 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
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 3. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing 
 

a. Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity testing of the final effluent and the Ogeechee River 
25 feet downstream from the outfall pipe shall be conducted concurrently using the 
water flea (Ceriodaphnia dubia). In performing the testing, the most current U.S. 
EPA acute aquatic testing manual shall be followed. The reference document for 
this method is “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, 5th Edition, U.S. EPA. 
821-R-02-012, October 2002” or the most recently approved edition. The LC50 

shall not be less than 100% effluent for the final effluent testing. Beginning with 
the effective date of this permit, testing shall be conducted on the final effluent with 
a frequency of twice per week (2/week) and instream with a frequency of once per 
month (1/month) and reported in accordance with Part I.D of this permit. 

 
b. Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity testing of the final effluent and the Ogeechee River 

25 feet downstream from the outfall pipe shall be conducted concurrently using the 
fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas). In performing the testing, the most current 
U.S. EPA acute aquatic testing manual shall be followed. The reference document 
for this method is “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, 5th Edition, U.S. EPA 821-
R-02-012, October 2002” or the most recently approved edition. The LC50 shall not 
be less than 100% effluent for the final effluent testing. Beginning with the 
effective date of the permit, testing shall be conducted on both the final effluent and 
instream with a frequency of annually (1/year) and reported in accordance with Part 
I.D of this permit. 

 
c. Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity testing of the final effluent and the Ogeechee 

River 25 feet downstream from the outfall pipe shall be conducted concurrently 
using the water flea (Ceriodaphnia dubia) using a dilution series of 0%, 2%, 4%, 
8%, 16%, 32%, 64%, 100%. In performing the testing, the most current U.S. EPA 
chronic aquatic testing manual shall be followed. The reference document for this 
method is “Short-Term Methods of Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents 
and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms, 4th Edition, U.S. EPA 821-R-02-
013, October 2002” or the most recently approved edition. The No Observed Effect 
Concentration (NOEC) of the effluent shall be not less than 8% effluent for the 
final effluent testing. In, addition the permittee shall report the 25% inhibition 
concentration (IC25) of both the final effluent and instream WET tests. Beginning 
with the effective date of the permit, testing shall be conducted on both the final 
effluent and instream with a frequency of monthly (1/month) and reported in 
accordance with Part I.D of this permit. 

 
d. Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity testing of the final effluent shall be conducted 

using the fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas) using a dilution series of 0%, 
2%, 4%, 8%, 16%, 32%, 64%, 100%. In performing the testing, the most current 
U.S. EPA chronic aquatic testing manual shall be followed. The reference 
document for this method is “Short-Term Methods of Estimating the Chronic 
Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms, 4th Edition, 
U.S. EPA 821-R-02-013, October 2002” or the most recently approved edition. The 
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No Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) of the effluent shall be not less than 
8% effluent for the final effluent testing. In, addition the permittee shall report the 
25% inhibition concentration (IC25) of the final effluent. Beginning with the 
effective date of the permit, testing shall be conducted on the final effluent with a 
frequency of annually (1/year) and reported in accordance with Part I.D of this 
permit. 

 
e. Within three (3) months of the effective date of the permit, the permittee shall 

submit to EPD for review and approval proposed procedures for the completion of 
a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) work plan. The TIE work plan proposal, 
at a minimum, shall include the following elements: 

 
 i. Phase I – Toxicity Characterization 
 

1. Establish a duration of four (4) months for Phase I – Toxicity 
Characterization testing; 

 
2. Establish twice per week acute WET testing and weekly chronic 

WET testing of the final effluent for ceriodaphnia dubia and 
pimephales promelas; 

 

3. For acute WET tests which exhibit toxicity (i.e., LC50 < 100%) 
based on the baseline effluent toxicity test, and all chronic WET 
tests, Phase 1 toxicity characterization testing is required. The TIE 
work plan shall detail the characterization tests to be performed and 
the required procedures for conducting each characterization test; 

 
4. Identify WET testing procedures (e.g., sample type, test 

concentrations, test media renewals, etc.);   
 
5. Establish quality assurance (QA) and quality control (QC) 

procedures for testing; and 
 
6. Identify the contract laboratory and/or consultants responsible for 

sample analysis. 
 
   ii. Phase II & Phase III – Toxicity Identification and Toxicity Confirmation 
 

1. Establish a duration of two (2) months for Phase II & III – Toxicity 
Identification and Toxicity Confirmation procedures beginning two 
(2) months after the commencement of Phase I – Toxicity 
Characterization testing; 

 
2. Identify WET testing procedures (e.g., sample type, test 

concentrations, test media renewals, etc.); and 
 
3. Identify quality assurance (QA) and quality control (QC) procedures 

for testing. 
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f. If two WET tests are failed during the permit term, the permittee will be required to 
complete a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE), Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE), and additional data gathering activities in accordance with the following 
schedule: 

 
i. Following the submission of a written noncompliance notification, in 

accordance with Part II.A.2 of the permit, for a second WET test failure, the 
permittee shall immediately  commence the Toxicity Identification 
Evaluation (TIE) approved by EPD. 

 
ii. Within one (1) month following a written noncompliance notification of a 

second WET test failure, the permittee shall prepare and submit to EPD a 
report which provides an in-depth review of the facility operations; 
including the products produced, chemicals used, facility engineering 
design, and wastewater treatment operations. 

 
iii. Two (2) months following the initiation of the TIE, the permittee shall 

prepare and submit to EPD a report which identifies the Phase II & III – 
Toxicity Identification and Toxicity Confirmation procedures which will be 
enacted based on the results of the toxicity characterization tests.   

 
iv. Within three (3) months following a written noncompliance notification of a 

second WET test failure, the permittee shall prepare and submit to EPD a 
report which provides an evaluation of housekeeping practices, treatment 
plant operations, and opportunities for chemical optimization. 

 
v. Within six (6) months following a written noncompliance notification of a 

second WET test failure, the permittee shall submit to EPD a TRE report 
based on the results of the TIE and other data collection activities. The 
report, at a minimum, shall include the following elements: 

 
1. Identification of the proposed method for toxicity reduction (i.e., 

toxicity treatability approach and/or causative agent approach); 
 
2. If the causative agent approach was pursued, the TRE shall include a 

copy of the source identification evaluation; 
 
3. Evaluation and summation of reduction methodologies considered 

for the TRE; 
 
4. Selection of reduction methodology; and 
 
5. Implementation schedule for the proposed solution. 

 
vi. Upon receipt of a TRE report, EPD may modify the permit to incorporate 

recommendations from the TRE and, if applicable; a compliance schedule. 
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4. Approved Sludge Management Plan 
 

a. The permittee’s approved Sludge Management Plan allows for sludge generated at 
the facility to be sent to a third party for further treatment and ultimate disposal. 

 
b. The permittee will report on an annual basis the amount of sludge sent to the third-

party during the most recent calendar year. The annual report shall be submitted to 
EPD no later than February 19 of the following year. 

 
c. The permittee will maintain sludge handling records in accordance with Part I.B.7 

of the Permit. 
 
d. The permittee will notify EPD in writing of any planned changes to the permittee’s 

sludge use or disposal practices. 
 
 5. Notification of Increased Production 
 

The permittee shall notify the EPD compliance office in writing at least two business days 
prior to the month they expect to be operating at a higher level of production (higher than 
Tier 1). The notice shall specify the anticipated level and the period during which the 
permittee expects to operate at the increased level of production. New notice is required to 
cover a period or production level not covered by prior notice or, if during two consecutive 
months otherwise covered by a notice, the production level at the permitted facility does 
not in fact meet the higher level designated in the notice. 
 

D. Biomonitoring and Toxicity Reduction Requirements 

 
1. The permittee shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established by section 

307(a) of the Federal Act and with chapter 391-3-6-.03(5)(e) of the State Rules and may 
not discharge toxic pollutants in concentrations or combinations that are harmful to 
humans, animals, or aquatic life. 
 
If toxicity is suspected in the effluent, EPD may require the permittee to perform any of the 
following actions: 
 
a. Acute biomonitoring tests; 
 
b. Chronic biomonitoring tests; 

 
c. Stream studies; 

  
d. Priority pollutant analyses; 

 
e. Toxicity reduction evaluations (TRE); or 

 
f. Any other appropriate study. 

 



STATE OF GEORGIA  
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES  Page 32 of 32  
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Permit No. GA0003280
  

2. EPD will specify the requirements and methodologies for performing any of these tests or 
studies.  Unless other concentrations are specified by EPD, the critical concentration used 
to determine toxicity in biomonitoring tests will be the effluent instream wastewater 
concentration (IWC) based on the representative plant flow of the facility and the critical 
low flow of the receiving stream (7Q10).  The endpoints that will be reported are the 
effluent concentration that is lethal to 50% of the test organisms (LC50) if the test is for 
acute toxicity, and the no observed effect concentration (NOEC) of effluent if the test is for 
chronic toxicity. 

 
The permittee must eliminate effluent toxicity and supply EPD with data and evidence to 
confirm toxicity elimination. 
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The Georgia Environmental Protection Division proposes to issue an NPDES permit to the applicant 
identified below.  The draft permit places conditions on the discharge of pollutants from the wastewater 
treatment plant to waters of the State.  

 
Technical Contact:  Ian McDowell (ian.mcdowell@dnr.ga.gov) 

           470-604-9483 
 

Draft permit:   First issuance 
      Reissuance with no or minor modifications from previous permit 
      Reissuance with substantial modifications from previous permit 

        Modification of existing permit    
 Requires EPA review 
 Designated as a Major facility 

 

1.0 FACILITY INFORMATION 

 

1.1  NPDES Permit No.:  GA0003280 
 

1.2 Name and Address of Owner/Applicant 
 
King America Finishing, Inc. 
1351 Scarboro Highway 
Sylvania, Georgia, 30467 
  

1.3 Name and Address of Facility 

   

  King America Finishing, Inc. 
1351 Scarboro Highway 
Sylvania, Georgia, 30467 
(Screven County) 

 
1.4 Location and Description of the discharge (as reported by applicant) 

 

Outfall ID Latitude Longitude 
Receiving 

Waterbody 

001 
32° 35' 40.7688" N 

(32.594658) 
81° 44' 52.4184" W 

(-81.747894) 
Ogeechee River 

 

 

 

 



      

 

King America Finishing, Inc.  April, 2022 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003280  Page 2 

 

1.5  Production Capacity 

 
The facility has two manufacturing units, referred to as Plant 1 and Plant 2. Plant 1 is a 
complex manufacturing operation, as defined in 40 CFR 410.41, which performs dyeing 
and finishing of woven cotton and synthetic fibers. The average daily production rate over 
the previous permit term was 97,939 lbs/day with the highest annual average daily 
production of 111,849 lbs/day occurring in 2015. Daily production rates were calculated 
based on the number of production days, not calendar days. Approximately 28% of this 
production employs a natural fiber and the remaining 72% employs a natural and synthetic 
fiber blend. Plant 2 applies flame retardant treatment and performs other special 
conditioning on a portion of the product produced from Plant 1. The daily average 
production rate over the past five years from Plant 2 was 74,101 lbs/day. 

 
The permittee has requested consideration of future production levels when calculating 
production-based technology-based limits, in anticipation that production may increase to 
the production rates experienced in 2011. This future production is equivalent to 128,116 
lbs/day from Plant 1 and 88,162 lbs/day from Plant 2. EPD has included tiered permit limits 
based on production levels to ensure that technology based effluent limits accurately reflect 
production levels without restricting facility operations. Tiered limits have been based on 
the permittee’s average production rate over the previous five years (Tier 1), the highest 
annual average production rate over the previous five years (Tier 2), and the predicted 
return to the 2011 production rate (Tier 3). The pollutant loading for all production tiers is 
within the scope of the loading previously considered and permitted and would not trigger 
an anti-degradation analysis.   

 

1.6  SIC Code & Description 

 
 2282 – Yarn Texturizing, Throwing, Twisting, and Winding Mills 
 2299 – Textile goods, Not Elsewhere Classified 

 

1.7  Description of Industrial Processes  

  

 The facility includes two internal manufacturing units, referred to as Plant 1 and Plant 2. 
 
 Plant 1 

 

Plant 1 is a complex manufacturing operation which performs dyeing and finishing of 
woven cotton and synthetic fibers. The fibers first undergo preparation which includes 
singeing, desizing, heat-setting, mercerizing, bleaching, and washing. The fibers then 
undergo dyeing which includes dye application, dye fixation with chemicals or heat, 
washing, and drying. Finally, fibers undergo finishing. Finishing includes passing fabric 
through a finish pad, a pre-dryer and/or set of dry cans, and then a tenter house. 
 
Plant 2 

 
Plant 2 provides further finishing through flame retardant treatment of cotton and synthetic 
fabrics and special conditioning of those products. Flame-retardant treatment impregnates 
the fabric with a reactant chemistry and then exposes the fabric, in subsequent process 
steps, to reactant gases and liquids to chemically form the flame-retardant component on 
the fabric. After the reaction, the fabric contains unreacted chemicals and chemical 
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byproducts that must be removed through thorough rinsing. Fabric is then washed with 
bisulfite to remove excess formaldehyde and undergoes final softening. 

 
1.8  Description of the Wastewater Treatment Facility  

 

Wastewater at the facility receives initial screening and neutralization via sulfuric acid 
before entering a 4.5 million-gallon equalization basin. Wastewater is then pumped from 
the equalization basin to an activated sludge aeration basin for secondary treatment. Further 
secondary treatment is then provided via polymer addition and the use of clarifiers. 
Clarifiers #2 & #3 operate in parallel as the facility’s main clarifiers, whilst Clarifier #1 is 
operated as a backup system. Wastewater from the clarifiers is subsequently passed through 
cloth media filters. Finally, tertiary treatment is provided through a granulated activated 
carbon filtration system with CO2 neutralization before discharge to the Ogeechee River via 
an effluent diffuser. 
 
Waste sludge, filter backwash, and emergency bypass are diverted to two sludge holding 
ponds. The facility has an ability to pump pond supernatant back into the equalization basin 
to prevent pond overflow in heavy rainfall events. Primary wasting operations occur at the 
first sludge holding pond, then water overflows to the second pond. This first pond has been 
dredged every year or two with the most recent dredging occurring in the Fall of 2021. The 
second pond has not been dredged since Milliken’s involvement with the site. The sludge 
storage capacity of the smallest sludge pond is approximately 14.3 million pounds, which 
provides approximately 14.2 years of storage at the average solids wasting rate of 2,754 
pounds of TSS per day. Sludge should be disposed of in an appropriate and permitted 
landfill, or in accordance with an EPD approved sludge management plan. 
 

Outfall Operation Description Treatment Description 

 
001 

 

 
Process Water, Cooling Water, and 

Stormwater 

Screening, Neutralization, Activated Sludge, 
Sedimentation, Sludge Lagoons, Cloth Media 
Filtration, Carbon Adsorption, Discharge to 
Surface Water, and Landfill 

 
1.9  Type of Wastewater Discharge   

 

 process wastewater     stormwater  
 

   domestic wastewater     combined 
 

      other (cooling water)  
 

Process wastewater, cooling water, and stormwater combine before treatment at the 
wastewater treatment plant. 
 
Domestic wastewater was separated from the above wastestreams in 2015 and was diverted 
to a septic tank system which is covered under general permit no. GAG278093. 
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1.10 Characterization of Effluent Discharge as Reported by Applicant 

(Please refer to the application for additional analysis)  

 

1.10.a Outfall No. 001 – Process Water, Cooling Water, and Stormwater  

Effluent Characteristics  

(as Reported by Applicant) 

Maximum 

Daily Value 

Average  

Daily Value 

Flow (MGD) 2.770 1.580  

Biochemical Oxygen Demand,5-day 
(mg/L) 

34 7 

Total Suspended Solids (mg/L) 59 <71 

Temperature, Winter (°F) 86.4 68.4 

Temperature, Summer (°F) 94.5 79.5 

Ammonia (mg/L) 11.8 <1.3(1) 

Total Phosphorus (mg/L) 54.8 27.0 

(1) Less than signs indicate that non-detectable samples were reported, and that the method 
detection limit was assigned to these samples for the purposes of reporting long term averages. 
 

2.0  APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 

 

2.1  State Regulations 

 

 Chapter 391-3-6 of the Georgia Rules and Regulations for Water Quality Control 
 

2.2  Federal Regulations 

     

Source Activity 

 

Applicable Regulation 

 

Industrial (Non POTW) 

Non-Process Water 
Discharges 

40 CFR 122 
40 CFR 125 
40 CFR 127 
40 CFR 136 

Process Water Discharges 

40 CFR 122 
40 CFR 125 
40 CFR 127 
40 CFR 136 
40 CFR 410 

 

2.3  Industrial Effluent Limit Guideline(s) 

  
Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR Part 410 Subpart D (Textile Mills Point Source 
Category: Woven Fabric Finishing Subcategory) 

  
 See Appendix A of the Fact Sheet for Applicable Federal Regulations 
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In 2006 King America Finishing installed two flame-retardant processing lines at the 
facility which performed additional fabric finishing for the facility. For ease of discussion 
and calculations the flame-retardant operations are considered to constitute “Plant 2”; 
whereas all other operations are considered to constitute “Plant 1”. It is important to note 
that despite the nomenclature used, the installation of the flame-retardant processing lines 
occurred within the existing facility and did not create a new building, structure, or facility. 
Additionally, the installation did not reflect a substantially independent process than the 
complex manufacturing operations already performed at the facility. As such, the 
additional processing lines do not trigger a new source determination, as outlined in 40 

CFR §122.29, and thus effluent limitations for existing sources, not new sources, are 
applicable. 

 
3.0  WATER QUALITY STANDARDS & RECEIVING WATERBODY INFORMATION 

 

Section 301(b)(1)(C) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires the development of limitations in 
permits necessary to meet water quality standards.  Federal Regulations 40 CFR 122.4(d) require 
that conditions in NPDES permits ensure compliance with the water quality standards which are 
composed of use classifications, numeric and or narrative water quality criteria and an anti-
degradation policy.  The use classification system designates the beneficial uses that each 
waterbody is expected to achieve, such as drinking water, fishing, or recreation.  The numeric and 
narrative water quality criteria are deemed necessary to support the beneficial use classification 
for each water body.  The antidegradation policy represents an approach to maintain and to protect 
various levels of water quality and uses. 

    

3.1  Receiving Waterbody Classification and Information 

 
 Rules and Regulations of the State of Georgia 391-3-6-.03(6) – Fishing 
 

Propagation of Fish, Shellfish, Game and Other Aquatic Life; secondary contact recreation 
in and on the water; or any other use requiring water of a lower quality. 
 
(i) Dissolved Oxygen: A daily average of 6.0 mg/L and no less than 5.0 mg/L at all 

times for water designated as trout streams by the Wildlife Resources Division. A 
daily average of 5.0 mg/L and no less than 4.0 mg/L at all times for waters 
supporting warm water species of fish. 

 
(ii) pH: Within the range of 6.0 - 8.5. 
 
(iii) Bacteria: 
 

1. For the months of May through October, when water contact recreation 
activities are expected to occur, fecal coliform not to exceed a geometric 
mean of 200 per 100 mL based on at least four samples collected from a 
given sampling site over a 30-day period at intervals not less than 24 hours. 
Should water quality and sanitary studies show fecal coliform levels from 
non-human sources exceed 200/100 mL (geometric mean) occasionally, 
then the allowable geometric mean fecal coliform shall not exceed 300 per 
100 mL in lakes and reservoirs and 500 per 100 mL in free flowing 
freshwater streams. For the months of November through April, fecal 
coliform not to exceed a geometric mean of 1,000 per 100 mL based on at 
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least four samples collected from a given sampling site over a 30-day period 
at intervals not less than 24 hours and not to exceed a maximum of 4,000 
per 100 mL for any sample. The State does not encourage swimming in 
these surface waters since a number of factors which are beyond the control 
of any State regulatory agency contribute to elevated levels of bacteria. 

 
2. For waters designated as shellfish growing areas by the Georgia DNR 

Coastal Resources Division, the requirements will be consistent with those 
established by the State and Federal agencies responsible for the National 
Shellfish Sanitation Program. The requirements are found in National 
Shellfish Sanitation Program Guide for the Control of Molluscan Shellfish, 
2007 Revision (or most recent version), Interstate Shellfish Sanitation 
Conference, U.S. Food and Drug Administration. 

