FACT SHEET FOR STATE WASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT ST-5309
ConAgra Foods Lamb Weston - Pasco

SUMMARY

PURPOSE of this Fact Sheet

This fact sheet explains and documents the destlat Ecology made in drafting the proposed
State Waste Discharge permit for ConAgra Foods L#fekton Pasco that will allow the
discharge of process wastewater to approximat@§Bacres of crop lands via spray irrigation.

State law requires any industrial facility to obtai permit before discharging waste or chemicals
to waters of the state which includes groundwater.

A State Waste Discharge permit limits the types @amaunts of pollution the facility may
discharge. Ecology bases those limits either pth@ pollution control or wastewater treatment
technology available to the industry, or on (2) ¢fflects of the pollutants on the groundwater.

SUMMARY

ConAgra Foods Lamb Weston Pasco owns and operai@si® processing facility that has land
applied its processes wastewater to sprayfieldesi®65. The current sprayfield system is
approximately 3,100 acres of predominately cententsystems. The processing facility
operates year around and spray irrigates througheutear; it does not store process wastewater
during the winter.

Effluent limits for flow from the processing fadili sprayfield operational controls and best
management practices in the proposed permit reamaihanged from the current permit.
Ecology will also continue the existing requirensefar irrigated wastewater, ground water and
vadose zone monitoring. ConAgra will continue tbreit annual irrigation and crop plan reports
to demonstrate compliance with the agronomic regeharge limitation. The proposed permit
requires the facility to take steps to eliminate ¢arthen lined pond it uses for the dewatering of
mud water associated with the raw receiving araheprocessing facility.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The legislature defined Ecology's authority andgatiions for the wastewater discharge permit
program in the Water Pollution Control law, Cha@8ér48 RCW (Revised Code of
Washington).

Ecology adopted rules describing how it exerciseauthority:
» State Waste Discharge Program (Chapter 173-216 WAC)

» Water Quality Standards For Ground Waters Of Tla¢eSDf Washington (Chapter 173-
200 WAC)

» Submission of Plans and Reports for Constructiowastewater Facilities (Chapter 173-
240 WAC)

These rules require any industrial facility operdtoobtain a State Waste Discharge permit
before discharging wastewater to state waters.y als® help define the basis for limits on each
discharge and for performance requirements impbgete permit.

Under the State Waste Discharge permit programrargsponse to a complete and accepted
permit application Ecology must prepare a draftpeand accompanying fact sheet, and make
them available for public review before final issaa. Ecology must also publish an
announcement (public notice) telling people whéeytcan read the draft permit, and where to
send their comments, during a period of thirty dafeeAppendix A--Public | nvolvement for
more detail about the Public Notice and Commentguiares). After the Public Comment

Period ends, Ecology may make changes to the Staift \WWaste Discharge permit in response to
comment. Ecology will summarize the responses torgents and any changes to the permit in
Appendix D.

Table 1 - General Facility Information

Applicant: ConAgra Foods Lamb Weston, Inc.
Facility Name and Address: ConAgra Foods Lamb WeB@sco
P.O. Box 2324

960 Glade Road North
Pasco, WA 99302

Type of Facility: Potato processing (frozen fremeds and formed
products), onion and appetizer products

Type of Treatment: Screening, settling, and laedttment via spray
irrigation
Facility Location: SW ¥, Sec. 7, T.9 N, R. 30E

Latitude: 46° 17' 17" N
Longitude: 119° 06' 48" W
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Approximately 3100 acres; Sections 1,3,12,13,
T.9N, R. 29E; Sections 13,24,25,26,35, T.10N, R.
29E; Sections 6,7, T. 9N, R. 30E; portions of Gov't
Lot 6&7 lying W. of BNRR right-of-way

Legal Description of Application Area

Latitude: 46° 17' 23" N
Longitude: 119° 07' 04" W

Contact at Facility Name: CIiff Stevens, EnginegrMngr.
Telephone #: (509) 547-8851 (ext. 68700)
FAX#: (509) 544-2715

Responsible Official Name: John Blair, OperatiMrggr.

[I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A. Facility Description

History

The ConAgra Lamb Weston Foods potato processinltityas located approximately one-half
mile north of the Tri-Cities airport and along GéaRoad; Fig. 1. The processing facility has
operated at this site since 1965. Freshly harvestddstored potatoes are trucked to the facility
year around to be processed into frozen french &rel formed potato products. Other
production runs (e.g., onions, appetizer produats)done as the market allows. Wastewater
from the processing facility is screened, settéad] land applied via spray irrigation for final
treatment. The facility currently discharges thegasss wastewater via spray irrigation under
permit No. ST-5309.

The processing facility is located in an agricudtuich semi-arid region of the state that receives
less than ten inches of precipitation per year. difmeual average temperature is 54°F and the pan
evaporation rate is approximately 41"/year.

Industrial Process

The raw potatoes that are off-loaded are washeehtove dirt, rocks and other solid debris. The
wash/silt water is recycled but is eventually gderdn unlined earthen settling pond. This pond is
dewatered every year and the soil is mechanicaityoved and land applied. Vines and cull
potatoes that are removed during washing and toatespoff-site for disposal according to a
solid waste management plan and permit.

The washed potatoes are flumed to the processaagvanere they are steam peeled, preheated
and cut into french fries, which are then blancligthd, batter coated (optional), fried, cooled,
frozen, and finally packaged. Formed potato proglace produced by shredding the smaller,
shorter fries.
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According to information presented in the permplagation, ConAgra processes approximately
800-1,600 tons of raw product each day. Exceps¢beduled downtimes for O&M and
sanitation, the facility operates year around, 24fay.

Fresh water is supplied to the processing fadiityConAgra’s onsite wells.

Wastewater Treatment (Prior to Land Treatment)

Process wastewater is collected in a floor opetegdtrain system and gravity flows to a central
collection basin. The water is pumped from the&sivibrating screens and then to a clarifier.
Settled water from the clarifier gravity flows apgimmately one-half mile to a central
pumphouse near the sprayfields; Fig. 2.

Settled solids collected in the clarifier are derd centrifuge for dewatering. The liquid from the
centrifuge is sent back to the clarifier and thiedscare sent to a hopper where it is loaded in
trucks for transport off-site for cattle feed. Bdibil removed from the surface of the clarifier is
added to the solids for cattle feed.

In case of an emergency, ConAgra can bypass theanmal treatment system and send the
process water to a 40-mil PVC lined 19 million gallurge/mixing basin located near the
central pumphouse; Fig. 1.

Land Treatment and Distribution System

Most of the land treatment sprayfields have histily been used by private land owners for
production agriculture prior to being lease-usadiastewater treatment. The site is surrounded
all or in part by irrigated production fields opeza by private land owners; Fig. 1.

The central pumphouse that receives the wastevvatarthe clarifier sends the process
wastewater via 8 to12 inch PVC underground distrdoulines to the sprayfield system. At full
capacity the pumphouse can supply wastewater ¢@ flarm fields simultaneously.

With the exception of some emergency storage iméaeby 19 MG surge/mixing basin,
wastewater is not stored during the winter seasmskapplied year around. During the growing
season the surge/mix basin stores supplemengtion water that is supplied by a ConAgra
well. The basin is generally emptied during the-goowing season to allow for emergency
storage.

ConAgra can supply process wastewater full streagttan mix it with supplemental water from
the surge/mix basin. The supplemental water iavia from ConAgra wells or from each
field’s supply well that are provided with backflqgweventers.

Sprayfield

The facility has irrigated year around process ewmater since 1967. The sprayfield site has
progressively expanded from the first acreaged$i¢/W9, 10, 11) to its current size of
approximately 2,800 acres; Fig. 2. ConAgra addedhbst recent fields (R-27, -70, -3) in
November 2007. The center pivot fields are geneabbpped in alfalfa, corn, and winter wheat.
Other crops are grown depending on the market.
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The fields are owned by five separate entities: hakteston (LW fields), Tomlinson Farms (G
fields), LC Farms (J fields), Roundy Farms (R fglcand the Port of Pasco (A fields).
Additional fields are available that could bring ttotal to 3,100 acres.

Hydraulic and Nutrient L oading

Ecology reviewed the water and nutrient loadinth®sprayfields as presented in the annual
farm system operations summary for 2004 througty ZQES, 2005; 2006; 2007; 2008).

Water loading

The total annual volume of process wastewater hfrgen 493 MG to 549 MG and the average
daily process wastewater flow from the facility wia85 to 1.5 MGD. These values compare to
the design values of 803 MG and 2.2 MGD.

Information presented for the annual water baldacéhe site showed the amount of process
wastewater applied to the fields was well belowdtap requirement. The facility needed to
supplement with fresh irrigation water to meet¢hagp demand for each year. Process
wastewater accounted for approximately 18 percktiteototal net water load to the site. The
average leaching fraction (percentage of waterghatolated beyond the root zone) for each of
the reporting years was less than the leachingnegent (the amount of excess water that is
required to manage the accumulation of salts irstliks to avoid crop toxicity).

Nitrogen loading

The total net annual process wastewater nitrogaa o the sprayfield site ranged from 648,000
to 774,000 pounds (net load accounts for nitrogesds via denitrification and volatilization).
These values compare to estimated treatment cegzaeft993,000 to 1.02 million pounds of
nitrogen, depending on the crops grown at the $igtdysite. Supplemental fertilizer was
sometimes added to specific fields to meet the despand.

The nitrogen balance for each year resulted invensge negative balance for the entire
sprayfield site; i.e., the crop used more nitrotieam was applied.

Salt loading

ConAgra determined their salt loading to the spedg$ based on the total dissolved inorganic
solids concentration of the wastewater and irraggaflow rate. The average process wastewater
salt loading ranged from an average of approxima&g00 Ibs/acre to 6,900 |bs/acre. The total
salt load (wastewater + supplemental water + ieeti) resulted in a positive salt load (more salt
added than used by the crops) to the sprayfieddf@itevery year. Because the salt (cation/anion)
requirement for most crops is very low, the fagititanages excessive salt load by soil
monitoring and periodic leaching to control thedkof soil salinity. Best management practices
for salt management include using fresh supplerherier and/or precipitation for leaching,

and leaching only during the non-growing season.

As previously stated, the average leaching fradborthe site, for each reporting year, was less
than the leaching requirement.
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Sail Testing

The current permit requires ConAgra to annuallyrep continuous 3-year trend analysis of the
end-of-cropping year soil nitrate concentratiothatfive foot depth for all fields. A flat or
downward trend suggests good irrigation and nitnaganagement practices. The most recent
trend analysis indicates only eight of the 27 Bestiows a stable or decreasing trend; CES, 2008.
ConAgra’s response to the low number of fields hg\a stable or declining nitrate trend is to
grow alfalfa in many of the fields that show anrgmsing trend.

