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.....,,., .. 

To: File 

PiTm it Review Su ...:nmar1 
MPCA provided EPA Regioo 5 with a pre-public notice draft permit for rc'v·ic,Y on January 17, 
20181. Regular inectings were held approxircat.ely every rwo weeks dwing EPA Region 5 's 
review, ,md corn..ments identified ,vtTe shared verbal ly with 1v1PCA du1~ng these rne::cting~,. cPA 
Region 5 identified rmmerous substanfrvc comments on tbe draft permit and prepared a comment 
le,tt>:r tn 11.,,{PC,A•. 2 Hm:ve,:er. Rc2ion 5 senior m2n:1geI:·1ent reached an aQreernent ,~.;ith \1PC/\ to .. { ~- ....... 

1The ,Ktua l. public not'ice began on January 31, 2018 ,;.nd ended ni1 IV\a rch 'J 6, ?01 S. 

:i EPA Reg·,on 5 staff (IYPDES ahdORC) briefed 5enior management on March 9, 2013 tD high light the sign ificance of 

the comments identified during rev'tew o-f the draft permit ;md t he ·1mporta 11ce of sharing the comment; with 

MPC!-\ t hrough a comment letter. IJu r ing the briefing, EP/\ W;,ter Division ,ecommendecd sending a corn men' 1ette r 

to MPCJ\. during t·he pub iic comnTent period to document EP.A Region S's find ings. !t wa,, noterJ dur in5 the briefing 

that 
" EPA provides comments on dra ft per mits during the public rnmrne11 t period 2s a part of our regular NPDES 

program oversight to ensure that state permits are consistent with the Clean \Nater Act (CWA) and its 

regulations prior to the perrnit being proposed for issuance. 
o This practi ce reduces the ne-ed to issue objections on proposed permits because the state would have had 

an opport unity to work with EPA to address concerns befo re proposing the permit. 

" EPA has. been invo lved in the project for ~evera l years, as .a c:oopera ing agency during the NEPA prncess, 

which .resu lted in several project design cha nges lo im prove environmenta l protection. At the end of t he NEPA 

process, EPA agreed with the StatE:! s propo;;a l to add ress r·€mainin-g surface water qual lty concerr,s during the 

permitt ing process. 
,. To tallow-up on the NEPA agreement and to implemwt our Joint Priority with the state, EPA 'J1as had biweekly 

discussions with 11/JPCA on vario:is issues since the permit applk;itbn was submitted in Ju ly 2016. Hc-wever, 

concerns remain . 

/.-\s lndicated :above E?.&., Region 5 identified several i.ssues during review and provided the foliow1ng g.c11eral 

characterization of them as follows: 
1. The draft perm·1t did riN include water qua lrty based effl uent limits (WQB.ELs) or any othN conditions t hat are 

as stringent as necessary to 2r•!;ure compliance with the applicable v..-ate :- qua lity ,eqti'1rernents of al: affecteci 

States as req.ui,E-d by 4D C.F.R. 122 4(d) anc 40 c. F.R 123 .4-4(c)(S) . 
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reference the Water Division.



EXHIBIT 0525 

~"'t:rdir.1.i_~ \Vr)ttc~~--~ C<.JrnnJe-0~>: ..;. J:nUO\\.ri.rg ·U.1ii-~ a.grct':.rt1cnt. I:'?/\ P..<:.g.~·CTt 5 held a c.-:)nfcrcncv 
c~JJl 9ViLh J:-i/l_P(-\i\ t}r --~-pnJ j __ 201.8 d1.1ri.ng v/hich tbc~-ccrnrLc:nt l.c1icr·~~--.-,r~.s read to fhe· \:ra.1:-. I:,r.-~J\ 
f~et::j_,)D :S bPlc1 :-J_;-:,]e .1:1t;tJ:i11,~s ;vith \,fp(~_/\ f~1tLr"\ving ·(~Je 1\pr115, 2018 cxrnfl=-:rence !_:.aJL 
t)tu~rng these tnte"L:ng~. t·(;/1.PC./\ _provided uptiaJe-s on the statt:i.J; of pe:-rnJJ.t iss1.1anc.c bvt tii-~i nu:~ 
pr.rrvi.d.c rCSJJ~)nscs to tGI}J_r.ne.n.ts.receive.d. TJ-u:.~~e calls c:eased }n e,2frly .stur1rner~. 20] 8, f,]J __\ }{c~1t1n 