 
(iv) Temperature: Not to exceed 90°F. At no time is the temperature of the receiving 

waters to be increased more than 5°F above intake temperature except that in 
estuarine waters the increase will not be more than 1.5°F. In streams designated as 
primary trout or smallmouth bass waters by the Wildlife Resources Division, there 
shall be no elevation of natural stream temperatures. In streams designated as 
secondary trout waters, there shall be no elevation exceeding 2°F natural stream 
temperatures. 

 

3.2  Ambient Information 
 

Outfall ID 
7Q10 

(cfs) 

1Q10 

(cfs) 

Hardness 

(mg/L as 

CaCO3) 

Annual 

Average 

Flow (cfs) 

Upstream Total 

Suspended Solids 

(mg/L) 

001 94 89 35 1767 Data unavailable(1) 

(1) For the Reasonable Potential Analysis calculations, EPD used 10 mg/l as a conservative value. 

 

3.3  Georgia 305(b)/303(d) List Documents 

 
The Ogeechee River (R030602020304) from Nevill’s Creek to Hwy 301 is listed as not 
supporting the designated use. 
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3.4  Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
 
The Ogeechee River is not supporting its designated use due to the trophic-weighted 
residue value of mercury in fish tissue. There was a TMDL developed for total mercury 
fish tissue in 2005 which is applicable to this segment of the Ogeechee River. King 
America Finishing is listed in this TMDL and was given a wasteload allocation of 6.0 ng/L 
for Total Hg and 0.05 ng/L for MeHg equivalent to their effluent discharge during TMDL 
development. The facility was also subject to mercury characterization and/or 
minimization conditions. 
 
The previous permit included special conditions requiring a six month mercury 
characterization study, with an additional requirement to develop a mercury minimization 
plan if the characterization showed the average concentration of total mercury was greater 
than 6.0 ng/L. Results of the mercury characterization study showed an average 
concentration for total mercury of 0.73 ng/L; therefore, a minimization plan was not 
required and mercury monitoring was reduced to twice per year for the remainder of the 
permit term. To assure that average total mercury concentrations remain below the 6.0 ng/L 
wasteload allocation or the concentration of mercury in the source water; whichever is 
greater, twice per year effluent and source water monitoring has been established in this 
permit. 

 
3.5  Wasteload Allocation Date (07/10/2018)  

 
 See Appendix B of the Fact Sheet 
 

4.0  PERMIT CONDITIONS AND EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

 

4.1 Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) & Technology Based Effluent 

Limitations (TBELs) 

  

When drafting a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, a 
permit writer must consider the impact of the proposed pollutants in a discharge on the 
quality of the receiving water. Water quality goals for a waterbody are defined by state 
water quality criteria or standards. By analyzing the effect of a pollutant in the discharge 
on the receiving water, a permit writer could find that technology-based effluent limitations 
(TBELs) alone will not achieve the applicable water quality standards or protect 
downstream users. In such cases, the Clean Water Act (CWA) and its implementing 
regulations require development of water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs). 
WQBELs help meet the CWA objective of restoring and maintaining the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters and the goal of water quality that 
provides for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in 
and on the water (fishable/swimmable).  
 
WQBELs are designed to protect water quality by ensuring water quality standards are met 
in the receiving water and the designated use and downstream uses are protected. On the 
basis of the requirements of 40 C.F.R §125.3(a), additional or more stringent effluent 
limitations and conditions, such as WQBELs, are imposed when TBELs are not sufficient 
to protect water quality.  
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TBELs aim to prevent pollution by requiring a minimum level of effluent quality that is 
attainable using demonstrated technologies for reducing discharges of pollutants or 
pollution into the waters of the State. TBELs are developed independently of the potential 
impact of a discharge on the receiving water, which is addressed through water quality 
standards and WQBELs. The NPDES regulations at 40 C.F.R. §125.3(a) require NPDES 
permit writers to develop technology-based treatment requirements, consistent with CWA 
section 301(b), that represent the minimum level of control that must be imposed in a 
permit. The regulation also requires permit writers to include in permits additional or more 
stringent effluent limitations and conditions, including those necessary to protect water 
quality.  
 
For pollutants not specifically regulated by Federal Effluent Limit Guidelines (ELGS), the 
permit writer must identify any needed TBELS and utilize best professional judgment to 
establish TBELS or determine other appropriate means to control its discharge if there is a 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a violation of the water quality standards.  

 

4.2 Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) 

 

EPA regulations at 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)(i) state, “Limitations must control all 
pollutants or pollutant parameters (either conventional, nonconventional, or toxic 
pollutants) which the Director determines are or may be discharged at a level that will 
cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
[s]tate water quality standard, including [s]tate narrative criteria for water quality.” 
[emphasis added] 
 
EPA regulations at 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)(ii) require States to develop procedures for 
determining whether a discharge causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or 
contributes to an instream excursion above a narrative or numeric criterion within a state 
water. If such reasonable potential is determined to exist, the NPDES permit must contain 
pollutant effluent limits and/or effluent limits for whole effluent toxicity.  Georgia has 
reasonable potential procedures, based upon the specific category of pollutants and/or 
specific pollutant of concern. Chemical specific and biomonitoring data and other pertinent 
information in EPD’s files will be considered in accordance with the review procedures 
specified in the GA Rules and Regulations for Water Quality Control, Chapter 391-3-6 in 
the evaluation of a permit application and in the evaluation of the reasonable potential for 
a discharge to cause an exceedance in the numeric or narrative criteria. 
 
The term “pollutant” is defined in CWA section 502(6) and 40 C.F.R. §122.2.  Pollutants 
are grouped into three categories under the NPDES program: conventional, toxic, and 
nonconventional.  Conventional pollutants are those defined in CWA section 304(a)(4) and 
40 C.F.R.§401.16 (five day-biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids 
(TSS), fecal coliform, pH, and oil and grease).  Toxic (priority) pollutants are those defined 
in CWA section 307(a)(1) and include 126 metals and manmade organic compounds.  
Nonconventional pollutants are those that do not fall under either of the above categories 
(conventional or toxic pollutants) and include parameters such as, but not limited to, 
chlorine, ammonia, nitrogen, phosphorus, chemical oxygen demand (COD), and whole 
effluent toxicity (WET).   
 
 



      

 

King America Finishing, Inc.  April, 2022 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003280  Page 9 

 

EPD evaluates the data provided in the application and supporting documents.  If a 
pollutant is listed in the following sections of this fact sheet below, the permit writer 
determined the pollutant is a pollutant of concern and there may be a reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to an instream violation of the Georgia water quality standards.  If a 
pollutant is not listed below, EPD determined the pollutant is not a pollutant of concern or 
has determined, based on the data provided in the application, there is no reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an instream violation of the Georgia water quality 
standards.  An example may be if the applicant reported “not detect” or “below detection 
limit”. 
 
Upon identification of a pollutant of concern by the permit writer, in accordance with 40 
C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)(ii), the permit writer must then perform a reasonable potential 
analysis using a procedure which has accounted for any combination of the following  
criteria: existing controls on point and nonpoint sources of pollution, the variability of the 
pollutant or pollutant parameter in the effluent, the sensitivity of the species to toxicity 
testing (when evaluating whole effluent toxicity), and where appropriate, the dilution of 
the effluent in the receiving water to determine if the pollutant and its discharge has the 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an in-stream excursion above the allowable 
ambient concentration of a state narrative or numeric criteria within the state’s water 
quality standard for an individual pollutant.   
 
In accordance with 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)(iii), if the permit writer has determined, using 
a reasonable potential procedure the pollutant of concern in the discharge causes, has the 
reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an in-stream excursion above the allowable 
ambient concentration of a state numeric or narrative criteria within a state water quality 
standard for an individual pollutant, the permit must contain effluent limits for that 
pollutant.  If the permit writer has determined there is insufficient data, the permit writer 
might also consider monitoring requirements to collect the additional data related to the 
presence or absence of a specific pollutant to provide information for further analyses for 
the development of appropriate numeric or narrative standard . 
 
The conventional, nonconventional, and toxic pollutants listed in the following sections 
have been identified by the permit writer as pollutants of concern and the permit writer has 
determined through current practices and procedures one of the following: no additional 
monitoring or numeric and/or narrative effluent limits are needed; additional monitoring is 
required; or numeric and/or narrative effluent limits are necessary to protect the receiving 
water body and its downstream users and those limits have been included in the permit. 
 
The monitoring and sampling locations are prescribed in the permit and determined by the 
permit writer after considering, at a minimum, the following: type of discharge, specific 
pollutant, discharge frequency, location of the discharge, receiving waterbody, 
downstream users, etc. 
 
The sample type, grab vs. composite, is prescribed in the permit and determined by the 
permit writer after considering, at a minimum, the analytical method required in 40 C.F.R. 
§136, the type of pollutant, retention time, etc.  Grab samples are required for the analysis 
of pH, temperature, cyanide, total phenols, residual chlorine, oil and grease, fecal coliform 
(including E. coli), or volatile organics.   
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4.3 Whole Effluent Toxicity 

 
Chronic WET testing measures the effect of wastewater on indicator organisms’ growth, 
reproduction and survival.  Effluent toxicity is predicted when the No Observable Effect 
Concentrations (NOEC) for a test organism is less than the facility’s Instream Wastewater 
Concentration. 
 
Chronic WET testing for Ceriodaphnia dubia was required in the previous permit for both 
the final effluent and the Ogeechee River 25 feet downstream of the outfall, with a 
monitoring frequency of once per month. Additionally, Chronic WET testing for 
Pimephales promelas was required in the previous permit for the final effluent, with a 
monitoring frequency of quarterly for the first year and annually thereafter. Effluent 
toxicity was determined when the NOEC exceeded the facility’s maximum allowable IWC 
of 8%   
 
Acute WET testing measures the effect of wastewater on indicator organisms’ survival. 
Effluent toxicity is predicted when the Lethal Concentration 50% (LC50) is greater than or 
equal to 100% effluent. 
 
Acute WET testing for Ceriodaphnia dubia was required in the previous permit for both 
the final effluent and the Ogeechee River 25 feet downstream of the outfall, with 
monitoring frequencies of twice per week and once per month; respectively. Additionally, 
Acute WET testing for Pimephales promelas was required in the previous permit for both 
the final effluent and the Ogeechee River 25 feet downstream of the outfall, with a 
monitoring frequency of quarterly for the first year and annually thereafter. 

 
The WET testing results over the previous permit term have been included in Appendix E 
of this fact sheet. Results of the WET testing showed periodic toxicity for both the Acute 
WET testing and Chronic WET testing.  

 

4.4 Conventional Pollutants: Outfall 001 & Instream Discussions 
 

Pollutants of Concern Basis 

 
pH 

WQBEL 
The instream waste concentration is 4.86% based on the facility’s 
permitted flow. The permit further limits the IWC to no greater than 
8%. When the instream waste concentration is below 50%, there is 
no reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a violation of the 
instream Georgia Water Quality Standard; therefore, a limit of 6.0 
s.u. to 9.0 s.u. is required. 
 
On July 17, 2011, King America Finishing submitted a technical 
memorandum demonstrating operational changes and requesting 
resumption of discharge. On July 19, 2011, EPD approved the 
resumption of discharge contingent on compliance with several 
stipulations. One such stipulation was that the pH of the discharge 
shall not fall below 6.0 s.u. or rise above 8.0 s.u. By limiting the 
upper pH, the stipulation limits the amount of un-ionized ammonia 
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present in the discharge. Un-ionized ammonia can be toxic to 
aquatic organisms and ammonia was identified to be one of the 
primary contributors to the toxicity of the discharge. These more 
stringent effluent limitations have been included in the permit. 
 
In addition, upstream and downstream pH monitoring has been 
retained in the permit to monitor instream water quality within the 
vicinity of the discharge. 
 

TBEL 
The pH shall remain within the range of 6.0 s.u. to 9.0 s.u. at all 
times in accordance with 40 CFR 410.42(a) Best Practicable 
Control Technology Currently Available (BPT). 
 

 
5-Day Biochemical  
Oxygen Demand 

WQBEL 
The wasteload allocation completed on July 20, 2018, 
recommended mass-based effluent limitations of 776 lbs/day daily 
average and 1,552 lbs/day daily maximum, as well as concentration-
based effluent limitations of 30 mg/L daily average and 60 mg/L 
daily maximum based on dissolved oxygen sag (DOSAG) 
modeling.  
 
The concentration-based effluent limitations have been included in 
the permit, while more stringent mass-based effluent limitations 
have been applied based on the applicable TBELs. 
 

TBEL 
The facility is subject to production-based effluent limitations in 
accordance with 40 CFR 410.42(a) Best Practicable Control 
Technology Currently Available (BPT). The permittee has 
requested consideration of future production levels when 
calculating production based TBELs, in anticipation that production 
may increase to long-term production rates experienced in 2011. 
The following effluent limitations have been included in the permit 
based on three tiers of production. 
 
Tier 1 (Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 323 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 646 
 
Tier 2 (97,939 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 

lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 369 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 738 
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Tier 3 (111,849 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 
128,116 lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 423 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 846 
 

 
Total Suspended 
Solids 

WQBEL 
GA has a narrative Water Quality Standard for total suspended 
solids.  A narrative permit condition stating, “there shall be no 
floating solids or visible foam other than in trace amounts” has been 
added. 
 
Additionally, the previous permit included mass-based effluent 
limitations of 650 lbs/day daily average and 1,160 lbs/day daily 
maximum. These limits were developed in consultation with the 
Wildlife Resource Division and are protective of aquatic life cycles 
(e.g., reproduction). TSS mass-based effluent limitations have been 
retained from the previous permit.   
 

TBEL 
The facility is subject to production-based effluent limitations in 
accordance with 40 CFR 410.42(a) Best Practicable Control 
Technology Currently Available (BPT). The permittee has 
requested consideration of future production levels when 
calculating production based TBELs, in anticipation that production 
may increase to long-term production rates experienced in 2011. 
The following effluent limitations were calculated based on three 
tiers of production. The more stringent WQBELs have been 
included in the permit. 
 
Tier 1 (Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 872 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 1,743 
 
Tier 2 (97,939 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 

lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 995 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 1,991 
 
Tier 3 (111,849 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 
128,116 lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 1,140 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 2,280 
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Additionally, the concentration-based effluent limitations of 30 
mg/L daily average and 45 mg/L daily maximum included in the 
previous permit have been removed and replaced with a monitoring 
only requirement. See Section 5.3 for discussion regarding anti-
backsliding regulations. 
 

 
Fecal Coliform   

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition limiting the effluent’s fecal 
coliform concentration to 200 #/100mL daily average and 400 
#/100mL daily maximum. This condition was incorporated into the 
facility’s previous NPDES permit. The previous permit’s fecal 
coliform limits are equivalent to Georgia’s instream water quality 
standards for fecal coliform. 
 

On September 25, 2015, the facility began the operation of a septic 
tank system under general permit no. GAG278093. All sanitary 
wastewater from the facility was re-directed to the septic system, 
thereby eliminating sanitary wastewater from the direct discharge 
to the Ogeechee River. On October 9, 2015, a series of dye tests 
were performed confirming that the sanitary wastewater was 
isolated from the discharge covered under this permit. 
 

Following the removal of sanitary wastewater from the facility’s 
discharge, sampling of the effluent continued to indicate the 
presence of fecal coliform suspected to have originated from non-
human sources. On July 18, 2017, the facility collected samples for 
fecal coliform, e. coli, and a fecal-associated human gene biomarker 
which was analyzed using real-time quantitative Polymerase Chain 
Reaction (qPCR) DNA analytical technology. The results of the 
sampling showed no trace of human fecal sources despite a fecal 
coliform reading of 420 MPN/100mL.  
 

The removal of sanitary wastewater has not eliminated fecal 
coliform exceedances and there is a reasonable potential for the 
discharge to cause or contribute to an instream violation of 
Georgia’s Water Quality Standards for fecal coliform. Review of 
the renewal application and all data submitted by the permittee 
during the last permit term indicates a persistent and highly variable 
presence of fecal coliform in the discharge which frequently 
exceeds Georgia’s instream water quality standards. Dilution is not 
considered in EPD’s reasonable potential analysis as bacteria have 
the inherent ability to reproduce in the receiving stream.  Effluent 
limitations of 200 #/100 mL daily average and 400 #/100 mL daily 
maximum have been included in the permit. 
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TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Escherichia coli 

WQBEL 
EPD is finalizing recommendations to replace fecal coliform and 
adopt e. coli and enterococci as pathogen indicators for waters 
designated as fishing, coastal fishing, and drinking water as part of 
the 2019 Triennial Review process. The proposed criteria must be 
approved by the DNR Board and the US EPA before they can take 
effect.  
 
Review of data submitted by the permittee indicates a persistent and 
highly variable presence of e. coli in the discharge which 
occasionally exceeds Georgia’s proposed instream water quality 
standards for e. coli. E. coli bacterium are highly variable in the 
receiving stream after treatment and dilution is not considered in 
EPD’s reasonable potential analysis as bacteria have the inherent 
ability to reproduce in the receiving stream. EPD has determined 
that the discharge has a reasonable potential to cause or contribute 
to a violation of Georgia’s proposed water quality criteria for e. coli. 
 
In anticipation of approval of the proposed criteria during the 
upcoming permit term, the permit includes language which allows 
for the transition from fecal coliform effluent limitations discussed 
previously to year-round e. coli effluent limitations of 126 #/100mL 
daily average (expressed as a geometric mean) and 410 #/100 mL 
daily maximum. The e. coli limitations were calculated to yield the 
same gastrointestinal illness rate as the fecal coliform limitations 
and therefore are equivalently protective of human health and do 
not constitute backsliding.   
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Temperature 

 WQBEL 
GA has a numeric Water Quality Standard of 90 °F for maximum 
temperature and a +Δ5 °F temperature differential (391-3-6-
.03(6)(a)(v)). Continuous temperature monitoring along with 
additional grab sampling was required in the previous permit. 
Monitoring indicated that effluent temperature occasionally 

exceeded 90°F, with the highest result over the permit term of 94.5 

°F. Temperature measurements, however, are recorded immediately 
after the wastewater treatment plant and do not account for the 
approximately ¾ths of a mile that the effluent travels in 
underground piping prior to discharge to the Ogeechee River. 
Cooling of the effluent occurs due to the ambient ground 
temperature prior to discharge. This is supported by the instream 
temperature data that indicates a negligible increase in instream 
temperature downstream of the discharge. The instream data 
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showed that on average the downstream temperature was 0.15 °F 
warmer than the upstream temperature. Based on this information, 
EPD has determined the discharge does not have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to instream water quality standards 
for temperature.  
 
Effluent and instream temperature monitoring has been retained 
from the previous permit to ensure consistent operation and 
treatment and to ensure water quality standards continue to be met.  
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 

4.5 Nonconventional Pollutants: Outfall 001 & Instream Discussions 
 

Pollutants of Concern Basis 

 
Flow 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition limiting the instream waste 
concentration to 8%. This condition was incorporated into the 
facility’s previous NPDES permit and has been retained in this 
reissuance. 
 
In addition, a 3.1 MGD daily average flow limit has been included 
in the permit, to ensure that the facility’s discharge volume remains 
within the scope of what was considered in the permit development 
process. 
  

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Chemical Oxygen 
Demand 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition limiting the effluent’s chemical 
oxygen demand loading to 5,500 lbs/day daily average and 11,000 
lbs/day daily maximum. This condition was incorporated into the 
facility’s previous NPDES permit and has been retained in this 
reissuance for the Tier 2 and 3 effluent limitations. The more 
stringent TBELs will be applied for the Tier 1 effluent limitations. 
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 TBEL 
The facility is subject to production-based effluent limitations in 
accordance with 40 CFR 410.42(a) Best Practicable Control 
Technology Currently Available (BPT). The permittee has 
requested consideration of future production levels when 
calculating production based TBELs, in anticipation that production 
may increase to long-term production rates experienced in 2011. 
The following effluent limitations have been calculated based on 
three tiers of production. The TBELs will be included in the permit 
for Tier 1, while the Tier 2 and 3 effluent limitations will include 
the more stringent WQBELs. 
 