Groundwater

ConAgra evaluated and reported the hydrogeolodliegprayfield site; CES, 1995; 2000.
Ground water flows in a north to south direction Wwith a three-sided bowl configuration; Fig.
3. The depth to ground water increases from apprataly 7ft below ground surface (bgs) in the
northern end to 165ft in the southern end. The mplomater flow gradient correspondingly
flattens from north to south from approximatelyt®@ar in the northeast to 15 ft/year in the
southwest.

The seepage of water from two seasonal surfacesvaftuences the depth of the ground water
in the northern end of the sprayfield site; Esqelatitversion canal and the Esquatzel coulee
(Fig. 2 and 3). Seepage from the coulee is aideal dym structure that raises the water level and
increases the hydraulic head of the impounded waigr 3.

There are two aquifer systems beneath the sprdyditd: a confined water bearing zone that is
located between basalt flows; an unconfined zooatéal in the coarse-textured alluvium over
the basalt. Irrigation production wells generaltgwl from the deeper confined aquifer. Seasonal
irrigation pumping contributes to the 2 — 6 foatdiuation in the ground water that occurs
annually.

ConAgra has installed thirty (30) monitoring wehsoughout the sprayfield site (Fig. 2) and has
sampled monthly for many years. The first seriewelfs (MW1 — 8) were installed in 1991and
the most recent (MW24 — 27) were installed in 26D0nAgra expanded the monitoring well
system as it added sprayfield acreage.

The hydrogeologic report identified wells that regent the upgradient (background) and
downgradient ground water quality relative to thealtion of the sprayfields, CES, 2003:

Upgradient Downgradient
G-fields MW-10S, 11, 12 MW-14 and -15
R-fields (RR1, RR26) MW-13S MW-14 and -15
R-fields (R70, R27) MW-14 MW-15
Fields J8 — 10, R3 MW-13S MW-16
Fields J11 - 15 MW?26, 27 MW-17 and -24
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LW Fields (except MW1, 2 MW-4, -5, -6, and -19
LW8) & field A-5

Field LW-8 and A-fields MW7 MW-8, -20, -21, -22, -23
(except A-5)

(See Response to Comments, Comment #9 for changesto thetable of up- and down
gradient wells)

ConAgra has modeled the vadose zone beneath ¢hat §tcology’s request to estimate the time
of travel for percolate from the root zone to reda ground water beneath the site. This was
done in an attempt to estimate the time the groueter quality in the downgradient wells would
be affected by management practices of the spidsgfiee., year around spray application.
Based on a numerical model for the site it takgg@pmately 6.63 years for root zone percolate
to reach the ground water at a depth of 50 fee,&P00. The model used an average monthly
wastewater flow of 2.2 MGD, precipitation at a 1&ay-return high value, and a specific crop
mix. Given that the average wastewater flow is apdr.6 MGD the model results are for high
flow conditions.

Groundwater Quality

Ecology compiled and evaluated the ground watex slabmitted by ConAgra during the current
permit cycle; June 2004 — December 2008. Refdrddigures in the Addendum for the
following discussion.

G-fields Nitrate and Total Dissolved Solids

The nitrate concentrations at two of the three aggnt wells (MW-10S, -12S) were higher than
the ground water criteria throughout the reporpegod; Fig. 4. The average value for these two
wells was 15.3 and 12.5 mg/L, respectively. Nitradkies at the remaining upgradient well
(MW-11) were generally less than the criteria ameldverage value is 6.1 mg/L.

Nitrate values at both downgradient wells (MW-14 ah5) were consistently greater than the
nitrate criteria; 10 mg/L.

Total dissolved solids values at all upgradientswelere generally below or near the ground
water criteria of 500 mg/L; Fig. 5. The averageuesl for MW-10S, -11, and -12S was 503, 381,
and 457 mg/L, respectively. Values at downgradidW-15 were consistently greater than the
criteria, while values at MW-14 were near the cide

R-fields Nitrate and Total Dissolved Solids

The addition of fields R-70, -27, and -3 in NovemB@07 caused a slight change in the field
groupings relative to their respective up- and dgradient wells. The R-fields are now
distributed between three different field groups] sherefore have different up- and
downgradient wells. More importantly, one of themtoring wells (MW-14) represents both up-
and downgradient groundwater quality dependingherR-fields being discussed.
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Nitrate concentrations at all of the downgradiestlsvfor the R-fields (MW-14, -15, and -16)
were consistently greater than the ground watégrai Fig. 6 and 8. The average concentrations
were 20.7, 24.2, and 25.4 mg/L respectively. Cotraéinons at one of the upgradient wells
(MW-13S) appeared to steadily decline throughoetrdporting period with most values being
less than the criteria; Fig. 6; average = 5.47 mgA_discussed previously, nitrate values at the
other upgradient well (MW-14) were consistentlylfegthan the groundwater criteria; Fig. 6.

The total dissolved solids concentrations at theama downgradient wells were similar and
were generally at or slightly greater than the gebwater criteria; Fig. 7 and 9. The average
TDS values for MW-13S (upgradient) was 562 mg/L soxdIW-14 (up- and downgradient)
was 518 mg/L, while the average values for the dgvaadlient wells MW-15 and -16 were 576
and 636 mg/L, respectively. The concentrationsaahef the wells were somewhat constant
throughout the reporting period.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #9 for changesto the R-field narrative)

J-8 through J-10 fields and R3 Nitrate and Totadbived Solids

The nitrate concentrations at the downgradient (W-16) was consistently greater than the
ground water criteria while concentrations at thgradient well (MW-13S) were generally less
than the criteria; Fig. 8. The average concentnatiwere 25.4 and 5.47 mg/L, respectively.

The values for TDS at the up- and downgradientsngire consistently higher than the ground
water criteria; Fig. 9. The average concentratartlie up- and downgradient wells was 562 and
636 mg/L, respectively.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #9 for changesto the J-8 through J-10 field
narrative)

J-11 through J-15 fields Nitrate and Total Dissd$®lids

Nitrate concentrations at all wells were greatantthe ground water criteria; Fig. 10. The
lowest values occurred at MW-27 (upgradient) arditighest at MW-17 (downgradient). The
average concentration for the upgradient wells (8Vand -27) was 25.3 and 17 mg/L,
respectively, and the values for the downgradiezits\MW-17 and -24) was 34.6 and 26.9
mg/L, respectively.

Ground water concentrations of TDS in the upgradiezils were either below (MW-27) or

above (MW-26) the ground water criteria; Fig. 1lheTaverage concentrations were 440 and 664
mg/L, respectively. Concentrations at both downmgatdwvells were consistently greater than the
criteria.

LW Fields (except LW8) & field A-5 Nitrate and Tdfaissolved Solids

The nitrate concentrations at all of the up- andmlgradient wells exceeded the ground water
criteria throughout the reporting period; Fig. A%erage values ranged from 17.8 to 30.8 mg/L.

Concentrations of TDS at the upgradient wells vggneerally near the ground water criteria; Fig.
13. The average concentration for MW-1 and -2 wisdnd 517 mg/L, respectively.
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Values for the downgradient wells were generallgvagthe criteria. Average concentrations
ranged from 554 to 769 mg/L.

Field LW-8 and A-fields (except A-5) Nitrate andtabDissolved Solids

Nitrate concentrations at the upgradient (MW-7) alhdlowngradient wells exceeded the ground
water criteria; Fig. 14. The average value for M\WHs 21.6 mg/L and average values ranged
from 12.3 to 28.4 mg/L for the downgradient wells.

Similarly, the TDS concentrations at all wells exded the ground water criteria; Fig. 15. The
average value for the upgradient well was 560 nagydl the average values for the downgradient
wells ranged from 586 to 762 mg/L.

Groundwater pH

During Ecology’s review of the ground water datayated a visible change in the pH at all
wells. An example is given in Fig. 16 for MW-1, 9311, and —26. Starting October/November
2007 pH values decreased at all wells by approxaip& standard units. A smaller increase was
also noted in October/November 2005. No explanasiarifered for either change.

Ecology also noted that for most of 2006 and 20@/ground water pH exceeded the ground
water criteria value of 8.5 standard units.

Estimated nitrate loss

The current permit requires ConAgra to report atipglae estimated percent nitrate leaching
loss for the site and for each ground water mommigpsub-area, and present the information as a
continuous five-year trend analysis. A thresholiigaf 24% +12 percent was used which is
based on the design of the entire sprayfield 8IS, 2003. Exceedance of the threshold value
would cause ConAgra to re-evaluate their sprayfigldrations or Ecology to take enforcement
action.

Estimated nitrate loss values submitted by ConAgréghe most recent years of operation (2004-
2007; CES, 2008) shows the estimated nitrate |eeshfor the entire sprayfield site has been
less than the threshold value; Fig. 17. The LWdB&A-5 sub-area exceeded the threshold value
in 2005 and 2007. The other sub-areas had estimétate loss values less than the threshold
value.

The recent addition of three center pivots to fhraield system in 2007 (320 acres; field R-3,
R-27, R-70) should help to bring the nitrate logakies down in the LW-fields/A-5 sub-basin.

Vadose Zone Monitoring

To comply with the requirement in the current degfe permit, ConAgra submitted a vadose
zone (VZ) monitoring plan to Ecology for the spiiaid site; CES, 2004. Ecology required
ConAgra to submit the VZ monitoring plan and inlstevadose monitoring system in lieu of
conditioning the current permit with ground watafagcement limits for nitrate and TDS. The
current permit requires ConAgra to compare the eptration of nitrate and TDS in samples
collected by the vadose zone system to Early Wgndedues (EWV) that are equal to the
background ground water quality for the two L-Wasgield areas.
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Ecology would use the EWV'’s not as permit limitd bather as ‘trigger’ values that when
exceeded would require ConAgra to evaluate andvange irrigation practices to improve soil
percolate quality and lessen the potential for icp#o the ground water.

The VZ monitoring system supplements the groungw@nitoring system to monitor the
operations of the sprayfield system and its impacthe ground water by providing an early
warning system. ConAgra can measure and test peedolss from the root zone and compare it
to estimated values; CES, 2003.

ConAgra has implemented the VZ plan in two phaBésse | is a pilot study that would
evaluate two types of passive capillary lysimetard standard suction samplers, and three soill
moisture measuring methods. After two full grows®gasons of data collection ConAgra will
choose and install a system for the site; Phas€dhAgra installed the pilot systems in
October/November 2005 and began data collectidamuary 2006.