5 a..nd r\'}f''f~:_/\_ bade_ i~~r.e 1.0 r:-H_'t". rrreetin_g on Sepfen]bt~r 25-~~6/ ?O 1 S during ·v~-}i:ic}.I {he C-•:_Jnc.c~rns 
urn.l.mcd in our April 5, '.2(! J8 CiJt:ft.'rcncc c,dl "<v,:rc discllS'.T-d l1.l mo1 c: d1.:'.t,:,iL 

Tb,: i~/1,'nt 1,f ,he Septernber 2018 rnec:ting \Va." to providt' EP.A. JJ1 opportunity to meet with 
fvfPCA ~md tbe company1 fo obtain thk!iticnnl in5;r-mation on th: trearmenr sysTt:::rns and 
upern1101L 'I11e St>.cor:d half rhe. ·:rieding v,1as fur f}'A Lo mec:1 c•ne-un-c,ne wi1h t·,.ff'('.,:.. to 

;:::Uenipl w resolve tht 1,ig,nifiu,.nt issues idcufrficd by EJ'A R,.::giori 5 on the draft J:>CTtait. TYvc of 

th:' rnuJ'e objectionable issue'; raised by EPA. Region:; ,Jvt.n.: (1) the lack of v,,•ri"ie1 qnaiity ba'k:.d 

dfa1t'T11 lirnit..ations fWQBbLs) in !he dr:,Jt permit and (2) M!>Ci'\'s p.!an 1o i:;~;,1c: genc•rd pcn:1it 
,:::over<1gc for cumJru,.:ti,.Jn :::torrnvvater discharges frmn peat dcminr.rted ,vctlm1d systt::ms whwb 
ni.ay rd.ease sip1ificant '..\mcu111s nf rne0-cury into dovm~treJrn navigable- vJal<:rs. 

F"c:gardlng the lack~ of \V()I3.E'...Ls) t11{~ "l'\/PI\E:S _progra1.ri beJie.·ves based on iu:f{)r-.r.nation J)TC\:jded by 
the comp:1ny that there is a.reasonabh:: putenti31 ro cause or contribute to an exc:u1si:-)n f'i.-rnn stat:.; 
nmneric and n:oJTati.vc vvatcr quality standan::Ls. lVfPCA referred to a "qualitative'· reasonable 
potential analysis based largely on their confidence -:-.hat the treatment system. \.\Jll pedi)nn as 
expected.. Criven h{PC\:, refusal to include \:V QB 1-.l .s l:P,\ }fegfrm 5 ,-!.sh.ed MYCA at the fr1ce l.·. 1 

face mci:ting ln include ad.ditluncLl '·opc:rating" Jirnirs in thr.: permit fr)r a.r,;en.ic, cobalt. lead., 
n:ickd, and rnc-rcury at a.t'1 internal outfaB, \VS074. following the meeting, after c.onsideratiun 
EP/\. Region 5'~, request and discussions l:-,etv,,.-een lv1P(';\ and the cornpa1,y, MP(./\ agn.:eJ [ii 

·,·1c'1·•·1,~e ff·1·" c;,,•,f 1·1·"1··.,:11-'("'"""·''f'"lji,1·•-"'' li,ru'tc O l .n1;i .. ,,: ' 170BE-···t·.e ::>·n1·:l 1··.t-1E"f .¢! 1·11',~.r-1'1,,·1· ''rii·'('r,,rir10''11, '. v >..,,...,,. ..,4 i.,..- '-"'·"1·'--···L>- '<.} ••,1,. - rJ·''-~ ;:;:: .-..~.-.. ~- L.L... .::), ._,. ~....LW.h.'- I(\ •--.:·_ ,.,, ..... ,,.1 ,A.,.""". ..,.> ..,_,,,,,._,,~ _,._; l"-... .,. -~ ~ .J.._.. ,~th l •• t;:, 

}. The permIt indu<jes techno}ogy b:,:tsed ~;ffluent Hrntts (TE,ELs) that a;e up to ,:1 thou~.::ind rinH.:·s grearcr thar1 

appiicabie wi-n.er quality criteria. 