Tier 1 (Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 5,328 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 10,656 
 

Tier 2 (97,939 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 

lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 6,085 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 12,169 
 

Tier 3 (111,849 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 
128,116 lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 6,970 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 13,939 
 

 
Dissolved Oxygen 

WQBEL 
A daily minimum dissolved oxygen limit of 5.0 mg/L has been 
added to the permit in accordance with the wasteload allocation to 
ensure that the water quality standards for dissolved oxygen are met. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Total Dissolved Solids 
(TDS) 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition limiting the effluent’s total 
dissolved solids concentration to 2,500 mg/L daily average and 
3,800 mg/L daily maximum. This condition was incorporated into 
the facility’s previous NPDES permit and has been retained in this 
reissuance to ensure consistent operation and treatment. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 



      

 

King America Finishing, Inc.  April, 2022 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003280  Page 17 

 

 
Total Hardness 
(as CaCO3) 

WQBEL 
The previous permit included downstream hardness monitoring in 
order to characterize the receiving stream and in order to use site-
specific data when conducting a reasonable potential analysis for 
hardness-dependent metals such as chromium, total. The hardness 
data acquired from the previous permit term has sufficiently 
characterized the receiving stream hardness, thus further hardness 
sampling has not been required in the facility’s NPDES permit. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Specific Conductance 

WQBEL 
GA does not have Water Quality Standards for specific 
conductance. Conductivity is however a useful indicator of a 
wastewater treatment system’s performance as it indicates the 
presence of inorganic dissolved solids such as nitrate, sulfate, 
phosphate, sodium, magnesium, iron, aluminum, etc. which are 
present in the discharge. Furthermore, conductivity is a useful 
indicator of changes in a water system as streams tend to have a 
relatively constant range of conductivity and significant changes of 
conductivity may be indicative of a potential change in facility 
operations or a change in the wastewater treatment system. Effluent 
and instream monitoring have been retained from the previous 
permit for continued characterization of the effluent and receiving 
waters. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Sodium 

WQBEL 
GA does not have Water Quality Standards for sodium. Effluent and 
instream sampling were included in the previous permit as an 
indicator of salinity and toxicity.  
 
Salinity is the total concentration of all dissolved salts in the water 
including, but not limited to dissolved sodium. As salinity is 
dependent on the concentration of all dissolved salts, not just 
sodium, the accuracy for predicting salinity based on sodium is low. 
A more acceptable and widely used method for estimating salinity 
is based on conductivity, as conductivity is indicative of a wider 
range of inorganic dissolved solids. The use of conductivity for the 
estimation of salinity in the effluent/receiving stream is 
recommended. 
 
In addition, because GA does not have numeric Water Quality 
Standards specific to sodium nor has EPA specified a national 
recommended aquatic life criterion for sodium; the usefulness of 
sodium monitoring to predict toxicity is limited. As such, toxicity is 
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better measured by the whole effluent toxicity testing required in 
the permit. If toxicity is detected in the effluent, the permittee may 
then be required to perform a toxicity identification and reduction 
evaluation that may target specific constituents such as sodium. 
 
For the reasons indicated above, EPD has removed both effluent and 
instream monitoring for sodium. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Peroxides 

WQBEL 
GA does not have Water Quality Standards for peroxides. Peroxides 
are strong oxidizers and are often used as bleaching agents. 
Peroxides have moderate toxicity but break down rapidly in water. 
Effluent and instream monitoring of hydrogen peroxide was 
included in the previous permit and hydrogen peroxide was 
consistently non-detectable. Based on the results of the effluent and 
instream analyses, monitoring has been removed from the permit.  
  

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Sulfide 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition limiting the effluent’s sulfide 
concentration to 1.5 mg/L daily average and 3.0 mg/L daily 
maximum. This condition was incorporated into the facility’s 
previous NPDES permit and will be retained in this permit 
reissuance. 
 
GA does not have Water Quality Standards for sulfides. Sulfides are 
constituents found in many types of industrial wastes. When soluble 
sulfides are added to water, they react with hydrogen ions to form 
HS or H2S, with H2S as the primary concern for toxicity. Instream 
monitoring of sulfide was included in the previous permit and with 
a result of non-detect for 48 of the 49 sampling events. Based on 
these results, instream monitoring for sulfide has been removed 
from the permit. Sulfides will continue to be controlled through 
effluent limitations and WET testing. 
 

TBEL 
The facility is subject to production-based effluent limitations in 
accordance with 40 CFR 410.42(a) Best Practicable Control 
Technology Currently Available (BPT). The permittee has 
requested consideration of future production levels when 
calculating production based TBELs, in anticipation that production 
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may increase to long-term production rates experienced in 2011. 
The following effluent limitations have been included in the permit 
based on three tiers of production.  
 
Tier 1 (Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 9.8 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 19.6 
 
Tier 2 (97,939 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 

lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 11.2 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 22.4 
 
Tier 3 (111,849 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 
128,116 lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 12.8 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 25.6 
 

 
Total Phenols 

WQBEL 
There is no Georgia Water Quality Standard for total phenols. 
 

TBEL 
The facility is subject to production-based effluent limitations in 
accordance with 40 CFR 410.42(a) Best Practicable Control 
Technology Currently Available (BPT). The permittee has 
requested consideration of future production levels when 
calculating production based TBELs, in anticipation that production 
may increase to long-term production rates experienced in 2011. 
The following effluent limitations have been included in the permit 
based on three tiers of production. 
 
Tier 1 (Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 4.9 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 9.8 
 
Tier 2 (97,939 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 

lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 5.6 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 11.2 
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Tier 3 (111,849 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 
128,116 lbs/day) 
 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 6.4 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 12.8 
 

 
Formaldehyde 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition requiring the facility to report 
the effluent’s daily average and daily maximum concentration. 
 
Although there is no numeric Georgia Water Quality Standard for 
formaldehyde, EPD had additionally included a daily maximum 
effluent limitation of 1.6 mg/L based on best professional 
judgement. The daily maximum effluent limit was based on the 
chronic aquatic life water quality criterion established in the 
technical document Derivation of Ambient Water Quality Criteria 

for Formaldehyde (2001) written by Hohreiter and Riggs.  The 
aquatic life criterion was developed in accordance with the US 
EPA’s Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality 

Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses 

(1985).   
 
This daily maximum effluent limitation of 1.6 mg/L and the 
instream monitoring included in the previous permit have been 
removed from this permit reissuance due to concerns of the validity 
of effluent sample results due to matrix interference. Furthermore, 
the maximum downstream concentration measured during the 
previous term was 0.14 mg/L, indicating that the chronic aquatic 
life water quality criterion is not being exceeded. Whole effluent 
toxicity testing will serve to ensure that toxicity is not present in the 
discharge. See Section 5.3 for discussion surrounding anti-
backsliding regulations. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Tetrakis(hydroxylmethyl) 
phosphonium chloride 
(THPC) 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition requiring the facility to report 
the effluent’s THPC concentration twice monthly. 
 
There is no Georgia Water Quality Standard for THPC; however, 
Georgia elected to incorporate the conditions of the third-party 
consent decree in the previous permit due to its use in the flame-
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retardant processing. The THPC concentration of the effluent has 
not been tied to any toxicity concerns and the effluent monitoring 
data cannot be compared against any water quality standard or 
acute/chronic aquatic life criterion. EPD has therefore removed 
THPC sampling from this permit reissuance. Whole effluent 
toxicity testing will serve to ensure that toxicity is not present in the 
discharge. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl 
Substances (PFAS) 

WQBEL 
The previous permit included a special condition requiring the 
permittee to sample their effluent twice within 60 days of the 
effective date of the permit for perfluorooctanesulfonic acid 
(PFOS). In addition, if the sampling detected PFOS in the effluent, 
a plan of study was required for annual fish testing. The results of 
both sampling events for PFOS were non-detect and no fish tissue 
testing was required. 
 
The facility has phased out the use of C8 fluorochemistries related 
to PFOS, replacing them with C6 fluorochemistries and thus PFOS 
is not expected to be present in the effluent. While C8 

fluorochemistries such as PFOS and perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) 
are among the more notable per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances 
(PFAS), they are only a subset of PFAS. PFAS also includes several 
C6 fluorochemistries in addition to the C8 fluorochemistries noted 
above. 
 
On February 14, 2019, EPA announced a comprehensive PFAS 
Action Plan to address PFAS contamination and protect the nation’s 
drinking water. There are no surface water drinking water intakes 
in the downstream vicinity of King America Finishing, Inc.’s 
discharge; however, in light of the ongoing research and concerns 
surrounding PFAS, a special condition has been included in the 
permit requiring a PFAS Characterization Study. The purpose of the 
PFAS Characterization Study is to determine if the facility has the 
potential to discharge PFAS into the environment through the 
discharge of treated wastewater effluent or through industrial sludge 
disposal. See Section 5.4 for further discussion. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Color 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition limiting the maximum color 
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difference between the Ogeechee River (upstream) and the effluent 
to ADMI until EPD took action on the color study required in the 
previous permit.  
 
King America Finishing, Inc. submitted the results of their color 
study in October of 2015. The results showed that the difference in 
color between the Ogeechee River (upstream) and the final effluent 
was -13 ADMI on average and a +36 ADMI maximum. 
Additionally, the difference in color between the Ogeechee River 
(upstream) and the Ogeechee River (downstream) was -1 ADMI on 
average and a +6 ADMI maximum. This study complements the 
instream sampling required in the previous permit which indicated 
an average delta ADMI of 3.2 and a maximum delta ADMI of +15. 
 
EPD has evaluated the results of the color study and has determined 
there is no reasonable potential for the effluent to cause or 
contribute to an in-stream violation of the GA narrative water 
quality standard for color. As a result, the color limits included in 
the previous permit have been removed. See Section 5.3 for 
discussion surrounding anti-backsliding regulations.  
 
The effluent color monitoring requirements have been retained to 
ensure that the effluent characterization remains within the scope of 
which was observed during the color study. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Total Phosphorus 

WQBEL 
Per the Strategy for Addressing Phosphorus in NPDES Permitting 

(2011) all routine permit reissuances must include phosphorus 
monitoring.  
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Orthophosphate, as P 

WQBEL 
Per the Strategy for Addressing Phosphorus in NPDES Permitting 
(2011) and the corresponding Georgia’s Plan for the Adoption of 
Water Quality Standards for Nutrients (2013) as amended, all 
routine permit reissuances that have discharges upstream from 
reservoirs, lakes, impoundments, and/or estuaries must include 
orthophosphate monitoring. 
 
Effluent monitoring from 2013-2018 indicated that approximately 
10% of the facility’s total phosphorus loading is in the form of 
orthophosphate. Orthophosphate monitoring will be retained in this 
permit to ensure continued characterization of the discharge as the 
State works to develop numeric nutrient criteria. 
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TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Ammonia, as N 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition limiting the effluent’s total 
ammonia concentration to 7 mg/L daily average and 13 mg/L daily 
maximum. This condition was incorporated into the facility’s 
previous NPDES permit and has been retained in this permit to 
prevent degradation of instream water quality. 
 
In addition, mass-based effluent limitations of 181 lbs/day daily 
average and 336 lbs/day daily maximum have been incorporated in 
the permit based on the facility’s permitted daily average flow and 
the concentration-based effluent limitations noted above. 
 
In addition, instream monitoring has been retained from the 
previous permit to ensure instream ammonia concentrations do not 
exceed the calculated chronic toxicity concentration of 1.08 mg/L 
for Rainbow Mussels as a result of the discharge. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, 
Organic Nitrogen, 
Nitrate/Nitrite 

WQBEL 
Per “Georgia’s Plan for the Adoption of Water Quality Standards 
for Nutrients” (2013) as amended, EPD is working to develop water 
quality models throughout the State of Georgia. EPD is requiring all 
point source discharges with the presence of ammonia to monitor 
for total Kjeldahl nitrogen, organic nitrogen, and nitrate/nitrite and 
to develop these models. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Total Nitrogen 

WQBEL 
A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, negotiated a settlement between King America 
Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. The 
consent decree included a condition requiring the facility to report 
the effluent’s total nitrogen concentration. This condition was 
incorporated into the facility’s previous NPDES permit and has 
been retained in this permit to characterize nutrient loading. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
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4.6 Toxics & Manmade Organic Compounds  (126 priority pollutants and metals): 

Outfall 001 and Instream Discussions 
 

Pollutants of Concern Basis 

 
Copper, Total 
 

WQBEL 
Based on the data submitted in the application, the reasonable 
potential analysis showed there is no reasonable potential for the 
discharge to cause or contribute to an instream violation of the 
Georgia Water Quality Standard for copper. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Zinc, Total 
 

WQBEL 
Based on the data submitted in the application, the reasonable 
potential analysis showed there is no reasonable potential for the 
discharge to cause or contribute to an instream violation of the 
Georgia Water Quality Standard for zinc. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Arsenic, Total 

WQBEL 
Based on the data submitted in the application, the reasonable 
potential analysis showed there is no reasonable potential for the 
discharge to cause or contribute to an instream violation of the 
Georgia Water Quality Standard for arsenic. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Mercury, Total 
 

WQBEL 
There was a TMDL developed for total mercury fish tissue in 2005 
which is applicable to this segment of the Ogeechee River. King 
America Finishing is listed in this TMDL and was given a wasteload 
allocation of 6.0 ng/L for Total Hg and 0.05 ng/L for MeHg 
equivalent to their effluent discharge during TMDL development. 
The facility was also subject to mercury characterization and/or 
minimization conditions. 
 
The previous permit included special conditions requiring a six 
month mercury characterization study, with an additional 
requirement to develop a mercury minimization plan if the 
characterization showed the average concentration of total mercury 
was greater than 6.0 ng/L. Results of the mercury characterization 
study showed an average concentration for total mercury of 0.73 
ng/L; therefore, a minimization plan was not required and mercury 
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monitoring was reduced to twice per year for the remainder of the 
permit term. In addition, the mercury sample submitted with the 
application showed a concentration of 1.3 ng/L. To assure that 
average total mercury concentrations remain below the 6.0 ng/L 
wasteload allocation or the concentration of mercury in the source 
water; whichever is greater, twice per year effluent and source water 
monitoring has been established in this permit. 
 

TBEL 
There is no applicable federal technology based effluent limit. 
 

 
Chromium, Total 
 

WQBEL 
Based on the data submitted in the application, the reasonable 
potential analysis showed there is no reasonable potential for the 
discharge to cause or contribute to an instream violation of the 
Georgia Water Quality Standard for chromium. As a result, the 
chromium concentration limits of 1.2 mg/L daily average and 2.0 
mg/L daily maximum included in the previous permit have been 
removed and replaced with monitoring. See Section 5.3 for 
discussion surrounding anti-backsliding regulations. 
 

TBEL 
The facility is subject to production-based effluent limitations in 
accordance with 40 CFR 410.42(a) Best Practicable Control 
Technology Currently Available (BPT). The permittee has 
requested consideration of future production levels when 
calculating production based TBELs, in anticipation that production 
may increase to long-term production rates experienced in 2011. 
The following effluent limitations have been included in the permit 
based on three tiers of production.  
 
Tier 1 (Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 4.9 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 9.8 
 
Tier 2 (97,939 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 

lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 5.6 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 11.2 
 
Tier 3 (111,849 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 
128,116 lbs/day) 

 
Daily Average (lbs/day): 6.4 
Daily Maximum (lbs/day): 12.8 
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4.7 Calculations for Water Quality Based Effluent Limits 

 
4.7.a Instream Waste Concentration (IWC)(1)  
    

IWC =  Effluent Flow (gal/day) 
 Effluent Flow (gal/day) + 7Q10 (gal/day) 
 
 IWC =  3,100,000 (gal/day) 
 (3,100,000 (gal/day) +60,749,568 (gal/day)) 
     

 IWC =  0.0486 or 4.86% 
 

(1) The instream waste concentration (IWC) is calculated to be 4.86% based on the 
permitted flow and anticipated 7Q10 flow values. During periods of river flow that 
are below the 7Q10 value, the permit limits the IWC to no more than 8%. 

 

4.7.b Biochemical Oxygen Demand (5-day) 

 

The concentration-based effluent limits are based on the dissolved oxygen sag 
(DOSAG) modeling results in the Wasteload Allocation dated July 20, 2018. 
 
Daily Average = 30 mg/L 
 
Daily Maximum = 2.0 x Daily Average (mg/L)(1) 

Daily Maximum = 2.0 x 30 (mg/L) 
Daily Maximum = 60 mg/L 

 
(1) The daily maximum is determined by using a 2.0x multiplier on the daily average. 
This multiplier is consistent with that used in 40 CFR 410 Subpart D Regulations 
for BOD5. 

 

4.8 Technology Based Effluent Limitation Calculations  

 
There are several ways to calculate TBELs when developing case-by-case limitations.   
EPD can use an approach consistent with the statistical approach EPA has used to develop 
effluent guidelines or they can utilize several other mathematically and statistically 
accepted approaches depending on characteristics of the data.  In general, EPD utilizes 
EPA’s “NPDES Permit Writer Manual,” September 2010, Section 5.2.3, “Case-by-Case 
TBELs for Industrial Dischargers” and EPA’s “Technical Support Document for Water 
Quality Based Toxic Control,” March 1991, Section 5.2, “Basis Principles of Effluent 
Variability,” as guidance to develop limits.  

 

If applicable, when there is no federal technology based effluent limit EPD evaluates the 
effluent data, operating records and discharge monitoring reports to calculate the long-term 
average for the parameter.  The long-term average is then used to derive the effluent limits. 
 
EPD recognizes there are several ways to calculate technology-based limits and, when 
applicable, may deviate from the general practice. 
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4.8.a Chemical Oxygen Demand (Production-Based Effluent Limitations) 

 
Tier 1 – Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day 

 
Daily Average 
 
CODPlant 1 = Average Production x Daily Average Production Factor 
CODPlant 1 = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.030 
CODPlant 1 = 2,938.2 lbs/day 
 
CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) = Average Production of Finished Natural Fiber x Daily 
Average Production Factor 
CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) = 27,423 (lbs/day) x 0.010 
CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) = 274.2 (lbs/day) 
 
CODFinishing (Complex Blend) = Average Production of Finished Complex Blend x Daily 
Average Production Factor 
CODFinishing (Complex Blend) = 70,516 (lbs/day) x 0.030 
CODFinishing (Complex Blend) = 2,115.5 (lbs/day) 
 
CODTotal = CODPlant 1 + CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) + CODFinishing (Complex Blend) 

CODTotal = 2,938.2 (lbs/day) + 274.2 (lbs/day) + 2,115.5 (lbs/day) 
CODTotal = 5,327.9 (lbs/day) 

 

Daily Maximum 
 
CODPlant 1 = Average Production x Daily Maximum Production Factor 
CODPlant 1 = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.060 
CODPlant 1 = 5,876.3 lbs/day 
 
CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) = Average Production of Finished Natural Fiber x Daily 
Maximum Production Factor 
CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) = 27,423 (lbs/day) x 0.020 
CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) = 548.5 (lbs/day) 
 
CODFinishing (Complex Blend) = Average Production of Finished Complex Blend x Daily 
Maximum Production Factor 
CODFinishing (Complex Blend) = 70,516 (lbs/day) x 0.060 
CODFinishing (Complex Blend) = 4231.0 (lbs/day) 
 
CODTotal = CODPlant 1 + CODFinishing (Natural Fiber) + CODFinishing (Complex Blend) 

CODTotal = 5,876.3 (lbs/day) + 548.5 (lbs/day) + 4231.0 (lbs/day) 
CODTotal = 10,655.8 (lbs/day) 
 
See Appendix F for the complete set of calculations. 
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4.8.b Biochemical Oxygen Demand5-day (Production-Based Effluent Limitations) 

 

Tier 1 – Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day 

 
Daily Average 
 
BOD5 = Average Production x Daily Average Production Factor 
BOD5 = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0033 
BOD5 = 323 (lbs/day) 
 
Daily Maximum 
 
BOD5 = Average Production x Daily Maximum Production Factor 
BOD5 = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0066 
BOD5 = 646 (lbs/day) 
 
See Appendix F for the complete set of calculations. 
 

4.8.c Total Suspended Solids (Production-Based Effluent Limitations) 

 
Tier 1 – Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day 

 

Daily Average 
 
TSS = Average Production x Daily Average Production Factor 
TSS = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0089 
TSS = 872 (lbs/day) 
 
Daily Maximum 
 
TSS = Average Production x Daily Maximum Production Factor 
TSS = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0178 
TSS = 1,743 (lbs/day) 
 
See Appendix F for the complete set of calculations. 
 