Debugging and troubleshooting of the system ocdutreough most of 2006; CES, 2006. Data
collection through the winter/Spring 2007 and sumg@97 was successful; CES, 2007.
ConAgra submitted the final design report for Phasdter this Fact Sheet was drafted and was
not reviewed to be included in this narrative.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #8 for changes to vadose zone monitoring
narrative)

Groundwater Management Area

The processing facility and sprayfields are locatétin the Columbia Basin Groundwater
Management Area; GWMA. Ecology formed the GWMA BB8, in part, to develop a plan to
reduce nitrate levels in the ground water. The GWiM&udes Adams, Grant, Franklin, and
Lincoln county; 8,300 sqg. miles. Baseline groundewndata for the Pasco area of Franklin
County showed 55% of the shallow wells (<200 ft hl) exceeded the ground water criteria of
10 mg/L; USGS, 2000. Nitrate concentrations in svtlroughout Franklin County have been
high and well above the ground water criteria.

Solid Wastes

Information presented in the most recent solid evatan (November 2008) shows solids
removed from the process wastewater is sent adffsitcattle feed. Tare dirt material (dirt,
vines, cull potatoes) is land applied. Ecology eaxed the plan and submitted comments in a
letter dated January 22, 2009. Ecology’s acceptahtiee completed solid waste plan will occur
outside of the proposed permit.

B. Permit Status

ConAgra Foods Lamb Weston, Iagbmitted an application for permit renewal on Nuaber
25, 2008. Ecology accepted it as complete on December 318.20
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C. Summary of Compliance with Previous Per mit I ssued

ConAgra has complied with the effluent limits aretmit conditions throughout the duration of
the permit issued on May 27, 200&cology assessed facility compliance based orview of
the facility’s Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRa)d Ecology’s permit compliance tracking

system.

D. Wastewater Char acterization

ConAgrareported the concentration of pollutants in thaeStaaste Discharge application and in
discharge monitoring reports. The tabulated dapaasents the quality of the effluent irrigated
during the 2007-08 processing year.

Table2: Wastewater Characterization

Parameter Average Concentration | Maximum Concentration
COD 3887 mg/L 5750 mg/L

Total Dissolved Fixed Solids 1653 mg/L 2054 mg/L
Conductivity 2583 umhos/cm 3210 umhos/cm
TKN (as N) 130 mg/L 184 mg/L
Ammonia (as N) 36.3 mg/L 47 mg/L

pH

6.1 standard units

6.6 standard units

Total Phosphate (as P) 35.8 mg/L 38.4 mg/L
Calcium 86.1 mg/L 101 mg/L
Chloride 442 mg/L 719 mg/L
Magnesium 80.7 mg/L 117 mg/L
Potassium 280 mg/L 328 mg/L
Sodium 198 mg/L 276 mg/L
Sulfate 116 mg/L 150 mg/L

Ecology compared the average values to values tinermonthly data reported by ConAgra in
discharge monitoring reports for the period Jun@2drough December 2008. All values were
similar. The composition of the wastewater is samib the quality for other potato processors.

[ll. PROPOSED PERMIT CONDITIONS

State regulations require that Ecology base peatisaharge limits on the:

* Technology and treatment methods available to geetific pollutants (technology-
based). Dischargers must treat wastewater usikg@vn, available, reasonable
methods of prevention, control, and treatment (AKAR

» Conditions necessary to meet applicable water tyugtikndards to preserve or protect
beneficial uses for ground waters.

Final Fact Sheet — May 28, 2009
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» Applicable requirements of other local, state atkfal laws.

Ecology applies the most stringent of these linateach parameter of concern and further
describes the proposed limits below.

The limits in this permit reflect information reged in the application and from supporting
reports (engineering, hydrogeology, monitoring, arigation/crop management). Ecology
evaluated the permit application and determinedithiégs needed to comply with the rules
adopted by the State of Washington. Ecology doeslevelop effluent limits for all reported
pollutants Some pollutants are not treatable at the concémtsateported, are not controllable
at the source, and are not listed in regulation.

Ecology does not usually develop permit limits potlutants that were not reported in the permit
application but that may be present in the disaharthe permit does not authorize the discharge
of the non-reported pollutants. During the propleir-yeampermit term, the facility’s effluent
discharge conditions may change from those comditieported in the permit application. The
facility must notify Ecology if significant changescur in any constituent. Industries may be in
violation of their permit until the permit is mowitl to reflect additional discharge of pollutants.

A. Technology-Based Effluent Limits and Perfor mance Standards

All waste discharge permits issued by Ecology nspstify conditions requiring the facility to
use AKART before discharging to waters of the s(R€W 90.48).

ConAgra has submitted several engineering reportthé sprayfield site; CES, 2001; 2003.
Each has concluded the current irrigation practicescrop management of the site (i.e, year
around application with no winter storage) is petitee of the ground water, and is therefore
AKART for this site. Ecology is not yet convincdtht the current system is AKART for this site
location, and therefore has not approved the eergimg

In lieu of approving the engineering, Ecology hkeveed ConAgra to continue to use the
sprayfields, but in addition required it to monitbe site (ground water; vadose zone;
wastewater), and submit annual irrigation and @ieps to determine compliance with the
agronomic rate permit limit to demonstrate AKART fbis site. This is consistent with
Ecology’s guidance for land treatment systemsdioatot provide winter storage; Ecology,
2004.

In addition, the current permit requires ConAgraneet several “performance standards”. These
include:

1. ConAgra must add more sprayfield acreage when #stewater flow reaches 85% of
the design.

2. The leaching fraction must not exceed 11.2%.

3. The facility may only use fresh water or precipdatto leach the fields and may only
add freshwater in the late winter.

4. Nitrogen loading must not exceed the estimatedrtreat capacity of the site.
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5. ConAgra must achieve a stable or declining tremdHe end-of-year soil profile nitrate
for a progressive three year period for each spaalyf

Ecology has decided to extend these requiremetashe proposed permit, but the 85% trigger
value will be changed to 90%. This is in respoisa tequest by ConAgra and in recognition of
their recent addition of 300 acres to the spragfsistem in November 2007.

Land Treatment Requirements
ConAgra must also meet the following permit lintiissatisfy the requirement for AKART:

1. Land apply wastewater via spray irrigation notxoeed agronomic rates (as defined in
Ecology’s ground water implementation guidance)tédal nitrogen and water, and at
rates for other wastewater constituents that proecbackground ground water quality.

2. Apply total nitrogen and water to the sprayfieldsdatermined by a current irrigation and
crop plan.

3. Operate the system to protect the existing andduteneficial uses of the ground water
and not cause a violation of the ground water stedsl

B. Groundwater Quality Based Effluent Limits

In order to protect existing water quality and pres the designated beneficial uses of
Washington's ground waters including the protectibhuman health, WAC 173-200-100 states
that waste discharge permits shall be conditionexich a manner as to authorize only activities
that will not cause violations of the Ground Wafarality Standards.

The goal of the ground water quality standards imaintain the highest quality of the State’s
ground waters and to protect existing and futureebeial uses of the ground water through the
reduction or elimination of the discharge of conitaants to ground water [WAC 173-200-
010(4)]. Ecology achieves this goal by:

1. Applying AKART to any discharge.
2. Applying the antidegradation policy of the groundter standards.

3. Establishing numeric and narrative criteria for pinetection of human health and the
environment in the ground water quality standards.

Antidegradation

The antidegradation policy within the State of Wagton's Ground Water Quality Standards
requires that beneficial uses of ground water lesgrwved. When contaminant concentrations in
existing ground water are less than the criterlaesg Ecology considers the background
concentrations as the water quality criteria. his situation, discharges to ground water must not
degrade the existing water quality. When contanticancentrations in the existing ground
water are higher than the criteria, Ecology mustgmt the existing water quality. You can

obtain more information on Ecology’s implementatafrthe antidegradation policy by referring
to Ecology Publication #96-02 (availablehditp://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/9602.html
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Background Water Quality

Ecology uses the procedures for estimating backglovater quality in thémplementation
Guidance for the Ground Water Quality Standards (Ecology, Revised October 2005).

Ecology defines background water quality as thdityuaf groundwater which represents
conditions without the impacts of the proposedvégti Accordingly, background water quality
is described statistically as the 95 percent upgerance interval.

This means that Ecology is 95% confident that 9%%itoire measurements will be less than the
upper tolerance interval. Applicable ground watéeria as defined in Chapter 173-200 WAC
and in RCW 90.48.520 for this discharge includefttiewing:

Table3: Ground Water Quality Criteria

Parameter Units

Total Dissolved Solids 500 mg/L

Nitrate (as nitrogen) 10 mg/L

pH 6.5 to 8.5 standard units

Ecology has reviewed existing records for the fatsdl land treatment site and determined
sufficient data exists to update the backgroundiggovater quality as defined in Chapter 173-
200 WAC and described in thienplementation Guidance for the Ground Water Quality
Sandards; Ecology, Revised October 2005. Appendix C inckiBeology’s calculations to
update the background ground water quality.

Ecology determined the background (upgradient) mglouater quality for nitrate and TDS for
each sprayfield sub-area based on water qualigysldimitted in monthly DMRs for June 2004
— December 2008. Each sub-area has received proessewater longer than the estimated
time of travel for soil percolate to reach the grdwvater; 6.63 years; CES, 2000. As explained
previously this time of travel value representshhigastewater flow conditions compared to
actual discharge values. Ecology updated the baakgrvalues for the LW/A-5 fields and the
LW-8/A-fields sub-areas that were based on datiecteld from April 1, 1999 through
September 1, 2003.

A description of the upgradient (background) datalysis for each sub-area is given in
Appendix C.

G-fields

Ecology used data from MW-10S, -11, and -12 tormeitee the background values for nitrate
and total dissolved solids (TDS) for this sub-aksiter Ecology reviewed the data for each well
(outliers; seasonality; trend analysis), it conddcan Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to
determine if the data sets could be combined teradehe a single background value for either
parameter for the sub-area.
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The results of the non-parametric analysis shows&draficant variation (5% level) in the
median nitrate and TDS concentrations of the thpggadient wells. Therefore Ecology
concluded that it could not combine the water qualata from the three upgradient wells.

Ecology decided to use MW-11 as the representafygeadient well for this sub-area because
the ground water elevation at MW-11 is the higltest, shallowest ground water) of the three
upgradient wells. Ecology is aware that MW-11 isalied near the Esquatzel diversion canal and
it may receive seepage water; Fig. 2. Well MW-198ls0 located near the canal and could also
receive seepage, but the ground water at MW-108eaper than at MW-11.

The ground water at MW-12S is at the lowest elevafdeepest ground water) and should be
‘downgradient’ of MW-11 and -10S.