3. rhe drJi"t permit did rwt incJ,.nie all of the requirements of40 er .R. 440; Subparts G., hand 1< :that applv lo thi, 

proposed proJect, PJn·1ef·1 a restriction on discharge volume that,~ equivaient to the annu;:1I net prec•prt;;ition 

for· tht' ,,;ite. 
4. The drvft permit roni:ained de facto pr~rrnit n·1ocJific.;ition~, vpon subrnitta!s frorn the perrnittee, which wo1dd 

be iJ viol.'Ji:io11 of the public prnchs associated with pe:rmit rnDdificatlons u:--,tfer 40 C.F. R, 122.62, and crE:atc a 
,,eriou.s compliance <Jrld enforrnab!lity rnnr.:t>rr1 as to the .scope of w+,at is: coverf_•d by tht' pennlt per 40 CF. R_ 

123.44(c)(1), (S) and 40 C.F-. R. 1.22.4-(a). 

r.::, i\dt"Jrtion..r1f perrnit enforceabintv concernsr pf:r 40 C~F.R~ 123,44(c}().} and_; 40 C .. F R. J 2).4(2J}, indudt that the 

permit; 
a. Contains ''operating limi"ts" on an int1Hnal outfall th2,t are: not clearly enforceable by 1:F'A m· MPC:A 

and, thus, wmrid he 'inf'ffective at pn:.itectirig v,1/li"er- quality. 

b. Functions as 3 shiefd fro,n Clean VVate, Act e',forceme:11t for poJlutants disckised dur]ng the 

application process per 3::-, U.S.C. ::..3"12(k) 
"Email horn ~:urt Thiede (EPA Region :i Chief of .Staff) to Sharir,on 1..otthamrner !fv1PO,,) dated l✓iarch 1£, 201.8 

which outlines the ag1·2211wnt t>etwee-n EP/; and MPC!t f\ppendix /\. 
4 Po!y/V'1et repr(•sent.01tivrs ind tlteir consult,mt.s frorn Sarr Englnee1tng werE: present on the first dJy of meetings 

heJd on Sentember 2S 1 2G18, 
5 tndusicn of these "operating" limits def.' for a!i pollutants kn wr:k:h modelling and/or p+:·l: tes1:"ing deterrnined to 

be potenf,alty prPsent in ·w2iste stream(, at concentr·ationf, gr-eat.er than ·water· q..,J2ility criteria b2ir:;r2 ent,~,·ing ,he 
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l;m;1s mt) lack n. clear regulatory t:r,nnection to coritrclling surface water disch'..;.rges. ~-h Reg:(111 
5 :t"\;ew leam was asked by 1:mt Thiede rn determme wht'ilic:r operating limii.s c.oulJ. he 
r"eoerc1ll) 1:nfon:eable provisions uf' the pem1it. Die Office of Regional Counsel, in con,junccil\D 
wiLh i::J1A.'s Office of General Counsel, evalumed tqese ·'uperating" limits filld detamined 1ba1 
tl-Jey are ar§,'l.lably federally enforceable RS operation and maintenance rcguiremen1s for Lhe 
facility'neverse osmosis/nano.filtrnti())1 lreatment system. 40 C.F.R. 121.41 (e). \Ve note that 
federal e.nforce.abili[y of these operating limiLS is le··s certain and more complex than if these 
Jimi1s were. established as WQBELs. 

ln addition to these imcmal np~ra.tin6 limits. 1VrPCA c1bo im:lude.d al surface iVate.r di ·charge 
point SD00J. a 1.0 TUc whole effluent toxicity ( WET) lirn.it, a WQB ~ L for pH, and a na1Tativc 
prohibi1ion of violations of applicable state water quality standarc!.s.6 The St1.te also i.ncluded a 
sui te of federal TBELs for the-irnn ure industry c.a.tegory. See 40 C.F.R. 122.44(::,). EPA' s 
internal aµa1ysi? showed that th~ majority of the TBELs wrmld not be sufficie11t to ensuL·e. t1Jat the 
facility" s discharge did not exceed applicable stme \VQS. Hm.vever, the State's inclusion of the 
narrd.tivc prohibition on violation of applicable state WQS arguably would function as the 
controlling WQBEL at SDO0I and wouJd ensure that the surface wa1er discharge would not 
exceed applicable St.ate WQS. See 40 C.F.R. 122.44(d). 

