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1.0 Introduction

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) received a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Pernmitodificationapplication fromBP Products North America, Whiting Business
Unit on November 2, 2010to obtain a Streamlined Mercury Variance (SMV) in accordance with 327 136.5
The application was deemed to be complete and public noticed in accordanceitt?5on March 3, 2011A
permitmodificationis proposedn accordance with 327 IAC-8-16(c) to include the alternate effluent limits for
Mercury and the Pollutant Minimization Program Plan in the NPDES permit

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 and subsequent amendments require a NPDES permit for the
discharge of wastewater sarface waters. Furthermore, Indiana Statuté33-2 requires a permit to control or

limit the discharge of any contaminants into state waters or into a publicly owned treatmentWiskxoposed
permit action by IDEM complies with both federal atdte requirements.

In accordance with Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Sections 124.8 and 124.6, as well is Indiana
Administrative Code (IAC) 327 Section 5, development of a Fact Sheet is required for NPDES permits. This
document fulfils the requirements established in those regulations.

This Fact Sheet was prepared to document the factors considered in the development of NPDES Permit effluent
limitations. The technical basis for the Fact Sheet may consist of evaluations of protheffjagst guidelines,
existing effluent quality, receiving water conditions, and wasteload allocations to meet Indiana Water Quality
Standards. Decisions to award variances to Water Quality Standards or promulgated effluent guidelines are
justified in the Fact Sheet where necessary.

The Pollutant Minimization Program Plan (PMPP) is a requirement of the SMV application and is defined
in 327 IAC 53.5-3(4) as the plan for development and implementation of Pollutant Minimization

Program (PMP). BP Produdi®rth America staff and their consultant have concluded that an end of

pipe treatment system could not be relied on to achieve consistent compliance with the new mercury
limits. BP Products North America will not be able to comply with the new mercuitydue to the fact

that there is not any known end of pipe treatment system that can achieve consistent compliance with the
new mercury limits.

Term of SMV

The SMV and the interim discharge limit included in Part I.A.1., Discharge limitations Tallesmain

in effect until the NPDES permit expires under IG1438-9 (amended under SEA 620, May 2005).
Pursuant to IC 1:34-8-9(d), when the NPDES permit is extended under 1333-6 (administratively
extended), the SMV will remain in effect as lomgthe NPDES permit requirements affected by the SMV
are in effect.

Annual Reports

The annual report is a condition of the Pollutant Minimization Program Plan (PMPP) requirements of 327
IAC 5-3.59(a)(8). The annual report must describe the permitieagess toward fulfilling each PMPP
requirement, the results of all mercury monitoring within the previous year, and the steps taken to
implement the planned activities outlined under the PMPP. The annual report may also include
documentation of chemicahd equipment replacements, staff education programs, and other initiatives
regarding mercury awareness or reductions. The complete inventory and complete evaluation required by
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the PMPP may be submitted as part of the annual report. Submittal ohtred eeport will be due

within twenty-one (21) days following the anniversary of the effective date of the modified NPDES
permit as identified on Page 1. Annual Reports should be submitted to the Office of Water Quality, Mail
Code 6542, Industrial Permdt Section, 100 North Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 2251.

SMV Renewal

As authorized under 327 IAG%5-7(a)(1), the permittee may apply for the renewal of an SMV at any

time within 180 days prior to the expiration of the NPDES permitacbordance with 327 IAC-8.5

7(c), an application for renewal of the SMV must contain the following:

e All information required for an initial SMV application under 327 IAG5-4, including revisions to
the PMPP, if applicable.

A report on implementatioaf each provision of the PMPP.

e An analysis of the mercury concentrations determined through sampling at the facility's locations that
have mercury monitoring requirements in the NPDES permit for the two (2) year period prior to the
SMV renewal application.

e A proposed alternative mercury discharge limit, if appropriate, to be evaluated by the department
according to 327 IAC £.5-8(b) based on the most recent two (2) years of representative sampling
information from the facility.

Renewal of the SMV is sulijeto a demonstration showing that PMPP implementation has achieved
progress toward the goal of reducing mercury from the discharge.