4.8.d Sulfide (Production-Based Effluent Limitations) 

 

Tier 1 – Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day 

 

Daily Average 
 
Sulfide = Average Production x Daily Average Production Factor 
Sulfide = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0001 
Sulfide = 9.8 (lbs/day) 
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Daily Maximum 
 
Sulfide = Average Production x Daily Maximum Production Factor 
Sulfide = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0002 
Sulfide = 19.6 (lbs/day) 
 
See Appendix F for the complete set of calculations. 
 

4.8.e Total Phenols (Production-Based Effluent Limitations) 

 
Tier 1 – Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day 
 
Daily Average 
 
Total Phenols = Average Production x Daily Average Production Factor 
Total Phenols = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.00005 
Total Phenols = 4.9 (lbs/day) 
 
Daily Maximum 
 
Total Phenols = Average Production x Daily Maximum Production Factor 
Total Phenols = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0001 
Total Phenols = 9.8 (lbs/day) 
 
See Appendix F for the complete set of calculations. 
 

4.8.f Total Chromium (Production-Based Effluent Limitations) 

 

Tier 1 – Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day 
 
Daily Average 
 
Total Chromium = Average Production x Daily Average Production Factor 
Total Chromium = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.00005 
Total Chromium = 4.9 (lbs/day) 
 
Daily Maximum 
 
Total Chromium = Average Production x Daily Maximum Production Factor 
Total Chromium = 97,939 (lbs/day) x 0.0001 
Total Chromium = 9.8 (lbs/day) 
 

See Appendix F for the complete set of calculations. 
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4.9 Comparison & Summary of Water Quality vs. Technology Based Effluent Limits 

 
After preparing and evaluating applicable technology-based effluent limitations and water 
quality-based effluent limitations, the most stringent limits are applied in the permit.  
Pollutants of concern with an effluent limit of monitor and report are not included in the 
below table. 

 
 Outfall 001(1) – Process Water, Cooling Water, and Stormwater 
 
 Tier 1 – Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 97,939 lbs/day 

Parameter WQBELs TBELs Explanation 

Flow (MGD) 3.1 None WQBEL – WQS 

IWC (%) 8 None WQBEL – WQS 

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L) 
5.0 

(Daily Minimum) 
None WQBEL –WQS 

BOD5 (lbs/day) N/A 323/646 TBEL – ELG 

BOD5 (mg/L) 30/60 N/A WQBEL – WQS 

COD (lbs/day) 5,500/11,000 5,328/10,656 TBEL – ELG 

TSS (lbs/day) 650/1,160 872/1,743 WQBEL – WQS 

Sulfide (lbs/day) None 9.8/19.6 TBEL – ELG 

Sulfide (mg/L) 1.5/3.0 N/A WQBEL – Other(2) 

TDS (mg/L) 2,500/3,800 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Total Phenols (lbs/day) None 4.9/9.8 TBEL – ELG 

Mercury, Total (ng/L) 6.0/6.0(3) None WQBEL – TMDL 

Chromium, Total (lbs/day) N/A 4.9/9.8 TBEL – ELG 

Ammonia, as N (lbs/day) 181/336 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Ammonia, as N (mg/L) 7/13 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Fecal Coliform  
(#/100mL) 

200/400 None WQBEL – WQS 

E. Coli (#/100mL)4 126/410 None WQBEL – WQS 

pH (s.u.) 6.0 – 8.0 6.0 – 9.0 WQBEL – WQS 
(1) Whole effluent toxicity limitations are outlined separately in the special conditions section. 
(2) Effluent limitations based on a consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, which negotiated a settlement between King America Finishing, Inc. and the 
Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. 
(3) The concentration of mercury in the effluent shall not exceed 6.0 ng/L or a concentration equal 
to the concentration of mercury in the source water; whichever is greater. 
(4) The e. coli effluent limitations are effective upon EPD’s written authorization.  
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Tier 2 – 97,939 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 111,849 lbs/day 

Parameter WQBELs TBELs Explanation 

Flow (MGD) 3.1 None WQBEL – WQS 

IWC (%) 8 None WQBEL – WQS 

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L) 
5.0 

(Daily Minimum) 
None WQBEL –WQS 

BOD5 (lbs/day) N/A 369/738 TBEL – ELG 

BOD5 (mg/L) 30/60 N/A WQBEL – WQS 

COD (lbs/day) 5,500/11,000 6,085/12,169 WQBEL – Other(2) 

TSS (lbs/day) 650/1,160 995/1,991 WQBEL – WQS 

Sulfide (lbs/day) None 11.2/22.4 TBEL – ELG 

Sulfide (mg/L) 1.5/3.0 N/A WQBEL – Other(2) 

TDS (mg/L) 2,500/3,800 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Total Phenols (lbs/day) None 5.6/11.2 TBEL – ELG 

Mercury, Total (ng/L) 6.0/6.0(3) None WQBEL – TMDL 

Chromium, Total (lbs/day) N/A 5.6/11.2 TBEL – ELG 

Ammonia, as N (lbs/day) 181/336 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Ammonia, as N (mg/L) 7/13 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Fecal Coliform  
(#/100mL) 

200/400 None WQBEL – WQS 

E. Coli (#/100mL)4 126/410 None WQBEL – WQS 

pH (s.u.) 6.0 – 8.0 6.0 – 9.0 WQBEL – WQS 
(1) Whole effluent toxicity limitations are outlined separately in the special conditions section. 
(2) Effluent limitations based on a consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, which negotiated a settlement between King America Finishing, Inc. and the 
Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. 
(3) The concentration of mercury in the effluent shall not exceed 6.0 ng/L or a concentration equal 
to the concentration of mercury in the source water; whichever is greater. 
(4) The e. coli effluent limitations are effective upon EPD’s written authorization. 
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Tier 3 – 111,849 lbs/day < Average Production of Plant 1 ≤ 128,116 lbs/day 

Parameter WQBELs TBELs Explanation 

Flow (MGD) 3.1 None WQBEL – WQS 

IWC (%) 8 None WQBEL – WQS 

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L) 
5.0 

(Daily Minimum) 
None WQBEL –WQS 

BOD5 (lbs/day) N/A 423/846 TBEL – ELG 

BOD5 (mg/L) 30/60 N/A WQBEL – WQS 

COD (lbs/day) 5,500/11,000 6,970/13,939 WQBEL – Other(2) 

TSS (lbs/day) 650/1,160 1,140/2,280 WQBEL – WQS 

Sulfide (lbs/day) None 12.8/25.6 TBEL – ELG 

Sulfide (mg/L) 1.5/3.0 N/A WQBEL – Other(2) 

TDS (mg/L) 2,500/3,800 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Total Phenols (lbs/day) None 6.4/12.8 TBEL – ELG 

Mercury, Total (ng/L) 6.0/6.0(3) None WQBEL – TMDL 

Chromium, Total (lbs/day) N/A 6.4/12.8 TBEL – ELG 

Ammonia, as N (lbs/day) 181/336 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Ammonia, as N (mg/L) 7/13 None WQBEL – Other(2) 

Fecal Coliform  
(#/100mL) 

200/400 None WQBEL – WQS 

E. Coli (#/100mL)4 126/410 None WQBEL – WQS 

pH (s.u.) 6.0 – 8.0 6.0 – 9.0 WQBEL – WQS 
(1) Whole effluent toxicity limitations are outlined separately in the special conditions section. 
(2) Effluent limitations based on a consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on 
January 15, 2014, which negotiated a settlement between King America Finishing, Inc. and the 
Ogeechee-Canoochee Riverkeeper. 
(3) The concentration of mercury in the effluent shall not exceed 6.0 ng/L or a concentration equal 
to the concentration of mercury in the source water; whichever is greater. 
(4) The e. coli effluent limitations are effective upon EPD’s written authorization. 
 

5.0  OTHER PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND CONSIDERATIONS  

 

5.1  Special Conditions 

 

a. Instream Waste Concentration 
 

A consent decree (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) signed on January 15, 2014, 
negotiated a settlement between King America Finishing, Inc. and the Ogeechee-
Canoochee Riverkeeper. The consent decree included a condition limiting the 
instream waste concentration (IWC) to 8%. This condition was incorporated into 
the facility’s previous NPDES permit and has been retained in this reissuance as a 
special condition. Monitoring at USGS Rocky Ford gage (#02202040) has been 
included to ensure discharges do not exceed the IWC of 8%. 
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 b. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) Characterization Study 
 

EPD has included a PFAS characterization study in the permit based on the industry 
category of the facility. The purpose of the PFAS Characterization Study is to 
determine if the facility has the potential to discharge PFAS into the environment 
through the discharge of treated wastewater effluent or through industrial sludge 
disposal. 
 

 c. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing 
 

Due to issues with historical toxicity from the discharge, acute and chronic whole 
effluent toxicity (WET) testing and limitations have been required for both the 
effluent and the receiving waterbody. Failure of two WET tests will trigger a 
requirement to conduct a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) and Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE). The permit includes the minimum requirements for 
conducting a TIE/TRE. Additionally, to ensure a TIE/TRE can be completed within 
six months of a second WET test failure, the permit requires that the permittee 
submit a TIE work plan proposal to EPD for review and approval within three 
months of the effective date of the permit. 
 
As part of the TIE work plan, the permittee is required to conduct four months of 
phase I – toxicity characterization testing. The phase I testing will consist of 
biweekly acute WET testing and weekly chronic testing of the final effluent for 
ceriodaphnia dubia and pimephales promelas. For acute WET tests which exhibit 
toxicity (i.e., LC50 < 100%) based on the initial baseline effluent toxicity test, and 
for all chronic WET tests, toxicity characterization testing is required. 
 
The following toxicity characterization tests are recommended by EPA for TIE’s: 
baseline effluent toxicity testing, EDTA chelation testing, sodium thiosulfate 
addition testing, filtration testing, aeration testing, post C18 solid phase extraction 
column testing, methanol eluate testing, and graduated pH testing. Additionally, 
where toxicity information from the characterization tests is insufficient for 
determining classes/groups of compounds contributing to effluent toxicity, a pH 
adjustment test at 3 s.u. and 10 s.u. should be run independently and in concert with 
the filtration, aeration, solid phase extraction, and methanol eluate tests. As part of 
the TIE work plan approval, EPD will ensure that proposed plan includes the 
procedures for conducting the recommended characterization tests discussed 
above. 
 
Additional elements of the TIE work plan should include identifying WET testing 
procedures, establishing quality assurance (QA) and quality control (QC) 
procedures for testing, and identifying the contract laboratory and/or consultants 
responsible for sample analysis. Phase I testing often includes modified testing 
procedures from the standard WET testing manuals. The TIE work plan will need 
to identify the WET testing procedures and identify any proposed modifications to 
test volumes, test durations, number of replicates, number of test concentrations, 
reduced test solution renewals, etc. 
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Phases II and III of a TIE include further toxicity identification and toxicity 
confirmation procedures based on the results of the phase I testing. The permit 
requires that phase II and phase III testing commence two months after the start of 
phase I toxicity characterization testing and continue for two months coincident 
with the second half of the phase I testing. The TIE work plan requires that the 
permittee identify basic WET testing procedures and QA/QC procedures for phases 
II and III. Ultimately, the full scope of the phase II and phase III testing will be 
determined by the initial results of phase I testing and, outside of the initial work 
plan, the permittee will be required to submit a report describing the procedures 
which will be enacted for phase II and III testing based on the results of the first 
two months of phase I testing. 
 
In the event that a second WET test failure is experienced during the permit term, 
the approved TIE work plan will be triggered, in addition to the TRE and additional 
data gathering activities required to support the TIE/TRE. 
 
The permit requires that the permittee submit a report which provides an in-depth 
review of facility operations including the products produced, chemicals used, 
facility engineering design, and wastewater treatment operations. Additionally, the 
permittee is required to submit a report which provides an evaluation of 
housekeeping practices, treatment plant operations, opportunities for chemical 
optimization.  
 
Following the completion of the TIE and additional data gathering activities, the 
permittee is required to submit a TRE report. The report should identify the 
proposed method for toxicity reduction, an evaluation and summation of reduction 
methodologies considered, a selection of a reduction methodology, and an 
implementation schedule for the proposed solution. Additionally, if the causative 
agent approach was selected as the proposed method for toxicity reduction the 
report should include a copy of the source identification evaluation. 
 
The results of any TIE/TRE triggered by toxicity violations, as prescribed in Part 
III.C.3 of the permit do not preclude compliance or enforcement action related to 
toxicity violations of the permit. The minimum permit requirements and additional 
guidance provided in the fact sheet regarding TIE/TREs and additional data 
gathering activities are based on the following EPA guidance documents: 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1989. Generalized Methodology for 

Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (TREs). EPA/600/2-88/070. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Chemicals and Chemical Product Branch 

Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory, Cincinnati, OH. 

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1991a. Methods for Aquatic Toxicity 

Identification Evaluations: Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures, 2nd ed., 

EPA/600/6-91/003. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and 

Development, Environmental Research Laboratory, Duluth, MN. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1992. Toxicity Identification Evaluation: 

Characterization of Chronically Toxic Effluents, Phase I, EPA/600/6-91/005F. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development, 

Environmental Research Laboratory, Duluth, MN. 

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1993a. Methods for Aquatic Toxicity 

Identification Evaluation: Phase II Toxicity Identification Procedures for Acutely 

and Chronically Toxic Samples. EPA/600/R-92/080. U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development, Duluth, MN. 

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1993b. Methods for Aquatic Toxicity 

Identification Evaluation: Phase III Toxicity Identification Procedures for Acutely 

and Chronically Toxic Samples. EPA/600/R-92/081. U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development, Duluth, MN. 

 
The permit also includes a modified chronic WET test dilution series to increase 
confidence in results near the IWC. The modified dilution series includes two 
additional test concentrations to provide a more precise concentration-response 
relationship near the IWC using a modified 0.5 dilution factor. The modified 
dilution series is 0%, 2%, 4%, 8%, 16%, 32%, 64%, 100%. 
 
Finally, the permit requires reporting of the IC25 for chronic WET tests. The IC25 
will provide a point estimate as opposed to the hypothesis testing techniques used 
for the determination of the NOEC. The NOEC will continue to be the statistical 
endpoint utilized by Georgia EPD for the purposes of compliance, but the IC25 will 
supplement the results of the WET testing. 

 
 d. Sludge Management Plan 
 

On October 07, 2021, EPD approved a sludge management plan allowing for the 
disposal of wastewater sludge by incineration or beneficial reuse as supplemental 
kiln fuel. The sludge management plan has been incorporated into this permit 
reissuance and approves disposal of wastewater sludge to the facilities listed below; 
contingent upon their willingness and ability to accept the sludge in accordance 
with their solid waste and hazardous waste permits.  
 

Holcim (US) Inc. 
200 Safety St., Hwy 453 

Holy Hill, SC 29059 
Hazardous Waste Permit No.: SCD 003 368 891 

 
VLS Piedmont, LLC 

305 South Main Street 
Mauldin, SC 29662 

Solid Waste Processing Permit No.: SCD 233730-2001 
 

Covanta Environmental Solutions 
3920 Goshen Industrial Blvd 

Augusta, GA 30906 
Solid Waste Handling Permit No.: 121-019P 
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 e. Notification of Increased Production 
 

The permittee requested consideration of future production levels when calculating 
production-based technology-based limits, in anticipation that production may 
increase to the production rates experienced in 2011. EPD has included tiered 
permit limits based on production levels to ensure that technology based effluent 
limits accurately reflect production levels without restricting facility operations. 
Tiered limits have been based on the permittee’s average production rate over the 
previous five years (Tier 1), the highest annual average production rate over the 
previous five years (Tier 2), and the predicted return to the 2011 production rate 
(Tier 3). The pollutant loading for all production tiers is within the scope of the 
loading previously considered and permitted and would not trigger an anti-
degradation analysis.  
 
The permit requires a notification of increased production when the permittee 
expects to operate at higher level of production than Tier 1. The permittee is 
required to notify the EPD compliance office in writing at least two business days 
prior to the month they expect to operate at a higher level of production (higher 
than Tier 1). The notice must specify the anticipated level and period during which 
the permittee expects to operate at the increased level of production. Furthermore, 
new notice is required to cover a period or production level not covered by prior 
notice or, if during two consecutive months otherwise covered by a notice, the 
production level at the permitted facility does not in fact meet the higher level of 
production designated in the notice. 
 
The notice of increased production has been required to provide clarity regarding 
the status of compliance with the tier-based effluent limitations and is required for 
coverage under Tiers 2 and 3. A notice of increased production does not alone grant 
coverage for effluent limitations under a higher level of production (Tier 2 or Tier 
3), but must be accompanied by reporting in the monthly discharge monitoring 
report which indicates that the monthly average production levels qualify for 
coverage based on the production levels established in Tiers 2 and 3. 

 
5.2  Compliance Schedules 

 
The permittee shall attain compliance with all limits, except e. coli, on the effective date of 
the permit. The permit includes provisions to replace the fecal coliform effluent limitations 
with e. coli effluent limitations during the permit term following EPA approval of the 
proposed changes to the Georgia Rules for Water Quality Control, Chapter 391-3-6-.03 
(Water Use Classifications and Water Quality Standards) for bacterial indicators. EPD will 
provide written authorization to the permittee replacing the fecal coliform effluent 
limitations with e. coli limitations once the proposed criteria have been approved. 
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5.3  Anti-Backsliding 

 
Total Suspended Solids 
 
The limits in this permit are in compliance with 40 C.F.R. 122.44(l). 40 C.F.R. 
122.44(l)(2)(i)(B)(2) states, permit limits may be less stringent if “The Administrator 
determines that technical mistakes or mistaken interpretations of law were made in issuing 
the permit under section 402(a)(1)(b).” King America Finishing, Inc. is subject to 
production-based effluent limitations in accordance with 40 C.F.R. 410.42(a) which 
establish mass-based effluent limitations for TSS. Additionally, King America Finishing, 
Inc. is subject to Georgia’s narrative Water Quality Standard for TSS. The 2013 permit 
includes concentration based TSS effluent limitations using EPD’s best professional 
judgement (BPJ) based on limits applied to municipal wastewater treatment facilities 
through 40 C.F.R. 133, Secondary Treatment Regulations. This approach is improper as it 
effectively creates a technology-based effluent limit (TBEL) when a TBEL already exists 
for the facility under 40 C.F.R. 410.42(a). Additionally, the concentration-based effluent 
limitations do not qualify as water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs), as they do not 
represent a translation of Georgia’s narrative Water Quality Standard for TSS but rather a 
reasonable level of treatment expected from secondary treatment technology for POTWs. 
Thus, the concentration-based effluent limitations for TSS have been removed from this 
permit. 
 
Formaldehyde 
 
The limits in this permit are in compliance with 40 C.F.R. 122.44(l). 40 C.F.R. 
122.44(l)(2)(i)(C) states, permit limits may be less stringent if “a less stringent effluent 
limitation is necessary because of events over which the permittee has no control and for 
which there is no reasonably available remedy.” Additionally, 40 C.F.R. 
122.44(l)(2)(i)(B)(1) states, permit limits may be less stringent if “Information is available 
which was not available at the time of permit issuance (other than revised, regulations, 
guidance, or test methods) and which would have justified the application of a less stringent 
effluent limitation at the time of permit issuance. While Georgia does not have a numeric 
water quality standard for formaldehyde, in the 2013 permit EPD derived aquatic life 
criteria for formaldehyde in accordance with EPA’s Guidelines for Deriving Numerical 

National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses 
and available data on aquatic toxicity. In accordance with the 2013 permit requirements, 
King America Finishing, Inc. conducted daily formaldehyde sampling on the effluent using 
EPA Method 8315A. EPA Method 8315A is a hazardous waste test method published by 
the EPA in the SW-846 Compendium which was utilized by the facility to substitute EPA 
40 C.F.R. 136 Method 1667A due to the limited commercial availability of Method 1667A 
certified labs. Both methods analyze formaldehyde through the derivatization of aldehydes 
using 2,4-dinitrophenylhydrazine (DNPH) in a sample buffered to a pH of 5. Following 
derivatization, high performance liquid chromatography is performed to analyze the 
formaldehyde concentration. Due to the similarity in both Methods and the lack of an 
alternative analytical method, the ability to accurately determine formaldehyde 
concentrations may be hindered by matrix interferences.  
 