Based on the ground water data at MW-11, the backgl concentrations are:

Nitrate = 10.1 mg/L
TDS =416 mg/L

The concentrations of nitrate and TDS at the doagignt wells during the current permit cycle
were compared to the background values; Fig. 18l&ndhe downgradient concentrations for
both parameters exceeded the background valueghatbwngradient wells throughout the
entire reporting period.

R-fields (RR1, RR26)

Ecology used ground water data for MW-13S (Junel20December 2008) to determine the
background water quality for this sub-area.

Nitrate = 7.02 mg/L
TDS = 587 mg/L

Figure 20 and 21 compares the background valuggtmonthly values at both down gradient
wells; MW-14 and -15. The nitrate concentrationba@th downgradient wells greatly exceeded
the background value throughout the entire repgperiod. Concentration values for TDS at
MW-14 were generally less than the background,ewsllues at MW-15 were near or greater
than the background value.

R-fields (R70, R27)

Ecology used ground water data for MW-14 (June 200&cember 2008) to determine the
background water quality for these fields.

Nitrate = 24.8 mg/L
TDS =562 mg/L

Figure 22 and 23 compares the background valugstmonthly values at the down gradient
well; MW-15.
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The nitrate concentrations at the downgradient waglled closely above and below the
background value throughout the entire reportingppe Concentration values for TDS at MW-
15 were generally greater than the background Jaluthe entire reporting period.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #9 for changesto the R-field narrative)

Fields J8 —J10, R3

Ecology used ground water data for MW-13S (Junet20December 2008) to determine the
background water quality for this sub-area.

Nitrate = 7.05 mg/L
TDS =587 mg/L

Figure 24 and 25 compares the background valugetmonthly values at the single
downgradient well for this sub-area; MW-16. Thewea for nitrate and TDS at the
downgradient well consistently exceeded the baakgtoralue throughout the reporting period
for both parameters.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #9 for changesto the J8-10 narrative)

Fields J11 — J15

Ecology used data from MW-26 and -27 to determivgeltackground values for nitrate and total
dissolved solids (TDS) for this sub-area. After IBgy reviewed the data for each well (outliers;
seasonality; trend analysis), it conducted an Asialgf Variance (ANOVA) to determine if it
could combine the data sets to determine a sirggtkgvound value for either parameter for the
sub-area. The results of the ANOVA analysis shoavsijnificant variation (5% level) in the
average and median nitrate and TDS concentratibtie dwo upgradient wells. Therefore
Ecology concluded it could not combine the watealiqy data from the upgradient wells.

Ecology decided to use MW-27 as the representatpgeadient well for this sub-area. This was
based on the location of the well relative to th# 3 J15 sprayfields, and estimated ground water
contours for the sub-area.

Based on the ground water data at MW-27, the backgl concentrations are:

Nitrate = 23.5 mg/L
TDS =538 mg/L

A comparison of the downgradient nitrate and TDBcemtrations reported for the current
permit cycle (MW-17, and -24) to the backgroundueal shows most values exceeded their
respective background value most every month duhageporting period; Fig. 26 and 27. In
addition, the background values exceeded theiedse ground water criteria; nitrate, 10
mg/L; TDS, 500 mg/L.
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LW and A-5 fields

Ecology used data from MW-1 and -2 to determinebidekground values for nitrate and total
dissolved solids (TDS) for this sub-area. Aftereitiewed the data for each well (outliers;
seasonality; trend analysis), Ecology conducte@ralysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine
if it could combine the data sets to determinenglsibackground value for each parameter for
the sub-area. The results of the parametric ANOYdAdt show a significant variation (5%
level) in the average nitrate and TDS concentratmfithe two upgradient wells. Therefore
Ecology combined the nitrate and TDS data fromugbgradient wells.

Based on the combined ground water data at MW-1-2nithe background concentrations are:

Nitrate = 21.7 mg/L
TDS =591 mg/L

Both values exceed their respective ground wattaria; 10 and 500 mg/L. Concentrations
reported for nitrate and TDS for the downgradieatisvduring the current permit cycle were
compared to their respective background value; F8gand 29. Concentration values at MW-5, -
6, and -19 exceeded both background values conslisteroughout the reporting period.
Concentrations at MW-4 were generally at or less time criteria values.

The background values determined from the mosnhtetata base are very similar to the values
Ecology determined from a previous data set ingnajon for drafting the current permit; April
1999 — Sept. 2003. Those values are:

Nitrate = 20.5 mg/L
TDS =600 mg/L

LW-8 and A-fields

Ecology used ground water data for MW-7 (June 20@%cember 2008) to determine the
background water quality for this sub-area.

Nitrate = 25.4 mg/L
TDS = 649 mg/L

Both values exceeded their respective ground veaiteria value; 10 and 500 mg/L. The
downgradient nitrate concentrations for the curpartnit cycle were compared to the
background value; Fig. 30. Concentrations at MW-22, and -23 exceeded the background
value. Concentrations at MW-8 were the lowest bflavngradient wells.

Concentrations of TDS at MW-21, -22, and -23 ablsteeded the background value; Fig. 31.

The concentration at MW-8 and -20 were similar eede generally below or near the
background value.
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The background values based on the current dataeseery similar to the values that Ecology
determined on a previous data set in preparatiodrdting the current permit; April 1999 —
Sept. 2003. Those values are:

Nitrate = 24.3 mg/L
TDS = 657 mg/L

A summary of the background values for each sub;dahe average downgradient
concentrations, and the ground water criteriaés@nted. The high nitrate background values for
most of the sub-areas generally agree with higlateitvalues found by the Columbia Basin
GWAMA that are due, in part, to irrigation and fiezer practices associated with production
agriculture throughout the area.

Table4: Sprayfield Sub-Area Background and Downgradient Ground Water Quality

Sub-Area Background Average down Criteria
gradient

G-Fields —Nitrate 10.1 mg/L MW-14: 20.7 mg/L 10 mg/L
MW-15: 24.2 mg/L

G-Fields - TDS 416 mg/L MW-14: 576 mg/L 500 mg/L
MW-15: 636 mg/L

R-Fields (RR1, R26) - Nitrate 7.02 mg/L MW-14: 20.7 mg/L 10 mg/L
MW-15: 24.2 mg/L

R-Fields (RR1, R26) — TDS 587 mg/L MW-14: 576 mg/L 500 mg/L
MW-15: 636 mg/L

R-Fields (R70, R27) - Nitrate 24.8 mg/L MW-15: 24.2 mg/L 10 mg/L

R-Fields (R70, R27) - TDS 562 mg/L MW-15: 636 mg/L 500 mg/L

Fields J8-J10, R3 — Nitrate 7.05 mg/L MW-16: 25.4 mg/L 10 mg/L

Fields J8-J10, R3 - TDS 587 mg/L MW-16: 636 mg/L 500 mg/L

Fields J11-J15 - Nitrate 23.5 mg/L MW-17: 34.6 mg/L 10 mg/L

Fields J11-J15 - TDS 538 mg/L MW-17: 776 mg/L 500 mg/L

LW fields & A-5 - Nitrate 21.7 mg/L MW-4: 19.7 mg/L 10 mg/L

MW-5: 22.9 mg/L
MW-6: 30.8 mg/L
MW-19: 22.3 mg/L

LW fields & A-5 - TDS 591 mg/L MW-4: 554 mg/L 500 mg/L
MW-5: 769 mg/L
MW-6: 769 mg/L
MW-19: 605 mg/L
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LW8 and A Fields - Nitrate 25.4 mg/L MW-8: 12.3 mg/L 10 mg/L
MW-20: 21.7 mg/L
MW-21: 22.6 mg/L
MW-22: 27.3 mg/L
MW-23: 28.4 mg/L

LW8 and A Fields - TDS 649 mg/L MW-8: 610 mg/L 500 mg/L
MW-20: 586 mg/L
MW-21: 616 mg/L
MW-22: 707 mg/L
MW-23: 762 mg/L

(Please see Response to Comments, Comment #9 for changes madeto Table 4)

Enforcement Limits

The downgradient ground water quality for nitratel §DS for all sprayfield sub-areas generally
exceeded their respective background value. If&poincluded enforcement limits in the
proposed permit based on the background values @andould not comply with the limits for
nitrate and TDS. Ecology made this finding wheemviluated the previous ground water data set
(April 1999 — Sept. 2003) for the current permit.

Instead of enforcement limits for sprayfield sukas in the current permit, Ecology conditioned
the current permit requiring ConAgra to installaese zone (VZ) monitoring system. Ecology
planned to compare the nitrate and TDS concentrefiom the VZ system to Early Warning
Values (EWV) for selected sprayfield sub-areas.|é@ppset the EWV’s to equal the background
values. In addition, ConAgra was required to depelod report a three year trend analysis for
nitrate and TDS in the vadose zone.

As explained previously, ConAgra is evaluating\tadose zone monitoring system for the
sprayfield and has not yet installadinal system. Therefore Ecology has not yet caexgbaoil
percolate nitrate and TDS to the Early Warning ¥alu

Ecology decided to keep the same Early Warning &&hdose zone comparison language in the
proposed permit for the LW and A-5 fields and LVes&l A-fields sub-areas , but to update the
EWV’s to equal their respective background valugseldl on the most recent data set; June 2004
— December 2008.

The proposed permit does not include EWVs for tiheosub-areas because the vadose zone
monitoring system does not extend to the othersateatead, ConAgra must report in the annual
irrigation and crop plan a continuous five yeantt@nalysis of downgradient nitrate and TDS
concentrations relative to their respective subrblackground value.

In addition to continuing the vadose zone/EWYV corgaa and the five year trend analysis,
Ecology proposes to require ConAgra to continueéet the technology-based limitations and
sprayfield performance standards and sprayfield Bih&t are in the current permit.

(Please See Response to Comments, Comment #8 for changes to the enforcement narrative
and requirementsin the per mit)
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C. Comparison of Effluent Limitswith Limits of the Previous Permit Issued On May 27,
2004

Table5: Comparison of Previousand New Limits

Parameter Existing Limits Proposed Limits

Maximum average monthly flow from 2.2 MGD 2.2 MGD
the processing facility

Daily maximum flow from the 2.7 MGD 2.7 MGD
processing facility

Early Warning Valuesin the Vadose Zone

Existing Proposed
LW-fields (except LW-8) and field A-| Nitrate = 20.5 mg/L None
5 TDS = 600 mg/L
LW-8 and A-fields (except A-5) Nitrate = 24.3 mg/L None
TDS = 657 mg/L

(See Response to Comments, Comment #8 for changes madeto Table5)

D. Design Criteria

Under WAC 173-216-110 (4), neither flows nor wdstedings may exceed approved design
criteria. Although the 2001 engineering reporttfas facility has not been approved, Ecology
included the design criteria contained in the eeegiing report dated September 2000 and
updated June 12, 2001 prepared by CES. Ecologycheyge these values pending the results of
the vadose zone and continued ground water momgt@ata.