\Vhilc :\,fPCA representatives agTccd to consider moditYing the <.!raff pennit to add operating 
limjts for additional parameters they refused to make any changes to address the expected 
mert;ury loading anticipated from sL rmwat.eT runoff from ~he removal of peat dominated 
wetlands and plan to cover this discharge under the State's constniction storrm:vater general 
pem1it. The constrnction st-onnwater general.permit does not include provisions for addres.s jng 
specitic water quality standards issues. As a result the proposed pennit (and associaccd 
permitting schcrn_;) appears to Jeave mercury from this aspect of the project wholly unregulated. 
EPA Region 5 recomme-nded that J\1PCA evaluate "":hether there is reasonable potential for 
discharges covered under the construction stormwater general permit to cause or contribute lo 
excursions from water quality standards and wheth r such discharges could be controlled as a 
part of the State's CWA Section 40) certification. There is notl11ng in 1he permitting record to 
suggest th.at MPCA has performed this analysis. Therefore, construction stomiwa.ter general 
perrnit coverage, whicl1 presupposes that a project 'Will compl y with WQS, likely would not be 
sufficient to ensure discharges of construction stormwater from peat removal activities, which 
have been shown to release mercury at othed•,,finnesota industrial facilities, will comply with 
dovmslrearn water quality standards in this cac.;e_ MPCA suggest.en that the st.om1water pollution 
prevention plan for this activity would include detention basins and that the majority of storm 
water from I.his activity would be collected and sent to the tailings basin and ultimately to the 
Vl\1/TS. At th.is time, it does not appea,r that MPCA intend: 10 include sr.ormwater monitoring 
requirements or effJuent limits for mercury. EPA continues to recommend that the State issue an 
individual construction stomiwaler pemJit for this project but this concern is separate from the 
PolyMet individual N'"PDES discharge permit before us . 

wa~tewater treatment sy~em. Note that these are in addition to the "operating'' limits included in the draft 
permit for sulfate, and copper. 
~ MPCA revised the narrative condition to the following: LThe discharge of treated was:ewater from trie wv.rrs 
must not violates ate water quality standard,. [Minn. Sl·at. § 115.03 subd . 1]." 
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i11 rnc-rc d<~rail ·bc}cn:\\ i\.Jl->C'./\ addrc.ssc-.d o:r p<1r-r1D.lly a.dd:ressed sorne eorrirqe.nts \Vbi1e c,crnr1~~rely 
d1srega.rdj ng 0th.er:~. I1,1::~ed 1Jp0n. th,,:_- c::h;1n_gt·~s nJade to r.:rcrvid.t~ ~u.L::ii.L.ion.a1 JJrote.cuon at (h.1.tfJJ f. 

SI)f)Ol r.rn.d r}-h~- inch1s·lon t~r a.dd.ti:.iona; operaJing Ii1T1i-1.s "~+1ich Y-ve t:eEe~/<:~- 2.J'&::. arguably fi:~dcr;~JJy 
t:n.ftJrceab)t~~ l~J' __:\ prcvh}(:d \)t.rba] cor1.tirn]::d:i()1J lo f\{PC:..1\ t"Jr~ {)~ccrnber .1:, 2018 1ha.t f~J>/\ \i\/{H.tld 

nu i\:tpost \H'C/1 ',; p1.1h]ic. nut1ce nf the prnrosed permir. lv1PCA proposed the pumit on 
r·,,-.,c,,c,_,~,1)'"'" /,1, ',i(.J \J 6 ~~·,·rc"i:,·,,, -, '"Ylr' ,·nc•11·r·,r,·ncl,i,10 C)f .-,o,-,c. ..,·n,er·t" ,,,,.,+]· ~-dJ),,";\ 7 •li1"~ ;,- +be ''c"•,--s,~-,.,_Lj•,,__.,_. ...._,.,L;_J_,_ \..,.:. '> .,;__.)..,' .D, J'')s)... -l:.t.~. -~:..J,.J.,-:.:•. (l__. t ✓ l ,. i!S\.- .....L .... d.:.; .!._},,~.3 ,..,. ,r;...t,::,J'~/c~.,f ~I. t¥tl..l !.i-'_l_ ,.__ ..,.$..:;--IL •• ~ ..:.cJ 1. Y,.,..;__ J~,j.:,_J_ 

of the /✓ PJ) E:~~; pt:~rr.nlt it irrtend:-~ tc: is:;·rue, and J:]);\ J1as 15 cL:-1y'S or tLntlJ .Dcccrnber 19 ~ 20 JS 1.o 
H'"\.-iev, ihc pc:tT~iit ,:irtd dderrnim· 1vht'.,_hec to ;~,sue ::i gent·rai c.+ie:ctiorL ·rbe is:::ucs.. hTPC/, \, stated 
revi~:-1:ons (if any)~ and F.-P./:1 ~ s re.~~r.n)nse. ~~_re C)\ph:rt11L~d .in th.c Ztitacl1ed table. 