The analytical data for formaldehyde submitted by King America Finishing, Inc. has shown 
considerable variability and has resulted in several exceedances resulting in a consent order 
issued by EPD (EPD-WP-8321). As part of the consent order, King America, Inc. 
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completed a Corrective Action Plan which included investigations of formaldehyde 
exceedances. Investigations included an assessment of production operations that use 
formaldehyde or formaldehyde-bearing compounds, an assessment of wastewater 
treatment plant operations, an evaluation of formaldehyde analytical methods and 
procedures, and consideration of alternative treatment technologies. The investigations 
yielded minor operational changes but the presence of matrix interference due to co-
extraction of other matrix contaminants was identified as a significant concern. King 
America Finishing, Inc. has since shortened the hold time of samples to reduce the 
likelihood of interferences. The Method hold time allowed for 3 days between sampling 
and preparation and an additional 3 days between preparation and analysis. This hold time 
was shortened to allow for 2 days between sampling and preparation and no more than 1 
day between preparation and analysis. Although this approach has served to reduce matrix 
contamination, attempts to modify the Method to eliminate matrix contamination all 
together have been unsuccessful in meeting the quality assurance and quality control 
procedures outlined in the Method.  
 
The permittee may continue to evaluate alternative methodologies as part of their 
Corrective Action Plan (CAP); however, in light of the information presented above, there 
may be no reasonably available remedy for correcting the matrix interference experienced 
in the analytical sampling for formaldehyde. Furthermore, the presence of such matrix 
interferences calls into question the suitability of formaldehyde sampling for the 
determination of aquatic toxicity. Thus, EPD has removed the formaldehyde effluent 
limitations. Any potential toxicity of the effluent will continue to be captured by the whole 
effluent toxicity testing required in the permit which would capture any toxicity exhibited 
by formaldehyde in the effluent as well as identify any potential additive and synergistic 
effects of the effluent as a whole. This approach is consistent with Georgia EPD’s NPDES 

Reasonable Potential Procedures (2003) document which outlines procedures for 
permitting chemical constituents for which numeric water quality criteria have not been 
established. 
 
Color 
 
The limits in this permit are in compliance with 40 C.F.R. 122.44(l). 40 C.F.R. 
122.44(l)(2)(i)(B)(1) states, permit limits may be less stringent if  “Information is available 
which was not available at the time of permit issuance (other than revised regulations, 
guidance, or test methods) and which would have justified the application of a less stringent 
effluent limitation at the time of permit issuance.” In the 2013 permit reissuance, EPD 
included color limitations from a third-party settlement (Civil Action No. 6:12-CV-00058) 
as interim limitations until a color study was completed. A color study was completed by 
King America Finishing, Inc. in October of 2015. The results showed that the difference in 
color between the Ogeechee River (upstream) and the final effluent was -13 ADMI on 
average and a +36 ADMI maximum. Additionally, the difference in color between the 
Ogeechee River (upstream) and the Ogeechee River (downstream) was -1 ADMI on 
average and a +6 ADMI maximum. This study complements the instream sampling 
required in the previous permit which indicated an average delta ADMI of 3.2 and a 
maximum delta ADMI of +15. The results of the color study indicate that there is no 
reasonable potential for the effluent to cause or contribute to an in-stream violation of the 
Georgia narrative water quality standard for color. Thus, EPD has removed the color 
limitations in light of the additional information. 
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Total Phenols 
 
The limits in this permit are in compliance with 40 C.F.R. 122.44(l). 40 C.F.R. 
122.44(l)(2)(i)(B)(2) states, permit limits may be less stringent if “The Administrator 
determines that technical mistakes or mistaken interpretations of law were made in issuing 
the permit under section 402(a)(1)(b).” King America Finishing, Inc. is subject to 
production-based effluent limitations in accordance with 40 C.F.R. 410.42(a) which 
establish mass-based effluent limitations for total phenols. The 2013 permit includes total 
phenols effluent limitations using EPD’s best professional judgement based on the 
demonstrated performance of the facility. This approach is improper as it effectively 
creates a technology-based effluent limit (TBEL) when a TBEL already exists for the 
facility under 40 C.F.R. 410.42(a) which establishes a nationwide standard for 
performance. The previous permit limitations have been replaced with the effluent 
limitations established in 40 C.F.R. 410.42(a). The less stringent effluent limitations will 
not result in a violation of a water quality standard based on the reasonable potential 
analysis. 
 
Chromium, Total 
 
The limits in this permit are in compliance with 40 C.F.R. 122.44(l). 40 C.F.R. 
122.44(l)(2)(i)(B)(1) states, permit limits may be less stringent if  “Information is available 
which was not available at the time of permit issuance (other than revised regulations, 
guidance, or test methods) and which would have justified the application of a less stringent 
effluent limitation at the time of permit issuance.” In the 2013 permit reissuance, EPD 
included water quality-based effluent limitations for chromium using the conservative 
assumption that all chromium discharged was in the form of Chromium VI.  The inclusion 
of a water quality-based effluent limitation was not based on data that indicated a 
reasonable potential for the facility to violate the Georgia Water Quality Standard for 
chromium but was rather included in an abundance of caution due to the 2011 fish kill. 
Sampling over the previous permit term and data provided in the permit application 
provided 156 data points for Chromium to be used in EPD’s reasonable potential analysis. 
The results of the reasonable potential analysis indicate that there is no reasonable potential 
for the discharge to cause or contribute to an instream violation of the Georgia Water 
Quality Standard for chromium. Thus, in accordance with the reasonable potential analysis 
procedures outlined in Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.06(4)(d)(5)(ii) the concentration-
based water quality-based effluent limitations have been removed from the permit.  

 
5.4 Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) 

 
Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances; hereafter named PFAS are a group of man-made 
chemicals that have been identified by EPA as emerging chemicals of concern. These 
synthetic chemicals are identified by their elemental bonds of fluorine and carbon. Such 
elemental bonds are difficult to break and as a result PFAS has been identified to be very 
persistent in the environment and bioaccumulate in living organisms. This is of concern, 
as initial studies have indicated that exposure to such substances can lead to adverse health 
effects in humans and animals such as: reproductive and developmental, liver and kidney, 
and immunological effects in laboratory animals. In response to such concerns, on 
February 14, 2019, EPA announced a comprehensive PFAS Action and published further 
updates in February 2020. The action plan is a multi-media, multi-program, national 
research, management, and risk communication plan to address PFAS in drinking water, 
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identify and clean up PFAS contamination, expand monitoring of PFAS in manufacturing, 
increase PFAS scientific research, and exercise effective enforcement tools. Of specific 
interest during this permitting process are EPA’s efforts to develop water quality criteria 
for PFAS, identify industrial sources that may warrant further study and regulations, and 
continued efforts to develop analytical methods. 
 
Several industries, including textile mills, have been identified as potential contributors to 
PFAS as part of their manufacturing process. In conjunction with the national response for 
PFAS, EPD is working on furthering the objectives of the action plan on a state level. This 
includes the development of a PFAS Characterization Study special condition to be 
included in permits where discharges of PFAS are suspected. The purpose of the PFAS 
Characterization Study is to determine if the facility has the potential to discharge PFAS 
into the environment through the discharge of treated wastewater effluent or through 
industrial sludge disposal. This special condition requires PFAS monitoring so that EPD 
may ensure that state waters are free from toxic substances, in amounts, concentrations or 
combinations which are harmful to humans, animals or aquatic life. This permit condition 
is necessary and appropriate for the protection of Georgia water quality criteria in 
accordance with GA. Comp. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(5)(e). 

 

6.0  REPORTING 

 
The facility has been assigned to the following EPD office for reporting, compliance and 
enforcement.   
 

Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
Coastal District Office 
400 Commerce Center Drive 
Brunswick, Georgia 31523-8251 

 
6.1  E-Reporting 

 
The permittee is required to electronically submit documents in accordance with 40 CFR 
Part 127. 

 
7.0  REQUESTED VARIANCES OR ALTERNATIVES TO REQUIRED STANDARDS 

 
Not applicable 
 

8.0  PERMIT EXPIRATION  
   
The permit will expire five years from the effective date. 
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9.0  PROCEDURES FOR THE FORMULATION OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS 

 
9.1  Comment Period 

 
The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) proposes to issue a permit to this 
applicant subject to the effluent limitations and special conditions outlined above.  These 
determinations are tentative. 

 
Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
Wastewater Regulatory Program 
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 
Suite 1152 East 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

 
The permit application, draft permit, and other information are available for review at 2 
Martin Luther King Jr. Drive, Suite 1152 East, Atlanta, Georgia 30334, between the hours 
of 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday and on EPD’s website accessible 
through the publicly available Georgia EPD Online System (GEOS) at: 
https://geos.epd.georgia.gov/GA/GEOS/Public/GovEnt/Shared/Pages/Main/Login.aspx. 
For additional information, you can contact 404-463-1511. 

 
9.2  Public Comments  

 
Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed determinations are invited to 
submit same in writing to the EPD address above, or via e-mail at 
EPDcomments@dnr.ga.gov within 30 days of the initiation of the public comment period.  
All comments received prior to that date will be considered in the formulation of final 
determinations regarding the application.  The permit number should be placed on the top 
of the first page of comments to ensure that your comments will be forwarded to the 
appropriate staff. 

 
9.3  Public Hearing 

 
Any applicant, affected state or interstate agency, the Regional Administrator of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or any other interested agency, person or group 
of persons may request a public hearing with respect to an NPDES permit application if 
such request is filed within thirty (30) days following the date of the public notice for such 
application.  Such request must indicate the interest of the party filing the request, the 
reasons why a hearing is requested, and those specific portions of the application or other 
NPDES form or information to be considered at the public hearing.   

 
The Director shall hold a hearing if he determines that there is sufficient public interest in 
holding such a hearing.  If a public hearing is held, notice of same shall be provided at least 
thirty (30) days in advance of the hearing date. 

 
In the event that a public hearing is held, both oral and written comments will be accepted; 
however, for the accuracy of the record, written comments are encouraged.  The Director 
or a designee reserves the right to fix reasonable limits on the time allowed for oral 
statements and such other procedural requirements, as deemed appropriate. 
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Following a public hearing, the Director, unless it is decided to deny the permit, may make 
such modifications in the terms and conditions of the proposed permit as may be 
appropriate and shall issue the permit.   

 
If no public hearing is held, and, after review of the written comments received, the 
Director determines that a permit should be issued and that the determinations as set forth 
in the proposed permit are substantially unchanged, the permit will be issued and will 
become final in the absence of a request for a contested hearing.  Notice of issuance or 
denial will be made available to all interested persons and those persons that submitted 
written comments to the Director on the proposed permit.  

 
If no public hearing is held, but the Director determines, after a review of the written 
comments received, that a permit should be issued but that substantial changes in the 
proposed permit are warranted, public notice of the revised determinations will be given 
and written comments accepted in the same manner as the initial notice of application was 
given and written comments accepted pursuant to EPD Rules, Water Quality Control, 
subparagraph 391-3-6-.06(7)(b).  The Director shall provide an opportunity for public 
hearing on the revised determinations.  Such opportunity for public hearing and the 
issuance or denial of a permit thereafter shall be in accordance with the procedures as are 
set forth above. 

 
9.4  Final Determination 

 
At the time that any final permit decision is made, the Director shall issue a response to 
comments.  The issued permit and responses to comments can be found at the following 
address: 

 
http://epd.georgia.gov/watershed-protection-branch-permit-and-public-comments-
clearinghouse-0 

 
9.5  Contested Hearings 
 

Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by the issuance or denial of a permit by 
the Director of EPD may petition the Director for a hearing if such petition is filed in the 
office of the Director within thirty (30) days from the date of notice of such permit issuance 
or denial.  Such hearing shall be held in accordance with the EPD Rules, Water Quality 
Control, subparagraph 391-3-6-.01. 

 
Petitions for a contested hearing must include the following: 

 
1. The name and address of the petitioner; 
2. The grounds under which petitioner alleges to be aggrieved or adversely 

affected by the issuance or denial of a permit; 
3. The reason or reasons why petitioner takes issue with the action of the 

Director; 
4. All other matters asserted by petitioner which are relevant to the action in 

question. 
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Appendix A – Applicable Federal Regulations 

  



Displaying title 40, up to date as of 11/19/2021. Title 40 was last amended 11/19/2021.

Part 410 Textile Mills Point Source Category 410.00 – 410.97
General Provisions 410.00 – 410.02

§ 410.00 Applicability.
§ 410.01 General de�nitions.
§ 410.02 Monitoring requirements. [Reserved]

Subpart A Wool Scouring Subcategory 410.10 – 410.17
§ 410.10 Applicability; description of the wool scouring subcategory.
§ 410.11 Specialized de�nitions.
§ 410.12 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.13 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.14 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.15 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.16 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.17 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart B Wool Finishing Subcategory 410.20 – 410.27
§ 410.20 Applicability; description of the wool �nishing subcategory.
§ 410.21 Specialized de�nitions.
§ 410.22 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.23 E�uent limitation representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.24 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.25 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.26 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.27 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart C Low Water Use Processing Subcategory 410.30 – 410.37
§ 410.30 Applicability; description of the low water use processing subcategory.
§ 410.31 Specialized de�nitions.
§ 410.32 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.33 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.34 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.35 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.36 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.37 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart D Woven Fabric Finishing Subcategory 410.40 – 410.47
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§ 410.40 Applicability; description of the woven fabric �nishing subcategory.
§ 410.41 Specialized de�nitions.
§ 410.42 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.43 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.44 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.45 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.46 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.47 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart E Knit Fabric Finishing Subcategory 410.50 – 410.57
§ 410.50 Applicability; description of the knit fabric �nishing subcategory.
§ 410.51 Specialized de�nitions.
§ 410.52 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.53 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.54 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.55 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.56 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.57 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart F Carpet Finishing Subcategory 410.60 – 410.67
§ 410.60 Applicability; description of the carpet �nishing subcategory.
§ 410.61 Specialized de�nitions.
§ 410.62 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.63 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.64 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.65 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.66 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.67 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart G Stock and Yarn Finishing Subcategory 410.70 – 410.77
§ 410.70 Applicability; description of the stock and yarn �nishing subcategory.
§ 410.71 Specialized de�nitions. [Reserved]
§ 410.72 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.73 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.74 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.75 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.76 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.77 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart H Nonwoven Manufacturing Subcategory 410.80 – 410.87



§ 410.80 Applicability; description of the nonwoven manufacturing subcategory.
§ 410.81 Specialized de�nitions. [Reserved]
§ 410.82 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.83 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.84 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.85 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.86 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.87 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart I Felted Fabric Processing Subcategory 410.90 – 410.97
§ 410.90 Applicability; description of the felted fabric processing subcategory.
§ 410.91 Specialized de�nitions. [Reserved]
§ 410.92 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).
§ 410.93 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available

technology economically achievable (BAT).
§ 410.94 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
§ 410.95 New source performance standards (NSPS).
§ 410.96 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).
§ 410.97 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Title 40

PART 410 - TEXTILE MILLS POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

Authority: Secs. 301, 304 (b), (c), (e), and (g), 306 (b) and (c), 307 (b) and (c), and 501 of the Clean Water Act (the Federal Water Pollution Control

Act Amendments of 1972, as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977) (the “Act”); 33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314 (b), (c), (e), and (g), 1316 (b) and (c), 1317

(b) and (c), and 1361; 86 Stat. 186 et seq., Pub. L. 92-500; 91 Stat. 1567, Pub. L. 95-217.

Source: 47 FR 38819, Sept. 2, 1982, unless otherwise noted.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

§ 410.00 Applicability.

This part applies to any textile mill or textile processing facility which discharges or may discharge process wastewater pollutants to the waters of
the United States, or which introduces or may introduce process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works.

§ 410.01 General de�initions.

In addition to the de�nitions set forth in 40 CFR part 401, the following de�nitions apply to this part:

§ 410.02 Monitoring requirements. [Reserved]

(a)  Sul�de shall mean total sul�de (dissolved and acid soluble) as measured by the procedures listed in 40 CFR part 136.

(b)  Phenols shall mean total phenols as measured by the procedure listed in 40 CFR part 136.

(c)  Total Chromium shall mean hexavalent and trivalent chromium as measured by the procedures listed in 40 CFR part 136.

(d)  The term commission �nishing shall mean the �nishing of textile materials, 50 percent or more of which are owned by others, in mills
that are 51 percent or more independent (i.e., only a minority ownership by company(ies) with greige or integrated operations); the mills
must process 20 percent or more of their commissioned production through batch, noncontinuous processing operations with 50
percent or more of their commissioned orders processed in 5000 yard or smaller lots.

(e)  The term product, except where a specialized de�nition is included in the subpart, shall mean the �nal material produced or processed at
the mill.



Subpart A - Wool Scouring Subcategory

§ 410.10 Applicability; description of the wool scouring subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from the following types of textile mills: wool scouring,
topmaking, and general cleaning of raw wool.

§ 410.11 Specialized de�initions.

In addition to the de�nitions set forth in 40 CFR part 401 and § 410.01 of this part, the following de�nitions apply to this subpart:

§ 410.12 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of wool

BOD5 10.6 5.3

COD 138.0 69.0

TSS 32.2 16.1

Oil and grease 7.2 3.6

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenol 0.10 0.05

Total chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.13 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

(a)  The term wool shall mean the dry raw wool as it is received by the wool scouring mill.

(b)  The term oil and grease shall mean total recoverable oil and grease as measured by the procedure listed in 40 CFR part 136.

(c)  The term commission scouring shall mean the scouring of wool, 50 percent or more of which is owned by others, in mills that are 51
percent or more independent (i.e., only a minority ownership by company(ies) with greige or integrated operations); the mills must
process 20 percent or more of their commissioned production through batch, noncontinuous processing operations.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology
currently available (BPT):

1 1

1

(b)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraph (a) of this section are allowed any existing point source
subject to such e�uent limitations that scours wool through “commission scouring” as de�ned in § 410.11.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitations



Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of wool

COD 138.0 69.0

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total chromium 0.10 0.05

§ 410.14 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.15 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of wool

BOD5 3.6 1.9

COD 52.4 33.7

TSS 30.3 13.5

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

Note: Additional allocations for “commission scouring” are not available to new sources.

§ 410.16 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

§ 410.17 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

(b)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraph (a) of this section are allowed any existing point source
subject to such e�uent limitations that scours wool through “commission scouring” as de�ned in § 410.11.

1 1

1

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitationsMaximum for any 1
day
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Subpart B - Wool Finishing Subcategory

§ 410.20 Applicability; description of the wool �inishing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from the following types of textile mills: wool �nishers,
including carbonizing, fulling, dyeing, bleaching, rinsing, �reproo�ng, and other such similar processes.

§ 410.21 Specialized de�initions.

In addition to the de�nitions set forth in 40 CFR part 401 and § 410.01 of this part, the following de�nition applies to this subpart:

§ 410.22 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Kg/kkg (or pound per 1,000 lb) of �ber

BOD5 22.4 11.2

COD 163.0 81.5

TSS 35.2 17.6

Sul�de 0.28 0.14

Phenol 0.14 0.07

Total chromium 0.14 0.07

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.23 E�uent limitation representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of �ber

(a)  The term �ber shall mean the dry wool and other �bers as received at the wool �nsihing mill for processing into wool and blended
products.

(b)  [Reserved]

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology
currently available (BPT):

1 1

1

(b)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraph (a) of this section are allowed any existing point source
subject to such e�uent limitations that �nishes wool or blended wool fabrics through “commission �nishing” as de�ned in § 410.01.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
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Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



COD 163.0 81.5

Sul�de 0.28 0.14

Phenols 0.14 0.07

Total Chromium 0.14 0.07

§ 410.24 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.25 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

Kg/kkg (pounds per 1,000 lb) of �ber

BOD5 10.7 5.5

COD 113.8 73.3

TSS 32.3 14.4

Sul�de 0.28 0.14

Phenols 0.14 0.07

Total Chromium 0.14 0.07

pH ( ) ( )

Note: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.26 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

§ 410.27 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart C - Low Water Use Processing Subcategory

§ 410.30 Applicability; description of the low water use processing subcategory.

(b)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraph (a) of this section are allowed any existing point source
subject to such e�uent limitations that �nishes wool or blended wool fabrics through “commission �nishing” as de�ned in § 410.01.

1 1

1
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The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from the following types of textile mills: yarn
manufacture, yarn texturizing, un�nished fabric manufacture, fabric coating, fabric laminating, tire cord and fabric dipping, and carpet tufting and
carpet backing. Rubberized or rubber coated fabrics regulated by 40 CFR part 428 are speci�cally excluded.