Pollutant Minimization Program Plan (PMPP) and Interim Effluent Limit

The PMPP is a requirement of the SMV applicatod is defined in 327 IAC-8.5-3(4) as the plan for
development and implementation of Pollutant Minimization Program (PMP). The PMPP is defined in
327 IAC 53.5-3(3) as the program developed by an SMV applicant to identify and minimize the
discharge of rarcury into the environment. PMPP requirements (including the enforceable parts of the
PMPP) are outlined in 327 IAG359. In accordance with 327 IAG&5-6, the permittee's PMPP is
appended with this Attachment.

The proposed permit will contain arterim discharge limitation that will replace the final WQBEL for
Mercury and the permit will also include specific measures to be taken to reduce or eliminate the Mercury
in the discharge from Outfall Bbased on the rule requirements found at 327 1A3255Streamlined

Mercury Variance Rule). The Pollutant Minimization Program Plan submitted as part of the Streamlined
Mercury Variance (SMV) Application is being incorporated into the permit as Part V.

The SMV application was deemed to be completeitameets all of the application requirements in
accordance with 327 IAC-8.54, 53.55 and 53.59. The SMV application is attached to this fact
sheet. The proposed interim alternate effluent limitation for Total Merc@3.1g/l as awelve-month
averagdrom the most recent twelwaonth period

The PMPP developed by BP Products North America in accordance with 327349 9f the
Streamlined Mercury Variance Rulll be incorporated into tapermit



2.0 PROPOSEDPERMIT MODIFICATION

2.1 Existing Permit Limits

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 005
TABLE |
Numeric Discharge Limitations, Sampling, and Monitoring Requirements
Quantity or Loading Quality or Concentration Monitoring
Monthly Daily Monthly Daily Measurement Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Average Maximum Units Frequency Type

Total Mercury
Interim Report Report Ibs/day Report Report ng/l.  6x Yearly Grab
Final 0.00023 0.00057 Ibs/day 1.3 3.2 ng/l 6 x Yearly Grab

2.2 Proposed Permit Limits

DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS

Outfall 005
TABLE |
Numeric Discharge Limitations, Sampling, and Monitoring Requirements
Quiality or Concentration Monitoring
Twelve Month  Daily Measurement Sample
Parameter Average Maximum Units Frequency  Type

Total Mercury [1] Interim Effluent Limits
23.1 Report ng/l 6 X Yearly Grab

[1] For the term of this permit, the permittee is subject to the variance discharge limit developed in
accordance with 327 IAC-8.5-8. The permittee applied for, and réd, a variance from the water
guality criterion used to establish the referenced mercury WQBEL under 327-3/8_ Gompliance with
the interim discharge limit (Table 80) will demonstrate compliance with mercury discharge limitations
of this permit fo Outfall 0. The permittee shall report both a daily maximum value and an annual
average for MercuryThetwelve monthaverage value shall be calculated as the average of daily
maximum values from the most recent twetwenth period.Compliance with the variance
discharge limit for Mercury will be achieved when thelve monthaverage value is less than or
equal to the interim discharge limit. Mercury monitoring shall be conductesbihly in the
months of February, April, JunAugust, October, and December of each year for the term of the
permitusing EPA Test Method 1631, Revision Bae initial twelve monthaverage value shall be
reported on the monthly report that is 12 months after the effective date of this permit
modificeion. If EPA Test Method 1631, Revision E is further revised during the term of this
permit, the permittee and/or its contract laboratory is required to utilize the most current version of
the method as soon as possible after approval by EPA but nthktethe second monitoring
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event after the revision. Tlwalculating and reporting of the annual average value for mercury is
only required for the months when samples are taken for mercury. See Part IV of the permit for
the Mercury Pollution Preventiadlanagement Plan Requirements.

3.0 DRAFT PERMIT MODIFICATION RATIONALE

3.1 ProposedPermit Conditions

In accordance with 327 IAC-5.5,BP Products North America applied foSaeamlined Mercury
Variance(SMV) from the water quality based effluent limiions for Mercuryon November 12, 2010

The proposed permit will contain an interim discharge limitation that will replace the final WQBEL for
Mercury and the permit will also include specific measures to be taken to reduce or eliminate the Mercury
in the discharge from Outfall 005 based on the rule requirements found at 3273AG&reamlined

Mercury Variance Rule). The Pollutant Minimization Program Plan submitted as part of the Streamlined
Mercury Variance (SMV) Application is being incorpadtinto the permit as Part V.