Nex.t Skps 
EP:\ Region 5 has 15 <l2.t3·s, or until De:cernher 19, 20! 8 to de{inirive1y decide whdber to fil::: a 
general objection to rvfPC,'\_'s issuance the pcnm!. A gl;neral c,hjection sh,k:s iu a Vl.:T)• general 
Viay what the issue:::a are ard the bases for EP/"' 's objection. EPA would then have 90 day:3 frorn 
foe date that the proposed perm.it 'NZ.S :~u.bm.itted i.o frle a ~:pecific objection. A specific objection 
,vould provide a detailed \:XpJanation of EPA's basis fiJr objection and desciibe tH)\V EPi~ \:,,:ould 
rdnlvc the o"bjectionah!t items. EPA. and IvlPCA could v,mrk out tbe issues :i.v:ith the proposed 
perm.it during the 90 d;rvs and. potent;a}ly avoid sending the specific ol:dection. 

The n;: v1,::,.v tDain' :, c:onc,:hisi un that there are legftl argumc11ts that caTJ be made tc support 
c.nforcerncntof the prop,.:Jscd permit. have been prO\/·ided to \Vater Div:ision rnanagernent and 
Regior'i 5 Cbief of Staff Kni1 I11iede. 

Contacts 
~vfoik Ackenn8n, \[PDES, 312-353-4145,. A_i::};:cm::ai:unark@cpr1,.,i;::;s_:1._y;, Barbara \Vester, ORC, 
312-353-85 l 4., \l/e~ted:1'.irban1;1iZit:1).!!.Z.QY; Candke Bauer, },JPDES, 312<Vi3-2106, 
J.l?-UG[,Candicccii:cpa. Q.ov: Kevin .Picrard, NPDES, :112-R86-4448,, .Pi era:rd.kevin(d;.::pa. >sov _ 
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.. - ·---- -
PolyMe.t Not"thMct NPDES Permi1 Review Issues Summary (S':~..Ai~.P~Jdi:x H which includes (JI_~__(~xt 1irnl wns read ahnJtl _ty rvlPC.A)

IIssue iclcotificd in the public notice draft 
and communicated tr► MPCA 

The permit includes technology based 
eflluent limitfltions (TBELs) from applicable 

fe(kra.l rogu]atiom: at 40 CFR Part 440 
SubparLs G, J , and K. However, the permit 
does not include water quality based effluent 
limitations (WQDELs) at the surface water 
discharge point SDOOl [or key parameters 
and appears to authorize discharges that 
,'\-'0tlld exceed l\-1innesota's federally 
approved human health and/or aquati-: life 
wu!er quality standards (\VQS). 

MPCA Revision 
I · 

MPCA revised the perm it to include. 
''orerating'' limits fo1· As, Co, Pb, Ni, and ITg 

at an internal nitmito1ing point, WS074. These 
are in additiou to the "operating" limits that 
the slate had previously included for S04, nnd 
Cu at WS074. According to the perm.il, these 

i limits c1re enforceable <.:onditions of the permit.
I 
, 

Separate from the internal operating limits, 
J\IIPCA also inc lmled a \VQBEL fm pl I, a i .D 
TUc WET limi,t.- and a nnrrntivc condition 
prohihitio.g the violation of WQS , all of wl1ich 
apply at SD00 I, tbc unly ::;urfocc water · 
clisc.harge poinL associated with this fac iJiLy. 

- -~-------- - ---.,___ _ _ _ 
5 

] EPA Response 
· _ _______ 
1 .lVIPCA 's incl us ton ot or,--:rnting l imii.s 
I at WS07,~ 1s intcnclco to hrnclion as .1 

j sc.r of opera Lion ancl nrnintc1,<111cc 
controls on the facility's 

-·
I
1 

j 
1 

I 
l 
!, 

RO/nanotiltn1tion t1·c,.1lrne11 '. system. As 
such, 1he;:;e limits are consis(cnl \villi 

tJ-1e O&M provi,;ion at 40 C.F.R ~ 
122.4l(c) aud f\foine so ta ruJes. ri1(:.:;t: 

limits argw1blv are fcdern lly 
enforce.able requirements of thjs 
permit, but tbcy are n.ol WQBELs. 

j Li..mjts in-;_pose.d al SDOO l. includ1.1:g 11,c: 
1 numeric \VET liil il, Llic \-\.'QfrEL f\1r 

pH, fllld the nanai-jve language 
prohibiting the violation nf \VQS arc 
aU, 9-.[fil.@l)l_y, feden1Jly cnforccL,bie 
WQBELs. 