Parameter Design Quantity
Average Daily Flow from the processing 2.2 MGD
facility

Total annual flow from processing facility 803 MG
Total annual gross nitrogen load from 957,674 Ibs
wastewater

Acreage 3119 acres
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IV. MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Ecology requires monitoring, recording, and repg{WAC 173-216-110) to verify that the
treatment process functions correctly, the disahangets ground water criteria and that the
discharge complies with the permit’s effluent lisit

A. Process Facility Wastewater Monitoring

Ecology details the proposed monitoring schedubkeu®ondition S2. Specified monitoring
frequencies take into account the quantity andabdriy of the discharge, the treatment method,
past compliance, significance of pollutants, anst od monitoring.

The flow monitoring requirement for the procesdiaglity in the proposed permit remains
unchanged from the current permit.

B. Irrigated Process Wastewater Monitoring

The proposed permit includes the same list ofgasimeters as in the current permit. Ecology
eliminated the 4/year sampling requirement fordagons and anions since the facility has
generated a sufficient data base for these parasnete

ConAgra must also conduct some limited amount bfide COD testing of the irrigated
wastewater. Under saturated soil and anaerobicitbomsl the soluble organic portion of the
COD has the potential to be fermented to organitsaand carbonic acid. This can cause the
soils to weather and release salts such as caknghmagnesium which can potentially leach
and add to the TDS concentration in the ground waitee proposed permit requires the facility
to measure soluble COD six times per year for 2syééhe facility must report the results along
with the total COD values, and the soluble CODalt@OD ratio values.

Ecology understands that there is no standargbtesedure for soluble COD. An acceptable
method is to pre-filter the irrigated wastewateptigh at least a 1.2 um filter before conducting
a standard COD test.

C. Supplemental Water Monitoring

Information presented in the annual irrigation anap plan shows ConAgra samples and tests
the supplemental irrigation water sources for tetrdDS, and conductivity. Ecology will rely on
ConAgra’s continued monitoring of the supplememtater and not add it as a permit
requirement.

D. Crop Monitoring

The testing frequency and sampling composite requents remain unchanged from the current
permit. Ecology eliminated the list of specificioats and anions and replaced it with ‘ash
weight’. This value will give a collective measuremt of the quantity of cations and anions in
the plant tissue that ConAgra can use to develesdlft budget for the site.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #1 for changes made to crop monitoringin the
per mit)
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E. Soil Monitoring

The soil sampling and testing requirements in ttop@sed permit in general remain unchanged
from the current permit. Ecology eliminated the sweament and reporting of the moisture
content. Soil moisture is extremely variable depegdn a wide variety of different factors and
single samples, taken twice per year, do not peosaity useful long-term information.

F. Vadose Zone Monitoring

ConAgra has developed and submitted a vadose zongaring plan to Ecology; CES, 2004.
The current permit requires ConAgra to monitorgbe water percolate according to the
schedule and list of parameters contained in tae.p)ntil ConAgra submits the final report that
defines the system that will be used, Ecology lebasis to change the vadose zone monitoring
language from that in the current permit.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #8 for changesto the vadose zone narrative and the
requirementsin the permit)

G. Groundwater Monitoring

Ecology requires ground water monitoring at the sitaccordance with the Ground Water
Quality Standards, Chapter 173-200 WAC. Ecologydetermined that this discharge has a
potential to pollute the ground water. Therefdine, Facility must evaluate the impacts on
ground water quality. Ecology considers monitorrighe ground water at the site boundaries
and within the site an integral component of sutlewaluation.

The ground water monitoring schedule in the curpaminit remains unchanged in the proposed
permit. This information is required, in part, toneply with the permit requirement of
comparing downgradient ground water quality to lgmoknd values.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #9 for changesto the groundwater data reporting
and therequirementsin the permit)

H. Nitrogen Load Monitoring

The current permit requires the annual submittayVof the ‘total annual net nitrogen load’ and
‘total annual net nitrogen load capacity’. Ecologyiewed the May DMRs (2005-08) and found
that the facility had not submitted these values ,Had instead reported these values in the
annual irrigation and crop plans.

Ecology has decided to change this reporting requent in the proposed permit to require
ConAgra report the total annual flow and total aalrgross nitrogen load. These values are
necessary to determine compliance with the desitgria limits in the permit.
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V. OTHER PERMIT CONDITIONS

A. Reporting and Recor dkeeping

Ecology based permit condition S3 on our authdatgpecify any appropriate reporting and
recordkeeping requirements to prevent and contesitevdischarges (WAC 173-216-110).

The current and past permits have allowed ConAgraort the monthly test results on a
guarterly basis. This was based, in part, on trgelaumber of ground water monitoring wells.

The growing number of discharge permits issued dpldgly and the associated growth in
monitoring data entry by Ecology into its data kiag system has made the quarterly submittal
problematic. In addition, the form design usedtfer data submittal is difficult to navigate for
data entry purposes.

Ecology has decided to change the quarterly suahoittmonitoring data to monthly. Each
monthly submittal will be due no later than thé"28 the following month. Ecology will also re-
design the current discharge monitoring report (DN&Rm into an Excel spreadsheet that is
easier to navigate and read, and will automatiaalgulate averages, maximums, etc. The later
due date and new form should make monthly repoftingble’.

B. Irrigation and Crop Management Plans

Ecology requires the irrigation and crop manageméart to support the engineering rep@usl
operations and maintenance manual. This plan mciside a consideration of wastewater
application at agronomic rates and should desenifseevaluate various irrigation controls.

The reporting requirements for the irrigation anapcplans in the current permit will be
continued into the proposed permit.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #7 and #8 for changesto theserequirementsin the
per mit)

C. Mud Settling Pond Replacement

Raw potatoes that are brought to the facility deamed and transported into the processing
facility by a recycling/recirculating water systéiat is separate from the process wastewater
system. As the potatoes are transported they asbed of any dirt and debris. A portion of this
dirt/debris laden recycled water is periodicallyneved and replaced with clean water. The
dirt/debris water is sent to an earthen lined depos area along the northern edge of the facility
site to allow for settling.

The periodic removal of the solids from the segflarea likely results in a disruption of the
integrity of the earthen bottom. This most likatgieases the potential for the
leaching/percolation of water and dissolved solira® the pond and potentially to the ground
water.
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To reduce the potential of residual dissolved lieer nutrients and herbicides/pesticides in the
mud water from potentially entering the ground wgalee proposed permit requires ConAgra to
submit to Ecology engineering, and plans and sigatiéns for a lined structure(s) to replace the
earthen lined settling area.

(See Response to Comments, Comment #6 for changesto the mud pond narrative and to
the per mit requirements)

D. Operationsand Maintenance

Ecology requires dischargers to take all reasorstbles to properly operate and maintain their
wastewater treatment system in accordance with stgulations (WAC 173-240-080 and WAC
173-216-110). ConAgra has prepared and submittagpdate of its operation and maintenance
manual for the wastewater facility; CES, 2008.

Implementation of the procedures in the Operatiwh Maintenance Manual ensures the
facility’s compliance with the terms and limitstime permit and ensures the facility provides
AKART to the waste stream.

E. Solid Waste Control Plan

ConAgracould cause pollution of the waters of the stateugh inappropriate disposal of solid
waste or through the release of leachate from scdiste.

A plan was submitted by ConAgra with its permit lgadion. The proposed permit requires the
Permittee to periodically review the plan and sulhupdates to Ecology.

F. Spill Plan

This facility stores a quantity of chemicals oregttat have the potential to cause an upset of the
treatment system (e.g., crop death or impairmémaididentally released. Ecology can require a

facility to develop best management plans to pretres accidental release [section 402(a)(1) of

the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) &aW 90.48.080].

ConAgradeveloped and submitted a plan with its permitigppbn for preventing the
accidental release of pollutants to state watedsf@nminimizing damages if such a spill occurs.
The proposed permit requires the facility to anlyuaview the plan and submit updates to
Ecology.

G. Best Management Practices

The current permit has several BMPs regarding gegations of the sprayfields to protect the
ground water. The proposed permit includes thes®8khd adds a new one:

1. ‘The Permittee may only spray irrigate wastewateodields with a viable growing
crop’.
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H. General Conditions

Ecology bases the standardized General Conditiorssate and federal law and regulations.
They are included in all State Waste Discharge gsfigsued by Ecology.

VI. PERMIT ISSUANCE PROCEDURES

A. Permit Modifications

Ecology may modify this permit to impose numeriaailts, if necessary to comply with water
guality standards for ground waters, based on néwmation from sources such as inspections,
effluent monitoring, outfall studies, and effluenixing studies.

Ecology may modify this permit to comply with newamended state regulations.

B. Proposed Permit | ssuance

This proposed permit meets all statutory requireséar authorizing a wastewater discharge,
including those limits and conditions believed resaey to control toxics, and to protect human
health and the beneficial uses of waters of thee®thWashington. Ecology proposes that the
permit be issued for four years. This is one yess kthan what is allowed and generally done by
Ecology. The shorter term will help distribute ermit re-issuance workload for the general
Pasco area and allow a better use of Ecologymsdiurces to re-issue permits in a timely
manner.

VIl. REFERENCES FOR TEXT AND APPENDICES

CES, 2008. 2007 Farm System Operations Summarf2@0#li Irrigation and Crop Management
Plan April

CES, 2008. Updates to the 2001 Operations andtbtance Manual for ConAgra Foods
Package Foods Company, Inc., Pasco, Washingtruary.

CES, 2007. Vadose Zone Monitoring Pilot Study R87 Status Repor©ctober.

CES, 2007. 2006 Farm System Operations Summar2@dd Irrigation and Crop Management
Plan April

CES, 2006. 2005 Farm System Operations Summarf2@d@l Irrigation and Crop Management
Plan April

CES, 2006. Vadose Zone Monitoring Pilot Study Ihstimn Report. June

CES, 2006. Vadose Zone Monitoring Pilot Study B86 Status Reporbecember

CES, 2005. 2004 Farm System Operations Summarg@bfl Irrigation and Crop Management
Plan April

CES, 2004. Vadose Zone Monitoring Plan, ConAgradso®asco, Washingtobecember
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CES, 2003. Addendum to Process Water Land ApphicdEngineering Report, Lamb-Weston,
Inc., Pasco, WashingtorOctober

CES, 2000. Hydrogeologic Update Report, ProceseiRxt-Use Fields, Lamb-Weston, Pasco,
Washington September

CES, 2001. Lamb-Weston, Pasco (SWDP#5309) EngnteBeport — Updatelune.