The SMV application was deemed to be complete and it meets all of the application requirements in
accordance with 327 IAC-8.54, 53.55 and 53.59. The SMV application is attached to this fact
sheet. The proposed int@ralternate effluent limitation for Total Mercury is 23.1 ng/l awelve-month
averagdrom the most recent twelvaonth period

BP Products North America will be implementing the following PMPP activities to reduce Mercury in
their effluent. Thdollowing PMPP developed by BP Products North America in accordance with 327
IAC 5-3.59 of the Streamlined Mercury Variance Rule is hereby incorporated into this permit as follows:

Planned Activities

1. Within 6 months from the effective date of ftermit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will conduct a review of the reports from the Purdue/Argonne pilot study conducted at
the Whiting Refinery and submit a report to IDEM summarizing recommendations for further evaluation
steps toeduce the discharge of Mercury from the Whiting Refinery.

If a particular mercury removal technology is recommended for an additional pilot demonstration after
completion of the Purdue/Argonne pilot studies conducted at the Whiting Refinery, BP Whitiltg wo
commence a pilot demonstration unit to further review the recommended teclfiesaggcording to the
following schedule:

a Begin operation of such pilot demonstration unit of similar size as the Purdue/Argonne
pilot within eighteen (18) months di¢ NPDES permit modification incorporating the
SMV.

b. Complete the pilot demonstration and submit a final report to IDEM within 1bixt{36)

months of the NPDES permit modification incorporating the SMV.

The pilot demonstration evaluation will inde at least the following: performance under varying weather
and process conditions, evaluation of options for waste streams, and reliability, operability, and feasibility.
The report to IDEM shall summarize the results of the pilot demonstrationdinglreliability and

feasibility of the piloted mercury removal technology, and recommendations for the next phase of review.



2. Within 18 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will complete awvaluation of the mercury reduction of the new brine treatment unit and
final filters being installed at the Whiting Refinery and submit a final report to IDEM within 18 months of
the start up of both the brine treatment unit and the final filters. Wdaagion will include at least the
following: performance under varying weather and process conditions, evaluation of option for waste
streams, and reliability, operability and feasibility. The report to IDEM shall summarize the results of the
evaluatia, including reliability and feasibility of the mercury removal, and recommendation for the next
phase of the review

3. Within 6 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will review the existing phasing policies and practices to ensure the disclosure of
mercury content as part of the purchasing criteria. BP will complete and document the review of the
existing procedures and develop any new language required to incorporate the objectivetofgebti
purchase and use of mercury containing chemicals and equipment where there is a risk of contributing
mercury to the wastewater discharge.

4, Within 12 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirementsBP will educate all BP Whiting Refinery personnel about the mercury related purchasing
policies, recycling practices, proper handling and disposal techniques, spill containment procedures, and
other pollution prevention measures designed to reduce taetadfor mercury to enter the wastewater
treatment plant. BP will develop a compdb@&ised training module or Virtual Training Administrator

(VTA) or other training methods as appropriate for the training of personnel.

5. Within 12 months from the efé¢ive date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will review the current recycling program for opportunities and improvements for the
mercury containing equipment and update the practices and procedures to incorporate thesetiesp

as needed and as feasible.

6. Within 18 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will complete the review and identification of mercury containing chemicals or additives
that are used ithe operations and processes which have the potential risk of entering the process
wastewater sewer system.

7. Within 18 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will compile a complete inventoralbquipment containing mercury that have the

potential risk of charging mercury to the process wastewater sewer system, including the estimated mercury
content from the vendor and supplier information as well as location of such equipment.

8. Within 24 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will perform an assessment of the mercury content of the sediment in the main process
sewer legs that are part of the current sewer cleaning program.

9. Within 24 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will complete an assessment of identified process unit wastewater discharges from
sources within the refinery that may contain mercury at deteleiahs utilizing process knowledge,
previous analysis or with new analysis if warranted.