§ 410.31 Specialized de�initions.

In addition to the de�nitions set forth in 40 CFR part 401 and § 410.01 of this part, the following de�nitions apply to this subpart:

§ 410.32 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following e�uent
limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology economically achievable
(BPT):

General Processing

Kg/kkg (pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 1.4 0.7

COD 2.8 1.4

TSS 1.4 0.7

ph ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

Water Jet Weaving

Kg/kkg (pounds per 1,000 1lb) of product

BOD5 8.9 4.6

COD 21.3 13.7

TSS 5.5 2.5

ph ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.33 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

(a)  The term general processing shall mean the internal subdivision of the low water use processing subcategory for facilities described in §
410.30 that do not qualify under the water jet weaving subdivision.

(b)  The term water jet weaving shall mean the internal subdivision of the low water use processing subcategory for facilities primarily
engaged in manufacturing woven greige goods through the water jet weaving process.

1 1

1

1 1

1
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Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days
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Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following e�uent
limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology economically achievable
(BAT):

General Processing

Kg/kkg (pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 2.8 1.4

Water Jet Weaving

Kg/kkg (pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 21.3 13.7

§ 410.34 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.35 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

General Processing

Kg/kkg (pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 1.4 0.7

COD 2.8 1.4

TSS 1.4 0.7

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

Water Jet Weaving

1 1
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Kg/kkg (pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 8.9 4.6

COD 21.3 13.7

TSS 5.5 2.5

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.36 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

§ 410.37 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart D - Woven Fabric Finishing Subcategory

§ 410.40 Applicability; description of the woven fabric �inishing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from the following types of textile mills: woven fabric
�nishers, which may include any or all of the following unit operations: Desizing, bleaching, mercerizing, dyeing, printing, resin treatment, water
proo�ng, �ame proo�ng, soil repellency application and a special �nish application.

§ 410.41 Specialized de�initions.

In addition to the de�nitions set forth in 40 CFR part 401 and § 410.01 of this part the following de�nitions apply to this subpart:

§ 410.42 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

1 1

1

(a)  The term simple manufacturing operation shall mean all the following unit processes: Desizing, �ber preparation and dyeing.

(b)  The term complex manufacturing operation shall mean “simple” unit processes (desizing, �ber preparation and dyeing) plus any
additional manufacturing operations such as printing, water proo�ng, or applying stain resistance or other functional fabric �nishes.

(c)  For NSPS (§ 410.45) the term desizing facilities shall mean those facilities that desize more than 50 percent of their total production.
These facilities may also perform other processing such as �ber preparation, scouring, mercerizing, functional �nishing, bleaching,
dyeing and printing.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology
currently available (BPT):

Pollutant or pollutant
property

NSPSMaximum for any 1
day

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days
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BOD5 6.6 3.3

COD 60.0 30.0

TSS 17.8 8.9

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenol 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 20.0 10.0

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 40.0 20.0

1 1

1

(b)  Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity or
quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of woven fabrics through simple
manufacturing operations employing a synthetic �ber or through complex manufacturing operations employing a natural �ber, which
may be discharged by a point source subject to the provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of
this section.

(c)  Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity or
quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of woven fabrics through simple
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber blend or through complex manufacturing operations employing a
synthetic �ber, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed
by paragraph (a) of this section.

(d)  Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity or
quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of woven fabrics through complex
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber blend, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of this subpart.
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Kg/kkg (or pound per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 60.0 30.0

[47 FR 38819, Sept. 2, 1982, as amended at 48 FR 39624, Sept. 1, 1983]

§ 410.43 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

Kg/kkg (or pound per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 60.0 30.0

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 20.0 10.0

(e)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this section are allowed any
existing point source subject to such e�uent limitations that �nishes woven fabrics through “commission �nishing” as de�ned in §
410.01.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

(b)  Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity or
quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of woven fabrics through simple
manufacturing operations employing a synthetic �ber or through complex manufacturing operations employing a natural �ber, which
may be discharged by a point source subject to the provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of
this section.

(c)  Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity or
quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of woven fabrics through simple
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber blend or through complex manufacturing operations employing a
synthetic �ber, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed
by paragraph (a) of this section.
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Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 40.0 20.0

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 60.0 30.0

[47 FR 38819, Sept. 2, 1982, as amended at 48 FR 39624, Sept. 1, 1983]

§ 410.44 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.45 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

Simple Manufacturing Operations

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 3.3 1.7

COD 41.7 26.9

TSS 8.8 3.9

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

(d)  Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity or
quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of woven fabrics through complex
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber blend, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of this subpart.

(e)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this section are allowed any
existing point source subject to such e�uent limitations that �nishes woven fabrics through “commission �nishing” as de�ned in §
410.01.
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pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

Note: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

Complex Manufacturing Operations

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 3.7 1.9

COD 68.7 44.2

TSS 14.4 6.4

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

Note: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

Desizing

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 5.5 2.8

COD 59.5 38.3

TSS 15.6 6.9

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

1 1 1

1

1 1 1

1

1 1

1
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NOTE: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

§ 410.46 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

§ 410.47 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart E - Knit Fabric Finishing Subcategory

§ 410.50 Applicability; description of the knit fabric �inishing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from the following types of textile mills: knit fabric
�nishers, which may include any or all of the following unit operations: Bleaching, mercerizing, dyeing, printing, resin treatment, water proo�ng,
�ame proo�ng, soil repellency application and a special �nish application.

§ 410.51 Specialized de�initions.

In addition to the de�nitions set forth in 40 CFR part 401 and § 410.01 of this part, the following de�nitions apply to this subpart:

§ 410.52 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 5.0 2.5

COD 60.0 30.0

TSS 21.8 10.9

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

(a)  The term simple manufacturing operation shall mean all the following unit processes: desizing, �ber preparation and dyeing.

(b)  The term complex manufacturing operation shall mean “simple” unit processes (desizing, �ber preparation and dyeing) plus any
additional manufacturing operations such as printing, water proo�ng, or applying stain resistance or other functional fabric �nishes.

(c)  For NSPS (§ 410.55) the term hosiery products shall mean the internal subdivision of the knit fabric �nishing subcategory for facilities
that are engaged primarily in dyeing or �nishing hosiery of any type.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology
currently available (BPT):

1 1

1

(b)  Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity
or quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of knit fabrics through simple
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber or through complex manufacturing operations employing a synthetic

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 20.0 10.0

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 40.0 20.0

[47 FR 38819, Sept. 2, 1982, as amended at 48 FR 39624, Sept. 1, 1983]

§ 410.53 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 60.0 30.0

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

�ber, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by
paragraph (a) of this section.

(c)  Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity
or quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of knit fabrics through complex
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber blend, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of this section.

(d)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of this section are allowed any existing
point source subject to such e�uent limitations that �nishes knit fabrics through “commission �nishing” as de�ned in § 410.01.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

(b)  Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity
or quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of knit fabrics through simple
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber or through complex manufacturing operations employing a synthetic
�ber, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by
paragraph (a) of this section.
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Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 20.0 10.0

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 40.0 20.0

[47 FR 38819, Sept. 2, 1982, as amended at 48 FR 39624, Sept. 1, 1983]

§ 410.54 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.55 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

Simple Manufacturing Operations

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 3.6 1.9

COD 48.1 31.0

TSS 13.2 5.9

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( ) ( )

(c)  Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section for commission �nishing operations, the following limitations establish the quantity
or quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable to the �nishing of knit fabrics through complex
manufacturing operations employing a natural and synthetic �ber blend, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of this section.

(d)  Additional allocations equal to the e�uent limitations established in paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of this section are allowed any existing
point source subject to such e�uent limitations that �nishes knit fabrics through “commission �nishing” as de�ned in § 410.01.

1 1
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 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

NOTE: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

Complex Manufacturing Operations

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 4.8 2.5

COD 51.0 32.9

TSS 12.2 5.4

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( −) ( −)

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

NOTE: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

Hosiery Products

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 2.3 1.2

COD 30.7 19.8

TSS 8.4 3.7

Sul�de 0.20 0.10

Phenols 0.10 0.05

Total Chromium 0.10 0.05

pH ( −) ( −)

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

NOTE: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

§ 410.56 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.
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§ 410.57 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart F - Carpet Finishing Subcategory

§ 410.60 Applicability; description of the carpet �inishing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from the following types of textile mills: carpet mills,
which may include any or all of the following unit operations: Bleaching, scouring, carbonizing, fulling, dyeing, printing, resin treatment,
waterproo�ng, �ameproo�ng, soil repellency, looping, and backing with foamed and unfoamed latex and jute. Carpet backing without other carpet
manufacturing operations is included in subpart C.

§ 410.61 Specialized de�initions.

In addition to the de�nitions set forth in 40 CFR part 401 and § 410.01 of this part, the following de�nitions apply to this subpart:

§ 410.62 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 7.8 3.9

COD 70.2 35.1

TSS 11.0 5.5

Sul�de 0.08 0.04

Phenol 0.04 0.02

Total Chromium 0.04 0.02

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

(a)  The term product shall mean the �nal carpet produced or processed including the primary backing but excluding the secondary backing.

(b)  The term simple manufacturing operation shall mean the following unit processes: �ber preparation and dyeing with or without carpet
backing.

(c)  The term complex manufacturing operation shall mean “simple” unit processes (�ber preparation, dyeing and carpet backing) plus any
additional manufacturing operations such as printing or dyeing and printing.

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology
currently available (BPT):

1 1

1

(b)  The following limitations establish the quantity or quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable
to the manufacture of carpets through complex manufacturing operations, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of this section.

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 20.0 10.0

§ 410.63 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 70.2 35.1

Sul�de 0.08 0.04

Phenols 0.04 0.02

Total chromium 0.04 0.02

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 20.0 10.0

§ 410.64 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.65 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subject must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�luent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

(b)  The following limitations establish the quantity or quality of pollutants or pollutant properties, controlled by this section and attributable
to the manufacture of carpets through complex manufacturing operations, which may be discharged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart, in addition to the discharge allowed by paragraph (a) of this section.

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

NSPS limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



BOD5 4.6 2.4

COD 26.6 17.1

TSS 8.6 3.8

Sul�de 0.08 0.04

Phenols 0.04 0.02

Total chromium 0.04 0.02

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

NOTE: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

§ 410.66 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

§ 410.67 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart G - Stock and Yarn Finishing Subcategory

§ 410.70 Applicability; description of the stock and yarn �inishing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from the following types of textile mills: Stock or yarn
dyeing or �nishing, which may include any or all of the following unit operations and processes: Cleaning, scouring, bleaching, mercerizing, dyeing
and special �nishing.

§ 410.71 Specialized de�initions. [Reserved]

§ 410.72 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 6.8 3.4

COD 84.6 42.3

TSS 17.4 8.7

1 1

1

(a)  Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following
e�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology
currently available (BPT):

Pollutant or pollutant
property

NSPS limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



Sul�de 0.24 0.12

Phenol 0.12 0.06

Total chromium 0.12 0.06

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.73 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following e�uent
limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology economically achievable
(BAT):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 84.6 42.3

Sul�de 0.24 0.12

Phenols 0.12 0.06

Total chromium 0.12 0.06

§ 410.74 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.75 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 3.6 1.9

COD 33.9 21.9

TSS 9.8 4.4

Sul�de 0.24 0.12

1 1

1

(b)  [Reserved]

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

NSPS

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



Phenols 0.12 0.06

Total chromium 0.12 0.06

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

NOTE: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

§ 410.76 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

§ 410.77 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart H - Nonwoven Manufacturing Subcategory

§ 410.80 Applicability; description of the nonwoven manufacturing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from facilities that primarily manufacture nonwoven
textile products of wool, cotton, or synthetics, singly or as blends, by mechanical, thermal, and/or adhesive bonding procedures. Nonwoven
products produced by fulling and felting processes are covered in subpart I - Felted Fabric Processing.

§ 410.81 Specialized de�initions. [Reserved]

§ 410.82 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following e�uent
limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology currently available
(BPT):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 4.4 2.2

COD 40.0 20.0

TSS 6.2 3.1

Sul�de 0.046 0.023

Phenol 0.023 0.011

Total chromium 0.023 0.011

pH ( ) ( )

1 1

1

1 1

Pollutant or pollutant
property

NSPS

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.83 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following e�uent
limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology economically achievable
(BAT):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 40.0 20.0

Sul�de 0.046 0.023

Phenols 0.023 0.011

Total chromium 0.023 0.011

§ 410.84 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.85 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 2.6 1.4

COD 15.2 9.8

TSS 4.9 2.2

Sul�de 0.046 0.023

Phenols 0.023 0.011

Total Chromium 0.023 0.011

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

NOTE: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

§ 410.86 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

1

1 1

1

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

NSPS

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



§ 410.87 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

Subpart I - Felted Fabric Processing Subcategory

§ 410.90 Applicability; description of the felted fabric processing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are applicable to process wastewater discharges resulting from facilities that primarily manufacture nonwoven
products by employing fulling and felting operations as a means of achieving �ber bonding.

§ 410.91 Specialized de�initions. [Reserved]

§ 410.92 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

practicable control technology currently available (BPT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following e�uent
limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best practicable control technology currently available
(BPT):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 35.2 17.6

COD 256.8 128.4

TSS 55.4 27.7

Sul�de 0.44 0.22

Phenol 0.22 0.11

Total chromium 0.22 0.11

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

§ 410.93 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

available technology economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to this subpart must achieve the following e�uent
limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best available technology economically achievable
(BAT):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

COD 256.8 128.4

Sul�de 0.44 0.22

Phenols 0.22 0.11

1 1

1

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BPT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days



Total Chromium 0.22 0.11

§ 410.94 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

Any existing source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply
with 40 CFR part 403.

§ 410.95 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source performance standards (NSPS):

Kg/kkg (or pounds per 1,000 lb) of product

BOD5 16.9 8.7

COD 179.3 115.5

TSS 50.9 22.7

Sul�de 0.44 0.22

Phenols 0.22 0.11

Total Chromium 0.22 0.11

pH ( ) ( )

 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

Note: Additional allocations for “commission �nishers” are not available to new sources.

§ 410.96 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this subpart that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly owned treatment works must comply with 40
CFR part 403.

§ 410.97 E�uent limitations representing the degree of e�uent reduction attainable by the application of the best

conventional pollutant control technology (BCT). [Reserved]

1 1

1

Pollutant or pollutant
property

BAT limitations

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days

Pollutant or pollutant
property

NSPS

Maximum for any 1
day

Average of daily values for 30 consecutive
days
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Appendix B – Wasteload Allocation 
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Appendix C – Reasonable Potential Analysis 

  



Stream Data: Effluent Data: Water Quality Criteria:

Receiving stream Hardness: 35 mg/L Flow 3,100,000 gal/day Mean annual streamflow at discharge: 1,767 ft
3
/s

Upstream TSS: 10 mg/L TSS 59 mg/L 1,141,962,624 gal/day

7Q10: 94 ft
3
/s Dilution factor: 369.375

60,749,568 gal/day Instream TSS: 12.38 mg/L IWC 4.855162058

1Q10:
89

ft
3
/s Acute Dilution factor: 19.55

57,518,208 gal/day Chronic Dilution factor: 20.60

Acute Water Quality Criteria (WQCAcute)

Metal KPO α fD

 Maximum 

effluent CT

Instream CD WQC Acute Action needed?

(μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L)

Arsenic 4.80.E+05 -0.729 0.51 78 2.05 340.00 no

Cadmium 4.00.E+06 -1.131 0.000 0 0.00 0.67 no

Chromium III 3.36.E+06 -0.930 0.00 0 0.00 241.15 no

Chromium VI 3.36.E+06 -0.930 0.00 0 0.00 16.00 no

Copper 1.04.E+06 -0.744 0.34 10 0.17 5.00 no

Lead 2.80.E+06 -0.800 0.00 0 0.00 20.25 no

Mercury NA NA NA 0.0013 0.0001 1.40 no

Nickel 4.90.E+05 -0.572 0.00 0 0.00 192.64 no

Zinc 1.25.E+06 -0.704 0.28 241 3.39 48.14 no

Chronic Water Quality Criteria (WQCChronic)

Metal KPO α fD

 Average effluent 

CT

Instream CD WQC Chronic Action needed?

(μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L)

Arsenic 4.80.E+05 -0.729 0.51 78 1.94 150.00 no

Cadmium 4.00.E+06 -1.131 0.000 0 0.00 0.33 no

Chromium III 3.36.E+06 -0.930 0.00 0 0.00 31.37 no

Chromium VI 3.36.E+06 -0.930 0.00 0 0.00 11.00 no

Copper 1.04.E+06 -0.744 0.34 10 0.16 3.65 no

Lead 2.80.E+06 -0.800 0.00 0 0.00 0.79 no

Mercury NA NA NA 0.0013 0.0001 0.012 no

Nickel 4.90.E+05 -0.572 0.00 0 0.00 21.40 no

Zinc 1.25.E+06 -0.704 0.28 241 3.22 48.54 no

Selenium NA NA NA 0 0.00 5.00 no
 

Human Health Water Quality Criteria (WQCHuman Health)

Metal KPO α fD

Maximum effluent 

CT

Instream CD WQC Chronic Action needed?

(μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L)

Arsenic 4.80.E+05 -0.729 0.51 78 0.11 50.00 no

Total Recoverable Effluent Limit

Metal CS  Chronic CT  Chronic CT  Acute CT  Acute CT (1)

(μg/L) (μg/L) (lbs/day) (μg/L) (lbs/day)

30-Day Avg 30-Day Avg Daily Max Daily Max

Arsenic 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Cadmium 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Chromium III 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Chromium VI 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Copper 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A (2)

Lead 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Mercury 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Nickel 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Zinc 0.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Selenium 0.0 N/A N/A -- --

NOTES:

(1) Chronic and acute total recoverable metal effluent concentration (CT) from EPA 823-B-96-007, June 1996, page 33:

(2) Assuming background dissolved metal concentration (CS) in the stream is 0 μg/L, equations above become:

NOTES:

End of report

Reasonable Potential Analysis for Freshwater

*Water Quality Criteria (WQC) from State of Georgia Rules and Regulations 391-3-6-.03.

Permit Name: King America Finishing, Inc.

NPDES Permit No.: GA0003280 

E

E

D

Acute   

T
Q

1Q10)(Q
f

WQC

C  Acute

+×
=

E

E

D

Chronic   

T
Q

7Q10) (Q
f

WQC

C  Chronic

+×
=

E

SE

D

Chronic   

T
Q

)C(7Q107Q10)(Q
f

WQC

C  Chronic

×−+×
=

E

SE

D

Acute 

T
Q

)C(1Q101Q10)(Q
f

WQC

C Acute

×−+×
=

6α)(1

InstreamPO

D
10 (mg/L)TSSK1

1
f −+ ××+

=

mg/L     
DF

f(mg/L)CEffluent 
C  Instream DT

D

×
=













+







=

day
gal

     Flow

day
gal

    Flow
day

gal
     1Q10

Factor     Dilution   Acute













+







=

day
gal

     Flow

day
gal

    Flow
day

gal
     7Q10

Factor     Dilution   Chronic

𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 = 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 ( �𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝐹𝐹 𝑑𝑑𝑔𝑔𝑑𝑑)𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 ( �𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝐹𝐹 𝑑𝑑𝑔𝑔𝑑𝑑) + 7𝑄𝑄𝑄𝑄( �𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝐹𝐹 𝑑𝑑𝑔𝑔𝑑𝑑)



Stream Data: Effluent Data: Water Quality Criteria:

Receiving stream Hardness: 35 mg/L Flow 3,100,000 gal/day Mean annual streamflow at discharge: 1,767 ft
3
/s

Upstream TSS: 10 mg/L TSS 59 mg/L 1,141,962,624 gal/day

7Q10: 94 ft
3
/s Dilution factor: 369.375

60,749,568 gal/day Instream TSS: 12.38 mg/L

1Q10:
89

ft
3
/s Acute Dilution factor: 19.55

57,518,208 gal/day Chronic Dilution factor: 20.60

Water Quality Criteria (WQC)

Nonmetal
Effluent 

Concentration

Instream 

Concentration 
WQC WQC/2 Action needed?

(μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L) (μg/L)

Cyanide (Chronic) 18.0 0.87 5 2.6 no

Phenols (Chronic) 46.00 2.23 300 150 no

Phenols (Human Health) 150.0 0.41 857000 428500 no

NOTES:

End of report

Reasonable Potential Analysis for Freshwater

Permit Name: King America Finishing, Inc.

NPDES Permit No.: GA0003280 

*Water Quality Criteria (WQC) from State of Georgia Rules and Regulations 391-3-6-.03.



Ammonia Reasonable Potential Analysis

General Information

Facility

Permit #

Staff

Date

Upstream Conditions Basis

Flow, Qs 213.00 cfs Qstream (30Q3) as determined by WPMP

Concentration, Cs 0.03 mg/L background concentration generally ~0.13 mg/L or as specified by WPMP

Discharge Characteristics Basis

Flow, Qd 2.770 MGD effluent flow rate

Flow, Qd 4.29 cfs effluent flow rate

Concentration, Cd 7.00 mg/L permitted daily average concentration

IWC 2.0 % instream waste concentration

Predicted Downstream Basis

Flow, Qr 217.29 cfs calculated combined flow

Concentration, Cr 0.17 mg/L calculated instream concentration

Applicable Criteria 1.08 mg/L instream toxicity criteria as determined by WPMP

Ratio 16 % predicted instream concentration as % of criteria

RP is there reasonable potential to exceed criteria?

Action what is appropriate permitting action?

No

None

King America Finishing, Inc.

GA0003280

McDowell

23.May.19
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Appendix D – Performance-Based Reductions 

  



Performance-Based Reductions of NPDES Permit Monitoring Frequencies

Parameter Baseline Monitoring
Monthly Average Limit

1 

(lbs/day)

Monthly Average Limit
1 

(mg/L)
Time Period

Long Term Average 

(lbs/day)

Long Term Average 

(mg/L)
# of SNCs in the Past 2 Years # of Violations in the Past Year Ratio (Mass) Ratio (Conc.) Most Stringent Ratio Proposed Monitoring

BOD5 5/Week  323 30 4/1/2017 - 04/01/2019 93 6 0 0 29% 20% 29% 5/Week
2

COD 5/Week  5,328 -- 4/1/2017 - 04/01/2019 3410 -- 0 0 64% -- 64% 5/Week
3

TSS 5/Week  650 -- 4/1/2017 - 04/01/2019 91 6 0 0 14% -- 14% 1/Week

Sulfide 7/Week  9.8 1.5 4/1/2017 - 04/01/2019 3.20 0.20 0 0 33% 14% 33% 3/Week

Total Ammonia 7/Week  181 7 4/1/2017 - 04/01/2019 23.91 1.55 0 5 13% 22% 22% 7/Week

Total Phenols 1/Week  4.9 -- 4/1/2017 - 04/01/2019 0.3 -- 0 0 5% -- 5% 1/2Mos

Total Chromium 1/Week  4.9 -- 4/1/2017 - 04/01/2019 0.16 0.01 0 0 3% -- 3% 1/2Mos

1
 The monthly average limits are from the proposed draft permit

2
 The monitoring frequency of BOD5 has not been reduced as historical data occassionally exceeded the proposed daily maximum effluent limitations

3
 COD is a useful indicator of wastewater treatment efficiency and process controls, thus the COD monitoring frequency has not been reduced due to other effluent limitation exceedance experienced at the facility

https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/perf-red.pdf

Compliance History Performance History

King America Finishing, Inc.

GA0003280

Permit Requirements Monitoring Data

Page 1 of 1
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Appendix E – WET Testing Results 

  



Historical Data (2015-2019) - WET Testing Results  

  

King America Finishing, Inc.  

GA0003280  

Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity

Ceriodaphnia dubia Pimephales Promelas Ceriodaphnia dubia Pimephales Promelas Ceriodaphnia dubia Pimephales Promelas Ceriodaphnia dubia

12/1/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/3/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/5/2013 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

12/10/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/12/2013 100 100 6 -- -- 100 --

12/13/2013 -- -- -- 100 -- -- 100

12/16/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/18/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/23/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/27/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/1/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/3/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- --

1/6/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

1/8/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/10/2014 -- -- 25 -- -- -- 100

1/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/15/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/20/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/22/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/27/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/30/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/3/2014 50 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/6/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/10/2014 60 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/17/2014 52 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/19/2014 40 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/21/2014 -- -- 6 -- 100 -- 100

2/24/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/25/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/26/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/27/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/28/2014 100 -- 50 -- 100 -- --

3/1/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

3/2/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

3/3/2014 100 -- 80 -- 100 100 100

3/4/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

3/5/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

3/10/2014 100 100 -- 50 -- -- --

3/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/17/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/24/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/26/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/31/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/1/2014 -- -- 25 -- -- -- 100

4/2/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

4/7/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/9/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/16/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/23/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/28/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/30/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/5/2014 100 -- 80 -- 100 -- 100

5/7/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/12/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/27/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/28/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/2/2014 100 -- 74 -- -- -- 100

6/3/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/4/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 100 --

6/5/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/6/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/7/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/8/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/9/2014 100 -- 84 100 -- -- 100

6/10/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/11/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

6/12/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/15/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/16/2014 100 -- 46 -- -- -- 100

6/17/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/18/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/20/2014 100 100 -- -- 100 -- --

6/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/22/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/23/2014 100 -- 52 -- -- -- 100

6/24/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/25/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

6/26/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/27/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/28/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/29/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/30/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/1/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/2/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

7/3/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/4/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/5/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/6/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/7/2014 51 -- 6 -- -- -- 100

7/8/2014 54 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/9/2014 100 -- 65 -- 100 -- --

7/10/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/11/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/12/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/14/2014 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

Date

Effluent Data

Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity

In-Stream Data (25 feet downstream)

Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity
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Historical Data (2015-2019) - WET Testing Results  

  

King America Finishing, Inc.  

GA0003280  

7/15/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/16/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/17/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/18/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/20/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/21/2014 100 -- 50 -- 100 -- 100

7/22/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/23/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

7/24/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/25/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/26/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/27/2014 85 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/28/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

7/29/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/30/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

7/31/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/1/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/2/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/3/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/4/2014 100 -- 50 -- -- -- 100

8/5/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/6/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/7/2014 19 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/8/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/9/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/10/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/11/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

8/12/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/13/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/15/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/16/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/17/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/18/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

8/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/20/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/22/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/23/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/24/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/25/2014 100 -- 25 -- -- -- 100

8/26/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/27/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/28/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/29/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/30/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/31/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/1/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

9/2/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/3/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 100 --

9/4/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/5/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/6/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/7/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/8/2014 100 -- 65 100 -- -- 100

9/9/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/10/2014 100 100 -- -- 100 -- --

9/11/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/12/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/15/2014 100 -- 50 -- -- -- 100

9/16/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/17/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

9/18/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/20/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/22/2014 100 -- 50 -- -- -- 100

9/23/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/24/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

9/25/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/26/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/27/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/28/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/29/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

9/30/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/1/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

10/2/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/3/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/4/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/5/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/6/2014 100 -- 25 -- -- -- 100

10/7/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/8/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

10/9/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/10/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/11/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/12/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/13/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

10/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/15/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

10/16/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/17/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/18/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/20/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

10/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/22/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

10/23/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/24/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/25/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/26/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/27/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- 100

10/28/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- --

10/29/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

10/30/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/31/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --
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Historical Data (2015-2019) - WET Testing Results  

  

King America Finishing, Inc.  

GA0003280  

11/1/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/2/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/3/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

11/4/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/5/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

11/6/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/7/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/8/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/9/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/10/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

11/11/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/12/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

11/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/15/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/16/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/17/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

11/18/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/19/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

11/20/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/22/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/23/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/24/2014 100 -- 50 -- -- -- 100

11/25/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/26/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

11/27/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/28/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/29/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/30/2014 90 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/1/2014 100 -- 50 -- -- -- 100

12/2/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/3/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

12/4/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

12/5/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

12/8/2014 100 -- 8 50 -- -- 100

12/9/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/10/2014 100 100 -- -- 100 -- --

12/11/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/12/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/13/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/14/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/15/2014 100 -- 8 -- -- -- 100

12/16/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/17/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

12/18/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/19/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/20/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/21/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/22/2014 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

12/24/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

12/25/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/26/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/27/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/28/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/29/2014 100 -- 25 -- -- -- 100

12/30/2014 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/31/2014 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

1/1/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/2/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/3/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/4/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/5/2015 100 -- 80 -- -- -- 100

1/6/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/7/2015 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

1/8/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/9/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/10/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/11/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/12/2015 100 -- 50 -- -- -- 100

1/13/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/14/2015 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

1/15/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/16/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/17/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/18/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/19/2015 100 -- 25 -- -- -- 100

1/20/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/21/2015 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

1/22/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/23/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/24/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/25/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/26/2015 100 -- 50 -- -- -- 100

1/27/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/28/2015 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

1/29/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/30/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/31/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/1/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/2/2015 100 -- 25 -- -- -- 100

2/3/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/4/2015 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/5/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/6/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/7/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/8/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/9/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/10/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/13/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/16/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/18/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/23/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/25/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/4/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/6/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/9/2015 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

3/11/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/16/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --
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Historical Data (2015-2019) - WET Testing Results  

  

King America Finishing, Inc.  

GA0003280  

3/18/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/25/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/27/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/30/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/3/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/8/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/10/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/13/2015 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

4/15/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/20/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/22/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/27/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/29/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/4/2015 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

5/6/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/11/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/13/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/18/2015 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

5/20/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/29/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/30/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/1/2015 100 100 8 75 100 100 100

6/3/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/8/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/10/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/16/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/17/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/22/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/24/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/10/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/11/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/13/2015 100 -- 65 -- 100 -- 100

7/15/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/20/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/22/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/30/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/31/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/3/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/5/2013 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/10/2015 100 -- 65 -- 100 -- 100

8/12/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/17/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/19/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/24/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/26/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/1/2015 100 -- 65 -- 100 -- 100

9/3/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/7/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/18/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/19/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/21/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/23/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/28/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/30/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/5/2015 100 -- 50 -- 100 -- 100

10/7/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/12/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/14/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/22/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/23/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/26/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/28/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/2/2015 100 -- 65 -- 100 -- 100

11/4/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/9/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/11/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/16/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/18/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/23/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/24/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/30/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/5/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/6/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/7/2015 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

12/9/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/11/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/14/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/16/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/21/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/22/2015 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/1/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/7/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/8/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/11/2016 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

1/13/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/19/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/20/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/25/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/27/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/1/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/5/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/8/2016 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

2/10/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/15/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/17/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/22/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/24/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/29/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/8/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/9/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/14/2016 100 -- 65 -- 100 -- 100

3/16/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/21/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/23/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/30/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/31/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/4/2016 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

4/6/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

Page 4 of 8



Historical Data (2015-2019) - WET Testing Results  

  

King America Finishing, Inc.  

GA0003280  

4/11/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/14/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/18/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/20/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/25/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/27/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/2/2016 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

5/4/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/11/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/12/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/19/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/20/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/23/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/25/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/3/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/4/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/9/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/10/2016 100 100 25 75 100 100 100

6/13/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/15/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/20/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/23/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/27/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/29/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/4/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/15/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/16/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/18/2016 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

7/20/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/25/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/27/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/2/2016 -- -- 50 -- -- -- 100

8/5/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/6/2016 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/12/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/13/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/15/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/17/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/22/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/24/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/2/2016 100 -- 25 -- -- -- 100

9/3/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/5/2016 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

9/7/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/12/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/14/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/19/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/21/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/29/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/30/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/4/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/6/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/10/2016 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

10/14/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/17/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/19/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/24/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/27/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/31/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/4/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/7/2016 -- -- 65 -- -- -- 100

11/10/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/11/2016 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

11/17/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/18/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/21/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/23/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/1/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/2/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/5/2016 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

12/7/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/12/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/14/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/19/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/21/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/27/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/28/2016 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/5/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/6/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/10/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/11/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/16/2017 87 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

1/18/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/23/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/25/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/30/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/1/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/6/2017 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

2/8/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/13/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/15/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/20/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/22/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/2/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/3/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/6/2017 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

3/8/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/15/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/16/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/23/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/24/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/27/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/28/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/4/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/8/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/10/2017 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

4/13/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/17/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --
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Historical Data (2015-2019) - WET Testing Results  

  

King America Finishing, Inc.  

GA0003280  

4/19/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/24/2017 100 -- 25 -- -- -- 100

4/26/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/1/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/5/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/8/2017 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- --

5/10/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- 100

5/12/2017 37 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/18/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/19/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/23/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/24/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/30/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/31/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/5/2017 100 100 80 100 100 100 100

6/7/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/15/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/16/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/19/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/21/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/27/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/28/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/5/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/6/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/10/2017 100 -- 65 -- -- -- 100

7/14/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/15/2017 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

7/21/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/22/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/26/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/28/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/31/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/2/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/4/2017 100 -- 50 -- 100 -- 100

8/10/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/11/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/15/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/16/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/21/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/23/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/28/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/30/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/6/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/7/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/15/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/16/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/18/2017 100 -- 50 -- 100 -- 100

9/20/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/27/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/28/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/2/2017 100 -- 25 -- 100 -- 100

10/6/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/9/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/12/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/18/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/19/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/26/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/27/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/30/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/1/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/6/2017 -- -- 8 -- -- -- 100

11/7/2017 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

11/8/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/17/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/18/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/20/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/21/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/2/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/3/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/4/2017 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

12/6/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/16/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/17/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/20/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/21/2017 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/19/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/21/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/22/2018 -- -- 50 -- -- -- 100

1/24/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/26/2018 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/1/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/2/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/5/2018 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

2/7/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/12/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/13/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/24/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/25/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/2/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/3/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/5/2018 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

3/7/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/12/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/14/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/21/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/23/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/26/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/28/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/2/2018 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

4/4/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/9/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/11/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/19/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/20/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/28/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/29/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/2/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/7/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --
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Historical Data (2015-2019) - WET Testing Results  
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5/9/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/14/2018 81 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

5/16/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/24/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/25/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

5/31/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/1/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/4/2018 35 16 8 8 100 -- 100

6/8/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/14/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/15/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/22/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/23/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/26/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

6/27/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/11/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/12/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/16/2018 -- -- 25 -- -- -- 6

7/19/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/20/2018 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

7/26/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

7/27/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/1/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/2/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/8/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/9/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/13/2018 -- -- 25 -- -- -- 100

8/16/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/17/2018 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

8/24/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

8/25/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/1/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/3/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/4/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/15/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/16/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/17/2018 -- -- 65 -- -- -- 100

9/19/2018 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

9/21/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/26/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

9/27/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/1/2018 -- -- 25 -- -- -- 100

10/3/2018 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

10/5/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/10/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/13/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/19/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/20/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/27/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

10/28/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/2/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/3/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/5/2018 -- -- 8 -- -- -- 100

11/8/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/9/2018 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

11/27/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

11/28/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/7/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/8/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/10/2018 -- -- 50 -- -- -- 100

12/15/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/16/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/17/2018 100 -- 6 -- 100 -- 50

12/19/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/25/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

12/26/2018 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/2/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/3/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/10/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/11/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/17/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/18/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/21/2019 -- -- 65 -- -- -- 100

1/24/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

1/26/2019 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

1/31/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/1/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/4/2019 -- -- 25 -- -- -- 100

2/7/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/8/2019 100 -- -- -- 100 -- --

2/13/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/14/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/20/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/21/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/27/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

2/28/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/4/2019 100 -- 8 -- 100 -- 100

3/6/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/14/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/15/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/20/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/21/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/25/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

3/27/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/5/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/6/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/8/2019 100 -- 65 -- 100 -- 100

4/10/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/15/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/17/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/22/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

4/24/2019 100 -- -- -- -- -- --

Number of Tests 734 9 95 9 108 7 92

Number of Tests            

(04/2017 - 04/2019)
205 2 26 2 25 1 26

Number of Violations
1 13 1 4 0 0 0 2

Results Analysis
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Number of Violations
1 

(04/2017 - 04/2019)
3 1 1 0 0 0 2

Frequency of Violations 1.77% 11.11% 4.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.17%

Frequency of Violations 

(04/2017 - 04/2019)
1.46% 50.00% 3.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.69%

1
 In-stream WET tests do not have limits; thus the data entered under the number of violations rows for in-stream data represents instances where some amount of toxicity was indicated in the receiving water, not permit violations.

Violation
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Appendix F – Production-Based Effluent Limitations 

  



Effluent Calculations from 40 CFR 410; Subpart D

Permit Limits = Average Production (lbs/day) x Mass Factor (lbs/1000 lbs)

Parameter Source Average Production (lbs/day) Daily Average Daily Maximum Daily Average Daily Maximum

BOD5 Plant 1  97,939 3.3 6.6  323  646

Plant 1 - (a)
1

 97,939 30.0 60.0  2,938  5,876

Plant 1 - (b)
1 

-
 
Natural Fiber  27,423 10.0 20.0  274  548

Plant 1 - (d)
1
 - Complex Blend  70,516 30.0 60.0  2,115  4,231

Total  5,328  10,656

TSS Plant 1  97,939 8.9 17.8  872  1,743

Sulfide Plant 1  97,939 0.10 0.20  9.8  19.6

Total Phenols Plant 1  97,939 0.05 0.10  4.9  9.8

Total Chromium Plant 1  97,939 0.05 0.10  4.9  9.8

Parameter Source Average Production (lbs/day) Daily Average Daily Maximum Daily Average Daily Maximum

BOD5 Plant 1  111,849 3.3 6.6  369  738

Plant 1 - (a)
1

 111,849 30.0 60.0  3,355  6,711

Plant 1 - (b)
1 

-
 
Natural Fiber  31,318 10.0 20.0  313  626

Plant 1 - (d)
1
 - Complex Blend  80,531 30.0 60.0  2,416  4,832

Total  6,085  12,169

TSS Plant 1  111,849 8.9 17.8  995  1,991

Sulfide Plant 1  111,849 0.10 0.20  11.2  22.4

Total Phenols Plant 1  111,849 0.05 0.10  5.6  11.2

Total Chromium Plant 1  111,849 0.05 0.10  5.6  11.2

Parameter Source Average Production (lbs/day) Daily Average Daily Maximum Daily Average Daily Maximum

BOD5 Plant 1  128,116 3.3 6.6  423  846

Plant 1 - (a)
1

 128,116 30.0 60.0  3,843  7,687

Plant 1 - (b)
1 

-
 
Natural Fiber  35,872 10.0 20.0  359  717

Plant 1 - (d)
1
 - Complex Blend  92,244 30.0 60.0  2,767  5,535

Total  6,970  13,939

TSS Plant 1  128,116 8.9 17.8  1,140  2,280

Sulfide Plant 1  128,116 0.10 0.20  12.8  25.6

Total Phenols Plant 1  128,116 0.05 0.10  6.4  12.8

Total Chromium Plant 1  128,116 0.05 0.10  6.4  12.8

1
 (a),(b),(c), & (d) refer to the BPT limitations established in the subsections of 40 CFR 410.42

Tier 2 - 97,939 lbs/day < Average Production (Plant 1) ≤ 111,849 lbs/day

GA0003280

COD

BPT Mass Factors (lbs/ 1000 lbs) NPDES Permit Limits (lbs/day)

COD

Tier 3 - 111,849 lbs/day < Average Production (Plant 1) ≤ 128,116 lbs/day

BPT Mass Factors (lbs/ 1000 lbs) NPDES Permit Limits (lbs/day)

King America Finishing, Inc.