CES, 1995. Hydrogeologic Characterization, Lamb-Mfesinc., Pasco, WashingtoApril.

Gavlak, R., D. Horneck , R.O. Miller, and J. Kotulsgnacher._Soil, Plant And Water Reference
Methods For The Western Regiofi® 2dition 2003.

USGS, 2000. Summary of Nitrate Concentrationsrnou@d Water of Adams, Franklin, and
Grant Counties. Washington, Fall 1998 — Baselimd=fdure Trend AnalysidVater Resources
Investigations Report 99-4288.

Washington State Department of Ecology, 1993. @linids for Preparation of Engineering
Reports for Industrial Wastewater Land Applicati®ystemsEcology Publication # 93-36. 20

pp.
Washington State Department of Ecology.

Laws and Regulations
(http://lwww.ecy.wa.gov/laws-rules/index.himl

Permit and Wastewater Related Information
(http://lwww.ecy.wa.gov/programs/waq/wastewater/intdéx))

Washington State Department of Ecology, 2004. Guwidan Land Treatment of Nutrients in
Wastewater, with Emphasis on Nitrog&iovember. Publ. 04-10-081.

Washington State Department of Ecology, 2005. émgntation Guidance for the Ground
Water Quality Standard&cology Publication # 96-02. Revised October.

Washington State Department of Ecology, 2007. B&heet on Solid Waste Control Plan,
Developing a Solid Waste Control Plan for Industitastewater Discharge Permittees.
February. Ecology publication # 07-10-024.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A--PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT INFORMATION

Ecology proposes to reissue a permit to ConAgra&da@amb Weston, Inc. The permit
prescribes operating conditions and wastewatehdrge limits. This fact sheet describes the
facility and Ecology’s reasons for requiring peregonditions.

Ecology placed a Public Notice of Application omdary 9, 2009 and January 16, 200%he
Tri-City Herald to inform the public about the suitbed application and to invite comment on
the reissuance of this permit.

Ecology placed a Public Notice of Draft on AprilZ8)09 in the Tri-City Herald to inform the
public and to invite comment on the proposed reissa of this State Waste Discharge permit as
drafted.

The permit, fact sheet, and related documents\aiéalle for inspection and copying between
the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. weekdayspppiatment, at the regional office listed
below.

Water Quality Permit Coordinator

Department of Ecology

Eastern Regional Office

4601 North Monroe Street

Spokane, WA 99205-1295

You may obtain further information from Ecology t®fephone at (509) 329-3524 or by writing
to the permit manager at the address listed below.

The primary author of this permit and fact she€@as Nichols.
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APPENDIX B--GLOSSARY

AKART - The acronym for “all known, available, and reasdeabethods of prevention, control
and treatment.” AKART is a technology-based apghda limiting pollutants from wastewater
discharges which requires an engineering judgmmshiaa economic judgment. AKART must
be applied to all wastes and contaminants pri@ntoy into waters of the state in accordance
with RCW 90.48.010 and 520, WAC 173-200-030(2){))éind WAC 173-216-110(1)(a).

Alternate Point of Compliance - An alternative location in the ground water frore thoint of
compliance where compliance with the ground watendards is measured. It may be
established in the ground water at locations soistartte from the discharge source, up to, but
not exceeding the property boundary and is detextham a site specific basis following an
AKART analysis. An “early warning value” must beeglswhen an alternate point is established.
An alternate point of compliance must be determied approved in accordance with WAC
173-200-060(2).

Ambient Water Quality - The existing environmental condition of the wateaireceiving
water body.

Ammonia - Ammonia is produced by the breakdown of nitrogenoaserials in wastewater.
Ammonia is toxic to aquatic organisms, exerts aygex demand, and contributes to
eutrophication. It also increases the amount tdrote needed to disinfect wastewater.

Annual Average Design Flow (AADF) - The average of the daily flow volumes anticipated t
occur over a calendar year.

Average Monthly Discharge Limit - The average of the measured values obtained over a
calendar month's time.

Background water quality - The concentrations of chemical, physical, biolobara

radiological constituents or other characteristicsr of ground water at a particular point in
time upgradient of an activity that has not bedaciéd by that activity, [WAC 173-200-020(3)].
Background water quality for any parameter is statlly defined as the 95% upper tolerance
interval with a 95% confidence based on at leagitdiydraulically upgradient water quality
samples. The eight samples are collected overiacpef at least one year, with no more than
one sample collected during any month in a singlendar year.

Best Management Practices (BM Ps) - Schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, and other physical, stal@and/or managerial practices to prevent or
reduce the pollution of waters of the State. BMf#ude treatment systems, operating
procedures, and practices to control: plant siteffy spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal,
or drainage from raw material storage. BMPs mafultber categorized as operational, source
control, erosion and sediment control, and treatrBéfPs.

Bypass - The intentional diversion of waste streams from postion of the collection or
treatment facility.
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Composite Sample - A mixture of grab samples collected at the samexiampoint at different
times, formed either by continuous sampling or byimg discrete samples. May be "time-
composite”(collected at constant time intervals)flow-proportional” (collected either as a
constant sample volume at time intervals propodion stream flow, or collected by increasing
the volume of each aliquot as the flow increasedenhaintaining a constant time interval
between the aliquots.

Continuous Monitoring - Uninterrupted, unless otherwise noted in the permit

Distribution Unifor mity--The uniformity of infiltration (or application ithe case of sprinkle or
trickle irrigation) throughout the field express&sia percent relating to the average depth
infiltrated in the lowest one-quarter of the aredhte average depth of water infiltrated.

Early Warning Value - The concentration of a pollutant set in accordamite WAC 173-200-070
that is a percentage of an enforcement limit. Iy in@ established in the effluent, ground water,
surface water, the vadose zone or within the treatmprocess. This value acts as a trigger to detect
and respond to increasing contaminant concentsapoior to the degradation of a beneficial use.

Enforcement limit - The concentration assigned to a contaminant igtbend water at the point
of compliance for the purpose of regulation, [WAZ31200-020(11)]. This limit assures that a
ground water criterion will not be exceeded and bHzckground water quality will be protected.

Engineering Report - A document, signed by a professional licensed eggirwhich
thoroughly examines the engineering and adminig&-aspects of a particular domestic or
industrial wastewater facility. The report shalhtain the appropriate information required in
WAC 173-240-060 or 173-240-130.

Ground Water - Water in a saturated zone or stratum beneath tifi@csuof land or below a
surface water body.

Industrial Wastewater - Water or liquid-carried waste from industrial omomercial processes,
as distinct from domestic wastewater. These wastgsresult from any process or activity of
industry, manufacture, trade or business, frond#helopment of any natural resource, or from
animal operations such as feed lots, poultry hqueedairies. The term includes contaminated
storm water and, also, leachate from solid wastditias.

Interference - A discharge which, alone or in conjunction withisctharge or discharges from
other sources, both:

 Inhibits or disrupts the POTW, its treatment pr@essor operations, or its sludge
processes, use or disposal; and

» Therefore is a cause of a violation of any requaetof the POTW's NPDES permit
(including an increase in the magnitude or duratiba violation) or of the prevention of
sewage sludge use or disposal in compliance wétidiiowing statutory provisions and
regulations or permits issued thereunder (or mivhegent State or local regulations):
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Section 405 of the Clean Water Act, the Solid Wassposal Act (SWDA) (including

title Il, more commonly referred to as the Resouwomservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), and including State regulations contaimedny State sludge management plan
prepared pursuant to subtitle D of the SWDA), studegulations appearing in 40 CFR
Part 507, the Clean Air Act, the Toxic Substancest®l| Act, and the Marine

Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act.

Maximum Daily Discharge Limit - The highest allowable daily discharge of a pollttan
measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour ¢hénert reasonably represents the calendar
day for purposes of sampling. The daily dischasgmalculated as the average measurement of
the pollutant over the day.

Method Detection Level (MDL) - The minimum concentration of a substance that ean b
measured and reported with 99% confidence thatlag/te concentration is above zero and is
determined from analysis of a sample in a giverrimabntaining the analyte.

pH - The pH of a liquid measures its acidity or alkaimnilt is the negative logarithm of the
hydrogen ion concentration. A pH of 7 is definedchaatral, and large variations above or below
this value are considered harmful to most aquééc |

Point of Compliance - The location in the ground water where the enfonimit shall not

be exceeded and a facility must be in compliandk thie Ground Water Quality Standards. It is
determined on a site specific basis and approvesignated by Ecology. It should be located
in the ground water as near and directly downgradrem the pollutant source as technically,
hydrogeologically, and geographically feasible asslan alternative point of compliance is
approved.

Quantitation Level (QL) - A calculated value five times the MDL (method détac level).

Sail Scientist - An individual who is registered as a Certified agistered Professional Soil
Scientist or as a Certified Professional Soil Sglestiby the American Registry of Certified
Professionals in Agronomy, Crops, and Soils origyNational Society of Consulting Scientists
or who has the credentials for membership. Minimragquirements for eligibility are:

possession of a baccalaureate, masters, or dacttggtee from a U.S. or Canadian institution
with a minimum of 30 semester hours or 45 quarbters professional core courses in agronomy,
crops or soils, and have 5,3,or 1 years, respégtiobprofessional experience working in the
area of agronomy, crops, or soils.

Solid waste - All putrescible and non-putrescible solid and setidswastes including, but not
limited to, garbage, rubbish, ashes, industrialtesswill, sewage sludge, demolition and
construction wastes, abandoned vehicles or patedh contaminated soils and contaminated
dredged material, and recyclable materials.

State Waters - Lakes, rivers, ponds, streams, inland waters, @ndend waters, salt waters, and
all other surface waters and watercourses witterjuhisdiction of the state of Washington.

Stormwater - That portion of precipitation that does not natiyrpkercolate into the ground or
evaporate, but flows via overland flow, interflopipes, and other features of a storm water
drainage system into a defined surface water bodg,constructed infiltration facility.

Final Fact Sheet — May 28, 2009 Page 29



Fact Sheet for State Waste Discharge Permit ST-5309
ConAgra Foods Lamb Weston - Pasco

Technology-based Effluent Limit - A permit limit that is based on the ability of aatment
method to reduce the pollutant.

Total Dissolved Solids - That portion of total solids in water or wastewateat passes through a
specific filter.