10. Within 24 months from the effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will develop a prioritized schedule for the clearitigesewers incorporating any
significant impacts found from the results of the sewer system characterization study. The sediment and
mercury removal progress will be reported in the annual reports.



11 Within 36 months from the effective date of themi modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will complete the detailed inventory list of process chemicals or additives containing
mercury, equipment containing mercury and process discharges that contain mercury

12. Within 36 months from th effective date of the permit modification to incorporate the SMV
requirements, BP will develop a procedure utilizing a ranking method to identify theiskgrguipment

and process chemicals for mercury exposure and alternatives that are feasiblie fepldicement. Then
mercury containing chemicals and equipment will be replaced or substituted with chemicals or equipment
containing less mercury or no mercayidentified in the plan or procedure where there is a risk of
contributing mercurytotheaci | i tydés waste water discharge

Public Notice of the Complete SMV Application

The SMV application was deemed complet&airuaryof 2011 and it was placed on public notice on
March 3, 2011 for 30 days. A comment letter dated April 4, 2011 was submitted to IDEM from the
following people/organizations: Ms. Ann Alexander, Senior Attorney, Midwest Program, National
Resources Defenggouncil; Ms. Nicole Kamins, Executive Director, Save the Dunes Council, Inc.: Mr.
Jesse Kharbanda, Executive Director, Hoosier Environmental Council; and Mr. Bowden Quinn,
Conservation Program Coordinator, Sierra Club Hoosier Chapter.

IDEM believes thaBP Products North America, LLC. has adequately responded to the concerns raised
by the April 4" letter and the SMV application meets all of the applicable requirements of 32734C 5
to obtain a permit modification to include the 8Monditions in tleir NPDES permit.

The comments contained in the Apfil letter and the response to those comments BBriProducts
North Americadated May 13, 201are provided below:



BP Response to Comments
05/13/11

Response to Comments on BP SMV Application

Excerpt from the Comments cover letter p. 1 dated 04/04/11

The application reflects both failure to adequately consider important issues within the
SMYV regulatory framework. and significant problems with the regulatory framework itself that
in turn impact the validity under the Clean Water Act (“CWA”) and Indiana law of any variance
granted pursuant to it. Within the SMV regulatory framework, as discussed in more detail
below, we note (i) lack of evaluation of mercury control alternatives, (ii) unexplained
inconsistencies in the data concerning mercury in the intake water, (iii) greatly extended
timetables for production of information that should already be available, and (iv) failure of the
Pollution Minimization Program Plan (“PMPP”) to establish a timetable for sewer cleaning and
sediment removal activities. Additionally, we note that the SMV program itself rests upon 14-
year-old conclusions regarding the cost effectiveness of mercury control technology. which are
not reflective of improved efficiencies over time. The CWA requirements concerning National

General Response:

The SMV regulations do not require that mercury control technologies need to be used or
evaluations submitted to IDEM. As noted in the guidance materials developed to
accompany the SMV rules, IDEM based the streamlined variance process for mercury on
a “recognized lack of economically viable end-of -pipe treatment options.” EPA
approved the SMV rules as compliant with federal requirements, and they continue to
meet federal requirements today. Currently available data supports IDEM’s previous
conclusion that economically viable treatment technologies are not available for
dischargers such as BP. For example, EPA has published two reports analyzing certain
mercury removal technologies. USEPA 2005 (NJ) and USEPA 2007.* These reports
evaluated mercury removal technologies at limited flow rates and on non refinery
wastewater, with mercury concentrations in the ppb range--three orders of magnitude
higher than the wastewater produced at Whiting, which contains low level mercury
concentrations in the ppt range. Because there is no off the shelf treatment technology
proven to treat mercury at ppt concentrations, BP has committed to funding an
independent study of various treatment technologies with Purdue Water Institute (PWI)
and Argonne National Labs (ANL). This is the first known comprehensive evaluation of
technologies to treat wastewaters containing ppt concentrations of mercury on any type of
wastewater. A comprehensive list of potentially applicable technologies has been
compiled, and small batches of wastewater have been subjected to bench scale tests in
certified clean rooms. See Response A3 for published reports on these phases of the
study. The PWI/ANL team is just beginning further evaluations on continuous feed
streams for a few promising technologies selected from the bench scale tests. As a result,
at this time, the technical, operability and economic analysis of tested mercury removal
technologies is not available. The SMV is needed in the interim to maintain compliance
with our NPDES permit until reliable, effective technologies are identified.