BPT Mass Factors (lbs/ 1000 lbs) NPDES Permit Limits (lbs/day)

COD

Tier 1 - Average Production (Plant 1) ≤ 97,939 lbs/day
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Appendix G – Historical DMR Data 

  



Historical Data (2015-2019) - Daily Average DMR Values

BOD5 (lbs/day) BOD5 (mg/L) COD (lbs/day) TSS (lbs/day) TSS (mg/L) Sulfide (lbs/day) Sulfide (mg/L) Total Ammonia (lbs/day) Total Ammonia (mg/L) Total Phenols (lbs/day) Total Chromium (lbs/day) Total Chromium (mg/L)

1/1/2015 181 14 3052 162 12 13.43 1.00 23.41 1.76 0.6 0.12 0.01

2/1/2015 182 14 2893 208 15 12.81 1.00 33.08 2.39 0.9 0.15 0.01

3/1/2015 170 13 2502 203 16 14.20 1.18 26.00 1.98 0.6 0.11 0.01

4/1/2015 263 18 3551 329 22 14.29 1.13 17.73 1.17 0.7 0.15 0.01

5/1/2015 209 13 3414 213 13 19.55 1.43 20.59 1.30 0.8 0.15 0.01

6/1/2015 112 9 2623 121 9 2.39 0.20 15.91 1.26 0.6 0.12 0.01

7/1/2015 109 9 2530 80 7 2.06 0.20 7.70 0.66 0.6 0.14 0.01

8/1/2015 89 6 2679 74 5 2.89 0.20 11.86 0.82 0.6 0.13 0.01

9/1/2015 60 4 2468 46 3 2.80 0.20 10.39 0.75 0.8 0.16 0.01

10/1/2015 151 10 2860 230 16 2.81 0.20 11.53 0.82 0.7 0.15 0.01

11/1/2015 138 9 2399 68 5 2.77 0.20 16.36 1.19 1.0 0.15 0.01

12/1/2015 127 10 2564 76 6 2.64 0.20 15.00 1.14 0.7 0.12 0.01

1/1/2016 155 12 2398 142 11 2.56 0.20 17.07 1.29 0.6 0.12 0.01

2/1/2016 177 15 2415 193 16 2.44 0.20 12.81 1.05 0.6 0.11 0.01

3/1/2016 141 10 2401 137 9 2.77 0.20 16.99 1.23 1.1 0.15 0.01

4/1/2016 94 8 2143 64 6 2.31 0.20 11.31 1.02 0.9 0.11 0.01

5/1/2016 41 3 1832 31 3 2.41 0.20 8.15 0.66 0.8 0.13 0.01

6/1/2016 38 3 1663 40 3 2.64 0.20 8.89 0.69 0.7 0.13 0.01

7/1/2016 51 4 2060 59 4 2.50 0.20 10.58 0.82 0.7 0.13 0.01

8/1/2016 62 4 2354 73 5 2.83 0.20 15.16 1.08 0.8 0.16 0.01

9/1/2016 47 3 2764 49 4 2.69 0.20 13.45 0.99 0.6 0.13 0.01

10/1/2016 47 4 2474 40 3 2.55 0.20 16.33 1.27 0.6 0.13 0.01

11/1/2016 80 6 2760 94 7 2.42 0.20 21.95 1.79 0.6 0.13 0.01

12/1/2016 39 3 2649 36 3 2.55 0.20 18.04 1.33 0.8 0.12 0.01

1/1/2017 56 4 2071 46 4 2.44 0.20 13.61 1.11 0.7 0.13 0.01

2/1/2017 78 6 2271 38 3 2.60 0.20 13.38 1.05 0.7 0.14 0.01

3/1/2017 98 7 2969 59 4 2.88 0.20 14.91 1.03 0.5 0.14 0.01

4/1/2017 84 5 2941 65 4 3.13 0.20 17.66 1.12 0.8 0.16 0.01

5/1/2017 122 8 2813 83 5 3.10 0.20 12.15 0.79 0.9 0.17 0.01

6/1/2017 72 4 3054 62 4 3.50 0.20 12.09 0.69 0.9 0.18 0.01

7/1/2017 55 3 3192 53 3 3.10 0.20 15.33 1.04 0.1 0.15 0.01

8/1/2017 55 3 3629 57 3 3.42 0.20 17.32 1.02 0.2 0.19 0.01

9/1/2017 55 4 3447 42 3 2.66 0.20 27.60 2.06 0.2 0.13 0.01

10/1/2017 88 6 3535 105 7 2.84 0.20 43.61 3.05 0.1 0.15 0.01

11/1/2017 85 7 3398 55 5 2.57 0.20 29.76 2.16 0.1 0.12 0.01

12/1/2017 95 6 4405 97 6 3.03 0.20 23.56 1.54 0.2 0.17 0.01

1/1/2018 140 10 4094 140 10 4.10 0.28 45.96 3.38 0.1 0.12 0.01

2/1/2018 172 11 4171 196 12 3.25 0.20 10.94 0.67 0.3 0.17 0.01

3/1/2018 166 11 4220 152 10 2.98 0.20 11.64 0.81 0.1 0.15 0.01

4/1/2018 202 13 4062 135 9 3.18 0.20 23.73 1.41 0.2 0.16 0.01

5/1/2018 67 4 3529 96 6 3.04 0.20 93.40 5.73 0.2 0.16 0.01

6/1/2018 86 5 3976 140 8 3.21 0.20 13.99 0.90 0.3 0.16 0.01

7/1/2018 66 4 3384 66 4 3.56 0.20 24.08 1.44 0.4 0.18 0.01

8/1/2018 56 3 3456 82 5 3.59 0.20 13.41 0.72 0.2 0.18 0.01

9/1/2018 37 2 2795 47 3 3.06 0.20 14.77 0.97 0.1 0.14 0.01

10/1/2018 95 6 3261 113 7 3.31 0.20 10.84 0.67 0.2 0.15 0.01

11/1/2018 229 13 4839 201 12 3.21 0.20 64.06 3.77 0.2 0.17 0.01

12/1/2018 88 5 2639 92 5 3.93 0.24 17.70 1.25 0.2 0.166 0.01

1/1/2019 76 5 2408 77 5 2.99 0.20 21.59 1.45 0.1 0.138 0.01

2/1/2019 50 3 2968 42 3 3.26 0.20 9.85 0.64 0.2 0.161 0.01

3/1/2019 53 3 2749 43 3 3.15 0.20 11.92 0.75 0.2 0.154 0.01

4/1/2019 39 3 2297 35 3 2.80 0.20 10.69 0.76 0.2 0.146 0.01

Long Term Average 102 7 2962 100 7 4.06 0.29 19.61 1.35 0.5 0.14 0.01

# of Violations (Current) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

# of Violations (Proposed) 0 0 0 0 -- 5 0 0 0 0 0 --

Parameters

Monthly Average

Date

King America Finishing, Inc.

GA0003280
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Historical Data (2015-2019) - Daily Maximum DMR Values

BOD5 (lbs/day) BOD5 (mg/L) COD (lbs/day) TSS (lbs/day) TSS (mg/L) Sulfide (lbs/day) Sulfide (mg/L) Total Ammonia (lbs/day) Total Ammonia (mg/L) Total Phenols (lbs/day) Total Chromium (lbs/day) Total Chromium (mg/L) Temperature (°F)

1/1/2015 379 25 4611 292 20 21.93 1.00 66.41 4.74 0.7 0.14 0.01 69

2/1/2015 394 23 4830 468 32 17.85 1.00 93.99 6.83 1.4 0.18 0.01 72

3/1/2015 424 27 3689 422 31 36.23 2.40 91.54 7.73 0.6 0.12 0.01 78

4/1/2015 507 34 4498 891 59 24.29 2.00 43.90 2.83 0.9 0.17 0.01 81

5/1/2015 422 22 5755 665 35 74.86 4.80 31.69 1.66 0.9 0.17 0.01 87

6/1/2015 279 17 4184 296 19 3.42 0.20 82.24 6.05 0.7 0.14 0.01 90

7/1/2015 215 16 3377 199 15 3.17 0.20 15.24 1.07 0.8 0.16 0.01 90

8/1/2015 228 14 4091 266 16 3.60 0.20 27.48 1.69 0.7 0.14 0.01 90

9/1/2015 119 8 3448 100 7 3.39 0.20 26.38 1.71 0.8 0.17 0.01 90

10/1/2015 453 30 4029 684 45 3.70 0.20 19.61 1.51 0.9 0.17 0.01 84

11/1/2015 297 17 3101 147 11 3.77 0.20 34.41 2.18 1.1 0.17 0.01 84

12/1/2015 255 18 3541 185 14 3.19 0.20 23.67 1.65 0.7 0.14 0.01 81

1/1/2016 317 22 3441 352 11 3.55 0.20 39.33 2.37 0.7 0.14 0.01 78

2/1/2016 296 24 3485 390 16 3.50 0.20 29.35 2.41 0.7 0.12 0.01 75.74

3/1/2016 580 33 753 9 3.49 0.20 30.68 1.91 2.1 0.17 0.01 82.76

4/1/2016 250 22 3286 196 6 3.30 0.20 24.04 2.03 1.7 0.12 0.01 81

5/1/2016 78 6 2158 37 3 2.97 0.20 18.26 1.50 1.0 0.14 0.01 84

6/1/2016 73 5 2757 87 3 3.40 0.20 16.39 1.13 0.8 0.16 0.01 93

7/1/2016 128 10 2638 174 4 3.65 0.20 23.20 1.55 0.7 0.13 0.01 93

8/1/2016 258 22 3536 350 5 3.74 0.20 29.82 2.40 0.9 0.19 0.01 90

9/1/2016 108 8 4845 135 4 4.25 0.20 31.05 1.65 0.7 0.14 0.01 87.08

10/1/2016 91 7 3518 70 3 3.25 0.20 33.75 2.26 0.7 0.14 0.01 82.04

11/1/2016 225 15 3972 370 7 3.47 0.20 48.87 3.64 0.8 0.16 0.01 81

12/1/2016 78 5 4120 80 3 3.39 0.20 69.56 4.17 1.2 0.17 0.01 78

1/1/2017 143 10 2984 111 8 3.24 0.20 35.78 3.17 0.7 0.15 0.01 78

2/1/2017 165 11 2945 79 5 3.37 0.20 54.90 4.54 0.8 0.17 0.01 78

3/1/2017 224 14 4340 139 8 3.49 0.20 39.67 2.39 0.8 0.17 0.01 81

4/1/2017 202 12 4375 172 12 4.35 0.20 84.34 5.24 0.9 0.18 0.01 83.6

5/1/2017 439 23 5484 238 16 3.90 0.20 26.53 1.42 1.0 0.2 0.01 84.74

6/1/2017 186 11 4278 173 10 4.42 0.20 17.95 1.21 0.9 0.19 0.01 87.3

7/1/2017 191 11 4533 238 14 4.60 0.20 25.55 2.19 0.2 0.17 0.01 94.46

8/1/2017 86 5 6096 228 12 4.05 0.20 34.80 1.83 0.3 0.2 0.01 90.9

9/1/2017 155 10 4624 98 7 3.50 0.20 40.91 2.91 0.3 0.15 0.01 85.9

10/1/2017 321 21 5127 470 30 3.67 0.20 203.71 11.80 0.2 0.17 0.01 86.4

11/1/2017 194 13 4493 146 17 3.32 0.20 98.12 6.84 0.2 0.17 0.01 78.9

12/1/2017 220 14 5465 299 20 4.09 0.20 62.34 4.13 0.2 0.2 0.01 75.2

1/1/2018 223 14 5076 288 10 16.15 0.28 111.81 10.90 0.1 0.14 0.01 77.8

2/1/2018 405 27 5130 501 12 3.72 0.20 26.56 1.75 0.3 0.19 0.01 79.8

3/1/2018 269 16 5689 273 10 3.52 0.20 18.77 1.36 0.1 0.17 0.01 79.1

4/1/2018 352 21 5015 274 9 3.85 0.20 221.32 11.90 0.2 0.18 0.01 78.08

5/1/2018 141 8 5524 331 6 3.97 0.20 1312.05 76.00 0.2 0.19 0.01 85.6

6/1/2018 184 11 5474 430 8 3.85 0.20 25.14 1.91 0.3 0.19 0.01 88.60

7/1/2018 166 8 4415 152 4 4.44 0.20 98.91 5.93 0.4 0.19 0.01 89.90

8/1/2018 181 8 4475 238 5 4.64 0.20 38.26 1.65 0.2 0.20 0.01 88.60

9/1/2018 83 5 3833 163 3 3.84 0.20 73.85 4.71 0.1 0.17 0.01 88.10

10/1/2018 343 20 4307 366 7 3.97 0.20 25.92 1.85 0.2 0.18 0.01 88.6

11/1/2018 685 39 9626 539 31 3.79 0.20 301.91 18.10 0.2 0.173 0.01 79.9

12/1/2018 165 9 6446 345 18 13.50 0.71 171.30 15.80 0.2 0.19 0.01 76.8

1/1/2019 350 22 3452 205 13 4.21 0.26 222.25 14.10 0.2 0.162 0.01 72.9

2/1/2019 77 5 3582 65 4 3.94 0.20 53.21 4.17 0.2 0.176 0.01 78.6

3/1/2019 93 6 3336 67 5 3.75 0.20 33.26 2.11 0.3 0.175 0.01 77.1

4/1/2019 56 5 3146 50 3 3.32 0.20 28.31 2.07 0.3 0.156 0.01 82.1

# of Violations (Current) 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 0 0

# of Violations (Proposed) 1 0 0 0 -- 4 1 1 4 0 0 --

Date

Daily Maximum

Parameters

King America Finishing, Inc.

GA0003280
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Appendix H – Historical Instream Data 

  



Historical Data (2015-2019) - Instream Sampling Results

Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream Upstream Downstream

1/1/2015 5.68 5.74 7.38 7.56 46.35 46.44 52 57 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 1 1 0.1 0.1 9.64 10.02 86 87

2/1/2015 6.4 6.38 7.03 7.16 46.12 46.14 54 60 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 1 1 -- -- 9.44 10.03 65 68

3/1/2015 5.45 5.51 6.32 6.64 60.68 60.67 55 56 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 1 1 -- -- 6.07 6.41 114 112

4/1/2015 5.48 5.53 6.76 6.69 66.96 66.97 68 70 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 1 1 -- -- 6.03 6.23 152 150

5/1/2015 6.48 6.52 7.02 6.92 73.46 73.5 95 170 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 1 1 -- -- 6.14 6.26 100 99

6/1/2015 6.78 6.95 7.07 7.14 80.31 80.29 117 200 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 3.37 29.3 0.2 0.2 -- -- 6.65 6.69 66 70

7/1/2015 6.63 6.47 7.33 7.58 83.61 82.82 122 1078 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 6.01 6.16 58 55

8/1/2015 7.1 7.06 7.47 7.53 82.27 82.31 140 311 0.20 0.25 0.05 0.07 5 24.3 0.2 0.2 -- -- 5.92 5.66 37 42

9/1/2015 5.7 5.96 7.29 7.48 75.11 75.11 96 185 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.08 5 29.3 0.2 0.2 -- -- 5.45 5.62 65 69

10/1/2015 6.42 6.54 6.85 7.02 64.58 64.41 231 118 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 11 0.2 0.2 -- -- 5.98 6.16 91 94

11/1/2015 5.96 6.37 7.85 7.67 60.06 60.01 72 66 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 6.17 0.2 0.2 -- -- 4.96 4.99 138 153

12/1/2015 6.11 6.15 6.99 7.08 57.97 57.96 74 69 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 4.84 4.78 117 127

1/1/2016 6.3 6.33 7.88 7.89 46.17 46.22 136 47 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 90.6 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 8.09 7.98 145 143

2/1/2016 6.91 6.82 7.62 7.51 53.96 53.96 49 50 0.20 1.30 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 7.05 7.21 112 114

3/1/2016 6.12 6.14 8.5 6.59 63.3 63.33 70 77 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 6.14 6.15 125 120

4/1/2016 6 6.06 6.32 6.3 63.78 63.8 65 65 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 6.05 6.07 113 125

5/1/2016 6.66 6.667 7.03 6.99 69.73 69.74 97 103 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 6.33 6.3 72 73

6/1/2016 6.32 6.44 7.57 7.43 74.16 74.16 108 134 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 -- -- 3.95 4.85 105 103

7/1/2016 6.1 5.98 7.51 7.49 79.43 79.45 125 209 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 37.2 0.2 0.2 -- -- 4.74 5.19 59 60

8/1/2016 7.31 6.94 7.74 7.59 78.13 78.08 164 423 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.06 5 7.61 0.2 0.2 0 0 4.41 5.49 34 35

9/1/2016 6.96 7.29 7.29 7.35 74.37 74.46 118 331 0.23 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 9.28 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.96 5.85 78 80

10/1/2016 6.49 6.75 7.64 7.4 67.37 67.47 127 236 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.12 6.3 58.3 0.2 0.2 0 0 6.19 6.03 72 72

11/1/2016 7.51 7.42 7.91 7.87 61 61.04 113 156 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 2.83 3.06 40 44

12/1/2016 5.75 5.66 6.17 6.31 55.39 55.09 81 69 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 7.12 0.2 0.2 0 0 6.25 6.14 73 76

1/1/2017 5.1 5.23 6.12 6.11 55 54.64 69 73 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 6.13 6.45 108 104

2/1/2017 5.76 5.47 6.23 6.31 58.02 58.21 80 76 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 6.5 6.45 109 106

3/1/2017 5.15 5.76 6.25 6.2 60.76 60.44 86 96 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 6.73 6.78 117 115

4/1/2017 6.6 6.49 7.25 7.36 69.31 69.22 309 102 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.12 5.92 91 91

5/1/2017 6.75 6.25 7.11 7.01 74.84 74.95 221 268 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.11 6.01 68 75

6/1/2017 6.13 6.27 7.31 7.27 76.42 77.27 78 85 0.20 0.20 0.10 0.14 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.23 6.8 66 67

7/1/2017 5.95 6.79 7.12 7.71 79.66 79.79 88 110 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.75 5.64 57 60

8/1/2017 6.02 6.72 7.15 7.19 79.34 79.41 89 94 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 4.14 4.12 94 92

9/1/2017 6.45 6.56 7.25 7.29 76.15 76.06 101 105 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 11.3 0.2 0.2 0 0 4.67 4.43 85 79

10/1/2017 6.48 6.54 7.34 7.36 69.62 69.49 169 133 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 6 6.16 65 62

11/1/2017 7.04 6.79 7.23 7.28 57.88 66.16 68 66 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 10.1 0.2 0.2 0 0 7.43 7.23 54 57

12/1/2017 6.12 6.23 7.04 6.96 54.77 54.5 104 99 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 10.1 10.1 0.2 0.2 0 0 8.82 8.59 62 63

1/1/2018 6.65 6.78 6.78 6.98 48.84 48.73 92 81 0.20 0.63 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.9 0 0 7.08 7.39 60 60

2/1/2018 6.52 6.61 6.98 7.05 60.8 60.44 81 95 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.51 5.45 84 84

3/1/2018 6.93 6.57 7.13 7.06 59.09 59 102 96 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.88 5.99 85 85

4/1/2018 6.87 6.98 7.1 7.13 64.85 65.48 96 98 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.38 5.49 99 98

5/1/2018 6.81 6.77 7.23 7.12 71.67 71.24 108 109 2.00 0.32 0.08 0.06 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 4.25 4.38 101 103

6/1/2018 6.25 6.79 6.97 6.99 75.02 75.2 106 97 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 3.75 4.86 113 117

7/1/2018 6.63 6.79 6.95 7.05 78.74 79.04 102 106 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.21 5.16 80 81

8/1/2018 6.43 6.48 6.95 7.01 78.58 78.26 87 68 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.1 5.05 104 96

9/1/2018 7.02 7.01 7.68 7.49 80.11 79.84 99 66 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.09 3.87 34.8 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.14 5.36 34 33

10/1/2018 6.84 6.54 7.13 7.23 77.18 77.18 248 97 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 6.21 6.26 49 48

11/1/2018 6.12 6.32 6.55 6.35 71.69 72.23 70 135 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.16 5.88 84 84

12/1/2018 6.12 6.47 6.9 6.9 61.04 60.98 83 93 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5.39 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.11 5.23 84 73

1/1/2019 6.12 6.65 6.74 6.91 60.01 60.19 77 65 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 7 7.1 90 87

2/1/2019 6.25 6.98 6.98 6.7 60.71 60.8 78 118 0.20 0.22 0.05 0.05 5 5.29 0.2 0.2 0 0 7.64 7.25 79 80

3/1/2019 6.39 6.27 6.53 6.84 59.63 59.5 84 104 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 6.96 6.84 84 81

4/1/2019 6.24 6.08 6.98 6.9 65.57 65.84 92 114 0.20 0.20 0.05 0.05 5 5 0.2 0.2 0 0 5.15 5.98 76 76

King America Finishing, Inc.

GA0003280

Date pH (s.u.) Max. Temperature (°F) Conductivity (μmho/cm) Total Ammonia (mg/L)

Parameters

Sulfide (mg/L) Peroxide (mg/L) Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L) Color (ADMI)pH (s.u.) Min. Formaldehyde (mg/L) Sodium (mg/L)
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Appendix I – Color Study 
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