Water Quality-based Effluent Limit - A limit on the concentration of an effluent paraeret
that is intended to prevent pollution of the recegwater.
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APPENDIX C--TECHNICAL CALCULATIONS

Ecology used the Sanitas statistical software pnogiv. 8.6) to determine the background
ground water quality for nitrate and TDS by caltinig the upper tolerance level of the data
submitted by ConAgra in discharge monitoring repéot the period June 2004 — December
2008. Ecology completed the following step proceduor every upgradient well:

1. Test for seasonality: If seasonality was foundafalata set the values, Ecology de-
seasonalized the values and used the alternatesviduthe remainder of the analyses.

2. Test for Outliers: All outliers were removed frohetdata set.

3. Testfor Trend: A Sens Slope test was done tamate the presence of a trend within
the data; increasing or decreasing. If a signititeand was found, data values were
sequentially removed from the data set, beginniitlg the earliest value, until no
significant trend was found. Ecology used the mending data set for the upper
tolerance limit.

4. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): Ecology conductedshest to determine if it could
combine data sets from several upgradient weltketermine background ground water
quality.

G-fields

Upgradient wells MW-10S, -11, and -12

Nitrate:
» Seasonality: none found in all wells
e Outliers: removed the 12/04 data point at MW-12
* Trend:

o MW-10S: significant decreasing trend for all ddtee data set 10/06 — 12/08 had
no trend.

o MW-11: no trend in all of the data
o MW-12: signif. Decreasing trend for all data; 2/092/08 had no trend
* ANOVA: a significant difference in the median vaduer MW-10S, -11, and -12.
TDS:
e Seasonality: found in all wells
* Outliers: none found

e Trend:
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o MW-10S: significant decreasing trend for all ddtee data set 8/04 — 12/08 had
no trend.

o0 MW-11: significant increasing trend in all dataQ%/~ 12/08 had no trend
o MW-12: no trend for all data
ANOVA: a significant difference in the median vasuer MW-10S, -11, and -12

Upper tolerance limit for nitrate, MW-11: 10.13 fg
Upper tolerance limit for TDS, MW-11: 416 mg/L

R-fields (RR1, -26)
Upgradient well MW-13S

Nitrate:
» Seasonality: found in the well data; all valuessdasonalized
e OQutliers: none found

* Trend: significant decreasing trend for all dalte data set 11/06 — 12/08 had no trend.

» Seasonality: found in the well data; all valuessdasonalized
* Qutliers: none found
* Trend: significant decreasing trend for all dale data set 7/07 — 12/08 had no trend.

Upper tolerance limit for nitrate, MW-13S: 7.02 fing
Upper tolerance limit for TDS, MW-13S: 587 mg/L

R-fields (R70, -27)
Upgradient well MW-14

Nitrate:
» Seasonality: found in the well data; all valuessdasonalized
* OQutliers: yes; removed Jan 07 and Sept 08 values
* Trend: no significant trend for all data.

TDS:
» Seasonality: found in the well data; all valuessdasonalized
e Outliers: yes; removed Aug 04, Oct 04, and Dec 05.

» Trend: no significant decreasing trend for alledat
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Upper tolerance limit for nitrate, MW-14: 24.8 rhg/
Upper tolerance limit for TDS, MW-14: 562 mg/L

J8 — J10 fields, R3
Upgradient well MW-13S

Used all of the analyses and data changes dorkeddr-fields

Upper tolerance limit for nitrate, MW-13S: 7.05 fng
Upper tolerance limit for TDS, MW-13S: 587 mg/L

J11 — J15 fields
Upgradient wells MW-26 and -27

Nitrate:
» Seasonality: none found in all wells
* Qutliers: none found in all wells
* Trend:

o MW-26: significant decreasing trend for all datee tlata set 5/06 — 12/08 had no
trend.

o MW-27: significant increasing trend for all dat#)6 — 12/08 had no trend
* ANOVA: a significant difference in the mean valdes MW-26 and -27.
TDS:
» Seasonality: found in MW-26
* Outliers: none found
e Trend:
o MW-26: no trend for all data
o MW-27: significant trend in all data; 7/05 — 12/0&d no trend
ANOVA: a significant difference in the median vasuer MW-26 and -27

Upper tolerance limit for nitrate, MW-27: 23.5 rhg/
Upper tolerance limit for TDS, MW-27: 538 mg/L
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LW and A-5 fields

Upgradient wells MW-1 and -2
Nitrate:
» Seasonality: found in all wells; all values de-seedized
* OQutliers: none found in all wells
* Trend:
o MW-1: no significant trend for all data
o MW-2: no significant trend for all data
* ANOVA: no significant difference in the mean valdes MW-1 and -2.
TDS:
» Seasonality: none found for both wells
* Ouitliers: none found
* Trend:
o MW-1: no trend for all data
o MW-2: no significant trend in all data

ANOVA: no significant difference in the mean valdes MW-1 and -2

Upper tolerance limit for nitrate, MW-1 and MW-2mbined data sets: 21.7 mg/L
Upper tolerance limit for TDS, MW-1 and MW-2 combithdata sets: 591 mg/L

LW-8 and A fields
Upgradient well MW-7

Nitrate:
» Seasonality: none found in the well data
» Outliers: outliers found; removed 2/05, 8/06, B)/01/06 data values

* Trend: significant decreasing trend for all dale data set 11/04 — 12/08 had no trend.
TDS:

» Seasonality: none found in the well data

e Quitliers: outlier found; removed 12/07 data value
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* Trend: no significant trend for all data.

Upper tolerance limit for nitrate, MW-7: 25.4 mg/L
Upper tolerance limit for TDS, MW-7: 649 mg/L
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APPENDIX D--RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The public notice that informed the public thatrafpermit was available for review was
published in the Tri-City Herald on April 6, 200&cology received the following comments
during the 30-day public comment period.
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COMMENTS TO SWDP ST-5309, CONAGRA PASCO RESPONSES

ConAgra Feods Lamb Weston, Tnc.
Pasco Plant

960 Glade Road North

Pasco, Washington 99302

TEL:  509-547-8851
FAX: 509-545-8971
May 5, 2009

Mr. Don Nichols G ey
Department of Tieology

4601 N Monroe

Spokane, WA 99205-1295

SUBJECT: Review of DRAFT State Waste Discharge Permit No, 8T 5309 ConAgra Foods
Lamb Weston Inc., Pasco, Washingten

Dear Mr. Nichols:

ConAgra Foods Lamb Weston Inc., (ConAgra-L W) has reviewed the DRAFT State Waste
Discharge Permit No. 8T 5309 and has provided comments on suggested changes, ConAgra-LW
respectlully submits the [ellowing comments and corrections. Text from the proposed Permit and

Fact Sheet are quoted in “italics”. Recommended changes are underlined to indicate additions. RES| )onse #1 ECOlOgy will edit the |anguage in S2.E of themE to read:

DRAFT PERMIT

“Monitor the grass/graierops for the parameters listed below on eact fiel
Comment #1: Page 9, S2.E Crop Monitoring. once per harvest_”

Condition 82F requires crop testing but the monitoring requirements in this
section require testing from each field for each harvest. ‘L'his is not consistent
with the testing promoted in the Condition 8§18 Irtigation and Crop Management
Plan. They should be consistent.

Response #2I'he language in S4.B is standard boilerplatedagg and is

Comment #2: Pages 11-14, 83. Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements. based on a Surface water discharge permit. AfteViaW Of the |anguage’ mo{
Many of the dotailed bypass procedutes in S4B do not apply bevause there is o of Section S4.B(3) will be eliminated. The languélg®t requires ConAgra to
freatment plant with surface watcr discharge at Con/Agra-L.W. | notify Ecology of a planned bypass, its descriptiamd start and end dates wi}

Comment #3: Page 10, $2.H Sampling and Analytical Procedures, 4" Paragraph. be retained .

This paragraph specifies that the soil testing and rcporting must be “...in
accordance with the Western States Laboratory Plant, Soil and Water Analysis
Manual, 2nd Edition, 2003 available at

\
htp:rferopandseil.oregonsiate. eduweral 03/Soil Methods. it i Response #3hank yOU for pointing this out. This is relaﬂiy@ew permit

I | language and is Ecology’s attempt to standardi#e¢esting requirements,
somewhat like that in Standard Methods for water@as.

The link needs 1o remove the “/Soil Methods him® because that portion of the
website isn’t available via the link, In addition, it should be noted that selected
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COMMENTS TO SWDP ST-5309, CONAGRA PASCO

RESPONSES

Public Review Comments 10 DRAFT State Waste Discharpe Pormit No. ST 5309

M, Ton Nichols
May 5, 2009
Pape 2 of 4

Cominent #4:

Comment #5;

Comment #6:

methods are available from Oregon State University, The complete manual is
actually available for purchase (rom Colorado State University via a link at this
website,

Page 19, 54.D, Best Management Practices\Pollution Prevention Program,
Item 3.
U3 Oaly spray irvigate wastevwater onto flelds with a viabie growing crop.”

Should be changed to: “3. Only spray irvigate wastewater within the
agronomic capacity of the soil and the existing or upeoming crop for water and
nutrients,

This correction is necessary to clarify that irngation is allowed year round within
the agronomic capacity of the soil-crop system and not just when a crop is
aclively growing, Tn addition, the treatinent processes that oceur within the soil
must be recognized in the wording,

Page 19, S4.1), Best Management Practices\Pollution Prevention Program,
Items 4 and S.

“Maintain an estimated percent soil ritrate leach loss value of 24% +/- 12% for
each spravfield sub-ared”

Should be changed to: “Maintain an average estimated percent soil nitrate

Jecch foss value of 24% 1/~ 12% eachspravfield-swb-avea for the entire land

treatment site™

The average estimated nitrate loss computed by Ingineering Report Addendum
(CES, 2003) was specilic to the modeling effort for comparison purposes and
was an average for the entive farm,  The requirement in the permit implies that
the Engineering Report Addendum average nitrale loss was computed for
comparison between groundwater monitoring sub-areas. It is neither factual nor
valid to use the model results in this manner. The 24% +/- 12% average nitrate
loss value is only applicable to the whole farm average and not to any one sub-
area, The tequested change will also make Item 4. consistent with the
requirement in tem 3. 1o report on steps to be taken to reduce leaching losses
when average estimated leaching loss exceeds 24% +/- 12% for the entire
sprayfield arca.

Page 20, 88, Mud Settling Pond

Condition 88 is a new and unexpected requirement with a short deadline.
ConAgra-L'W does not understand the need for this new requirement. Test data
collected under previous permils was ccased in reeent pennils because i1 showed
low potential for harm to groundwater. 1t, therefore, seems unreasonable to
require lining of settling pond without review and discussion of the issue first.
ConAgra-LW would be willing to discuss implementing a monitoring program
for the silt and wash water as an alternative.