* Treatment Technologies for Mercury in Soil, Waste, and Water, USEPA August 2007
and Technological Feasibility of Proposed Water Quality Criteria for NJ, SAIC for
USEPA March 2005.



BP Response to Comments
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Excerpts from the Comments cover letter pp. 2-3

A. Failure to Evaluate Mercury Control Technology

327 TAC 5-3.5-9 sets forth the requirements for PMPPs accompanying SMV applications.
The section requires, inter alia. that a PMPP set forth “[a] list of planned activities to be
conducted to eliminate or minimize the release of mercury to the water,” and further requires that
“the list of planned activities may consider technical and economic feasibility and must include,
at a minimum. the following: ... (D) Other specific activities designed to reduce or eliminate
mercury loadings.” 327 IAC 5-3.5-9(3). A fair reading of that section would require that an
applicant must list all available means of reducing or eliminating mercury loadings, including
removal technology; although it /nay chose not to pursue a particular alternative based on
considerations of technical and economic feasibility. Reading the provision to allow less than
this would allow the applicant unfettered discretion whether to list any activities to reduce
mercury loadings at all, regardless of the actual availability and feasibility of such alternatives.
Such a reading would be inconsistent with both the purpose of the SMV regulations, which is to
“recluce the effluent levels of mercury towards. and achieve as soon as practicable, compliance
with the mercury WQBELSs established for the permitted facility” (IDEM Industrial Streamlined
Mercury Variance (“SMV”) Overview, available at http://www.in.gov/ideny/5 157 .htm; and
would effectively read Subsection (D) out of the regulation.

Response Al:

BP has fully complied with all regulatory requirements. Pursuant to 327 IAC 5-3.5-9, BP
has provided a list of activities that we intend to undertake to eliminate or minimize the
release of mercury from the facility to waters of the state. The list of planned activities
includes those specified in the regulations: 1) reviewing purchasing policies and
procedures, 2) training and awareness for staff, and 3) evaluations of alternatives to
mercury containing chemicals and equipment. BP has also included three “other specific
activities:” 1) prioritized sewer cleaning and sediment removal, 2) continued
implementation of existing programs, including our Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), continued implementation of the refinery modernization plans, Spill
Prevention Control and Countermeasure program (SPCC) as well as our Waste
Minimization and Pollution Prevention Plan, and 3) evaluations of our current recycling
program for mercury containing products and equipment.

Evaluation of treatment technologies is not specifically required by IDEM regulations to
support an SMV application. The regulations were adopted based on IDEM findings
concerning the lack of economically viable treatment technologies. The regulations
require individual applicants to establish and prioritize planned activities in a manner that
maximizes available resources and minimizes duplicative efforts. BP has met this
requirement. Technical and economic feasibility may be considered when determining
whether to pursue a particular activity. The activities outlined in BP’s plan include all
mandatory activities, as well as additional activities BP has identified as technically and
economically feasible. The PMPP is intended to be a living document, which can be
revised to include any further activities that BP identifies in the future.



BP Response to Comments
05/13/11

BP’s Application provides next to no information concerning evaluation of mercury-
containing waste streams and means to reduce or eliminate mercury loadings to receiving waters
through control technology. It provides no information concerning the mercury content of
individual waste streams (essential information for evaluation of mercury control technology),

Response A2:

Pursuant to 327 IAC 5-3.5-7 and 5-3.5-9, BP has provided a complete PMPP, including
the “results of a preliminary inventory of potential uses and sources of mercury in all
buildings and departments and a plan and schedule for providing the department results
of'a complete inventory.” 327 IAC 5-3.5-9(a)(1). A schedule has been developed for
providing a complete inventory of potential uses and sources of mercury. Although BP
already has begun working on the complete inventory, including an evaluation of
historical data, additional time is needed, and provided by regulation, to complete this
effort. BP is on schedule to complete this ahead of our plan and this information will be
provided in the periodic updates submitted to IDEM as required. BP has also provided a
“preliminary identification of known mercury-bearing equipment, waste streams, and
mercury storage sites.” 327 IAC 5-3.5-9(a)(2). Contrary to the Comments, BP is not
required by the applicable regulations to evaluate the waste streams identified, or to
evaluate means to reduce or eliminate mercury loadings to receiving waters through
control technology as part of it SMV application. In addition, BP is not required to
provide information concerning the mercury content of individual waste streams prior to
approval of the SMV and PMPP.

and no information concerning the product of the “millions of dollars toward continued research
and engineering studies evaluating potentially viable waste water treatment technologies” aimed
at meeting the mercury WQS that BP claims to have invested. At the very least, BP is required
under Subsection 327 IAC 5-3.5-9(3) to provide the technical and economic feasibility analysis
underlying any determination not to pursue the technology it is evaluating.

Response A3:

As discussed above, BP has funded an independent review of various treatment
technologies with PWI and ANL. This review is an independent process and BP does not
have the ability to dictate the schedule. However, updates on PWI/ANL progress have
been reported and can be found at their website provided below:

Purdue University Calumet | Purdue Water Institute
http://webs.purduecal.edu/pwi/emerging-technologies/

Any questions regarding the study should be addressed to PWI and ANL.

Pursuant to 327 IAC 5-3.5-9(3), BP has provided a “list of planned activities to be
conducted to eliminate or minimize the release of mercury to water,” including all
specified elements. Although the Comments are correct that the list of activities may
consider technical and economic feasibility, nothing in the regulations requires an
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applicant to submit any technical and economic feasibility analysis conducted in
developing the list of planned activities.

B. Overestimation of Intake Water Mercury Concentration

The Application provides required monitoring data for the plant influent. Application
Part 4 and attached Table 1 spreadsheet; see 327 IAC 5-3.5-4. The data show fairly consistent
reportable/detectable mercury prior to April, 2009, but after that the readings were almost
entirely non-detect, recorded as *<).500 ng/l.” This abrupt change is nowhere analyzed or
explained. In arriving at an average intake mercury concentration, all of the non-detect numbers
were counted as .500 ng/l. Since the large majority of the readings were non-detect, and the non-
detect levels are below the .500 ng/l threshold, this averaging is likely overstating the average
intake mercury concentrations. BP should be asked to explain the observed pattern, and
demonstrate why the quantification of non-detect readings at .500 ng/l is appropriate.

Response B:

All sampling and analysis (including Lake Michigan intake water) was carried out using
the “clean” techniques (EPA Method 1669) identified in Section 1.2 of EPA Method
1631E. In accordance with EPA guidance and the third party sampling protocol,
collection of low level mercury samples does not occur during precipitation (e.g., rain or
snow) in order to minimize potential sample contamination from air borne sources.
Additionally, the strict QA/QC requirements of EPA Method 1631E for data acceptance
and rejection are followed by the laboratory. BP has no control over mercury levels in
Lake Michigan intake water, and is not required to analyze or explain the variability of
Lake Michigan mercury levels. The data presented are valid and representative of Lake
Michigan intake water at the time of sampling.

The intake data are not used for compliance or regulatory purposes (e.g. intake credits),
but are simply shown for illustrative purposes and to demonstrate that intake water itself
can be a source of mercury. The reporting limit (RL) for EPA Method 1631E is 0.5 ng/L,
whereas the laboratory method detection limit (MDL) can vary based on laboratory and
instrument performance (typically it is 0.2 ng/L). IDEM allows zero to be used in place
of the RL or MDL only when the entire dataset consists of non-detect values. Because the
dataset included detectable mercury results, BP reported all non-detect data at the RL
(<.5ng/1) (non quantifiable or estimated detections between the MDL and RL were
reported as is and are indicated with a “J”” qualifier). In order to maintain consistency this
approach was utilized for both intake and effluent. Use of the RL for non-detect intake
data is appropriate and does not impact any regulatory decision: no limits, determination
of compliance, or calculation of credits result from these calculations.

C. Prolonged Schedule for Provision of Discharge Information

327 IAC 5-3.5-9(1) states that an SMV applicant shall provide “[r]esults of a preliminary
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