Response #4Ecology agrees to change the wording in Se@ib(3) with
ConAgra’s understanding that this wording doesreptesent Ecology’s
approval of the year around application at this a8 AKART. Ecology agrees
to change the wording to allow ConAgra to contitmeperate the site for thig
permit cycle to collect sprayfield operational dateluding vadose zone and
groundwater monitoring data.

The changes will be:

3. Only spray irrigate wastewater within the agnmic capacity of
the soil and the existingor upcoming crop for water and nutrients.

Response #5Ecology revisited the 2003 engineering repodesmium
and agrees the modeling was for the entire site.ldinguage in S4.D(4
will be changed.

4. Maintain araverage estimated percent soil nitrate-N leach los§ of

24% +12%-for-eactsprayfield-subareafor the entire land treatment

Site.

Response #6Ecology discussed with ConAgra the proposed
requirements in Section S8 to submit plans and'speca lined pond tg
replace the earthen lined pond during this pergatec It was agreed thjt
in lieu of replacing the pond, some sampling shd@alone to
characterize the settling pond water and sedinteh¢lp determine the
potential for groundwater impact. The requiremernitrte the pond will
be removed from the draft permit and replaced wifampling and
testing of the mud pond solids and water for aeedjupon list of
herbicides and pesticides generally used on potafus. This list was
developed for the unlined mud settling ponds atlbeAgra — Connell
facility.
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Section S8 of the permit will be retitled to ‘MUIESTLING POND
SAMPLING AND MONITORING’

And, S8 will be reworded from:

No later than February 1, 2010, the Permittee rswismit to
Ecology plans and specifications, and an engingegport
addendum for a lined structure(s) to replace theeatiearthen lined
area used to settle and evaporate the raw recematey. The
addendum report must include a timeline for thestmction of the
new structure(s).

To: “No later than February 1, 2010, the Perraigball submit to Ecology
specific sampling protocols for the influent andisgent for the testing of the
mud settling pond(s) required by Section S2.F isf permit.”

A list of mud pond influent and sediment test pagters will be added to
Section S2.

A new section will be added to S3 to report the tesults with the December
DMR annually.
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Public Review Commenis 1o DRATT State Wagte Discharge Permit No. ST 3309

Mr. Don Nichals
May 5, 200¢
Page 3 of 4

Comment #7:

Comment #8:

Comment #9:

Page 22, S10,A, Annual Summary of Farm Operations for Previous Year,
Item 8

... five year continyous trend analysis for each sub-area must compare these
vetlies with the value of 24% +/- 2%

Should be changed to: "...a five year continuous trend analysis for each sub-
areq must be prepared”

The average estimated nitrate loss computed by Engineering Report Addendum
(CES, 2003) was specilic 1o the modeling cifort for comparison purposes and
was an average for the entire farm. The requirement in the permit implics that
the Engineering Report Addendum average nitrate loss was computed for
comparison between groundwater monitoring sub-areas. It is neither factual nhor
valid to usc the model results in this manner. The 24% -+- 12% average nitrate
loss value is only applicable 1o the whole [arm average. A comparison of each
sub-area to the wholc farm average is not appropriate.

Page 22, S10.B. Vadose Zone Monitoring and Early Warning Values

The data analysis and conclusions in the Vadose Zone Monitoring Pilot Study
(CIS, 2009), provide clear evidence that the carly warning values in S10B are
not appropriate or valid for delermining risk to groundwater. Even percolate
concenirations in felds not irrigated with process water will also excecd these
values. [n addition, the sporadic nature ol the percolate loss at the site, as
demonstrated by the pilot study makes trend analysis poorly suited for
cvaluation. This permit condition should be removed in favor of an alternate
strategy with a valid basis. It is important that Ecclogy and ConAgra -LW meel
to discuss the results of the vadose zone monitoring pilot study to determine the
best course of action for vadose zone monitoring and reporting,

Pages 22 and 23, S10.C. Groundwater Trend Analysis,

The required trend analysis comparisons are defined by a table identifying the
upgradient and downgradient monitoring wells [or cach set of fields. We believe
that this table does not adequately represent the upgradient and downgradient
wells identified in the Engineering Report Addendum prepared by CES in 2003,
The Engineering Report Addendum identificd multiple wells that serve as
upgradient and downgradient of specific field groups {sub-areas), therefore we
ask you to review the selection of wells representing upgradient and
downgradient conditions again.

For example, CES identificd that MW-14 was potentially a downgradient well
for the G-Fields but, more importantly, an upgradient well for the R-Fields, In
fact, a review of the groundwater flow maps displayed in the fact sheet clearly

shows that MW-14 is upgradient of the currently connected R-fields and J-Fields.

Although MW 138 is upgradient also, it is only in position to be a legitimate
upgradient well for fields RR and R-26 but not ficlds R-79, R-27, and R-3,

Response #7Understanding the average estimated percentis@ite leach
loss is for the entire sprayfield site, Ecologyesgy to the proposed languagg
change for Section S10A(8).

8. The percent nitrate-N leached must be estimateddoin
sprayfield sub-area (G-, R-, J-, Section 3 J-, Lag A-fields)
as described in the 2003 engineering report addenduive
year continuous trend analysis for each sub-araih s

prepared. compared with the value of 24%12%.

Response #8Ecology read the final vadose zone monitorirgtey report,
dated March 12, 2009, and recognizes the concluditme report that

comparing the nitrate content in the VZ percolatéhat in the groundwater or
a concentration basis is not valid; a mass-baspbaph should be used.

Ecology and ConAgra agreed to report the VZ mompdata in the
following manner:

Avg. est’d soil NQ leach loss vs. ( (percolate N{Oss) / (net TN applied +
initial soil NGs) ) x 100

The ‘Avg est'd soil NQleach loss’ value is from the site model and selbon
the water budget; water-based.

The ‘(percolate N@Iloss) / (net TN applied + initial soil N value is
measured via sampling and is mass-based.

Section S10.B of the permit will be changed to reentthe comparison of the
VZ monitoring data to the groundwater Early Warnifgjues
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Public Review Comments 10 DRAFT State Waste Discharge Permit No. 8T 309
Mr. Dom Nichals

May 3. 2009

Page 4 of ¢

recently connected lo the system. MW-14 is the appropriate upgradient well for Response #gECOIOgy discussed this comment with ConAgra E()dlogy has agreed
fields R- - -3, . . .
ol o7, 27, and 3 to revise the up- and downgradient wells for sofrta® fields. These changes are m@de

This 1s one example, however, ConAgra-LW would like Geology to consider . . )
revising the statistical trend discussion to include all the upgradient wells In response to the recently added R-erIdS, R?Oﬁﬁa 3.
identiticd by CES in the Engineering Report Addendum. This request would

allow the reporting 1o aceuralcly represent ground water quality trends upgradient The table in the ‘Groundwater, SeCtion Of the P&béet that identiﬁes the Up‘ and

and downgradient at the site given the existing groundwater flow. The table

from the 2003 Engineering Report Addendum (CES, 2003) has been attached to downgradient wells will be Changed:

this lctter for reference.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments, ConAgra-LW would like to meet with

f:;zi‘f?“f et Gl o (500 47921t 65300 oot i (ol 8 s e S M\yv?%?igf > ’am;irggﬂis
Thank you R-fields (RRL, R26) MW-13S MW-14 and -15
R-fields (R70, R27) MW-14 MW-15
Fields J8 — 10R3 MW-13S MW-16
el 4.
Ll ek petions Mo - Background nitrate and TDS values will be determiife the R70, -27 fields. A
s narrative will be added to the “Background Wateal@y section in the Fact
T e, ko Dot Canag LW (Comorae Sheet and the background values will be put intdldd of the Fact Sheet, and|
RI:LT qbu::\’\';pBS:fﬁli!ﬁf{K.m"ﬂ;ﬁ.ffﬁf ;rld;lr]l\nztc‘lg:\“ in the table in Section S10.C of the permit
Rel:

CES, 2003, Addendur to Process Witer Land Application lingineering Reporl, Lamb-Weston, Inc., Pasco, Washington. Prepared
by Caseade Eneth Seiences, Spokane, WA, Submitted to Washington Department of Ecology Fasiern Region Office,
October 31, 2003

CES 2009, Vadose Zone Monitoring Pilot Stdy Final Report, ConAgra Foods Lamb Weston, ne., Paseo, Washington. Prepured
by Cuseade Larth Sciences, Spokane, WA, Submitied 1o Washinglon Department of Ecology Eastern Region Office,
March, 2009,
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Allen and Cheryl Olberding
5 Lavendar Courl
Pasco, WA 99301

Mr. T2on Nichols
Department of Ecology
4601 N, Monroe
Spokane, WA 99205

May 4, 2009

Mr. Nichals,

ResponseThe comment submitted by the Olberdings was dsed with

;’\’Te ";"3“0"9”““:5;", resporse }?f",‘f A:};‘;\u"?fgmg&;'grAvaﬂahi“ly of Draft Permit No: ConAgra. Ecology was informed that the current @mwitfor the LC Farm
- ostea i the fri-(1 Sy Tl O, . . . ,

> i’ ’ fields has three, one-year auto-renewal clausesording to ConAgra’s legal
We are fifty percent partness in 1.C Farming in Pasco and have two wasle walet interpretation, the expired contract has been axtended until March 2010.
application Jeascs with Lamb Weston Con Agra. One lease for approximately 382 acres
has a term of 7 years remaining. The other lease for 552 acres cxpired March 30, 2009.At . . .
this point we do not have an agreement with Lamb Weston Con Agra for the 552 acres ECOIOgy was also informed that ConAg ra has ne@:hatnew contract with tHe
and want the Department of Ecology to know that those aercs should not be, at this time, 9 . .
included in the 3100 acres as stated in the Annoancement cited above. other flﬁy'perce nt owner of the LC Farm fields draft _Contl‘act has been given

to these owners for acceptance. ConAgra expressditience the new contraljt

Please [eet free to contact us with any questions at 509-727-2504 or 509-545-5412.

s sermpozed Dot 4D pegasnid ot zmmm/, ) will be signed soon. The draft contract is for seyears.
D A AOR P e g AL 7/‘ -

|
Sineerely. | | The fields in question are those in Section 3 (J15).
The permit will continue to allow the use of the E@rm fields. ConAgra is
aware of the need to renew the contract. The petiitvs the application of
Align Olberding Cheryl Olberding . wastewater based, in part, on engineering desigitpgeology, and irrigation
/ i | and crop management. The actual application ofemaser onto the fields is

4 ;
4 - " I & /%()4{/”'/6/{//{ ' 1 1
/)/ v //151 (daion 4// J / - | viewed as a separate legal issue
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