Based 11pon the re.co n.l an d EPA ·.s 
1 

knowledge of other fo.c i liti cs, EPA 
relieves the facihiy bas J. rca;;;oiiabk 
po!cntial Lo n,ceed VlQS and nwncric 
WQBELs shouid there.Co re be inc lu-:.kd 
2Lt t)uifrdl SDOO l to alleviale questi Gii:5 

, regarding ihe enforcloabilily uf the 
, permit. 

Uowe.vcr, MPCA's :dtenrntive 
, approad1 arguably wullld allow 

MPCA, EPA, and/w ci!Lt:cns to 
eIJforce both the internal O&IVTI 
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~y~l£U'forthMet NPDES Permit Re-vi;~, Issues Suunuarx (~.~i:'.~-J~f;~_-1;dix U which i1;;:!~1~lcs tile tex t Hti-l ~"~u~.rea(l~½;ud-~ ;1·\i;(),·1._ ______: 
J Issue identified in the public notice draft 

and communiu1ted to IVIPCA 
!--· ---·-----Procedure 5, Paragraph 8.2.''9 

i5 ____ _____ ___ ··At pnges J4-3 7 of the fact shcct,1(1 .v1P('.A 
states lhal it~ decision that \VQBELs are not 
needed in the permit rel ies on the operntionaJ 
lim 1ts for su ICate (in milligrams per liter) and 
copper (iu micrograms per liter) at internal 

i outfall \VS074. i\lthough these limits arc set 
to low values, incluc.Jing the copper linut tbat 
is set to the v'lQS, (calculated by assuming a 
hardness vn lue or l 00 mgiL), thei-e is nothing

1definitive in tile pcnnil or .SLtpporting · 
jnformation tbat justifies a conclusio11 thal 
meeting these operational targets \.vill result 
in meeting \VQS for all the parameters in the 
permit application. Tbjs is especial [y a 
concern for mercury, for which the standard 
i.s spcci fied in nano grams per liter and the 
pilot study' 1stuk:s that the effectiveness of 
the treatment system to remove mercury is 
unlrnown. 

J 1\.-TPCA Revi,~ion RPA Respons e · 
: 
• · - --- -- - -- - · 

~ee "MPCA Rcvi.sion· ' to issue l. 

1-----+--- ---- --------------1·- - - - - ~----- -------- -
(i The permit requires that no sulfate or copper f\{PCA reYised the pennit section titled 

be added to the discharge after rn011itoring "\VWTS Effluent St.abrlization Process" to 
su,tion WS074 bul does not prohibit the prnhibit !be addition of aluminum between 

~--- addition of any other additives between ~ - -
WS074 and SD0OJ . The permittee _~rnst cert ify 

See ''EPA Rcspo:·1sc" io Is~.uc · . 

I 

- - --- __i 
l hc.sc changes resolve our cu 11m t' r;L. 

_ 

9 ''EPA and MPCA agree lhal MPCA will use only alternative statist ical prncedu1·es for derivi11g PEO, th;it meet the cr iter ia in 40 CFR Pa1·t 132, Append ix F.. Proccc! ur1: 5, P,H cJ[:;r,1;1 !i 

8 .2. EPA and MPC1\ funhe( agree lhal EPA retains the authority to 1·evie 1N any specific slatislic;il prorcd\.ire:, M innesota intends to use fo 1· d criv i n1c< F'i:Qs ;in d to object to F; f! rrni ts 

lhal have been develo ped using statistica l procedures that do not meet the requi rements of Para1:,1·a ph 8.2 . of Proced ure 5. '' 
10 "To ensure the V\/WTS is operating as design ed and to rema in c:onsislenl v,1ilh the ;:issumpt1011s made in the fE IS, the pennit include, dl'l interna l performance 11;onito :·j 1;g f:;C,i1-,l 

(Station WS074) where an Operating limit of 10 mg/L sulfa le appl ies . The Oper;iti ng Uinit vt 1NS074 is an enforc.eablt' permit lim il but i~ nei the r ;i ,va t c r q uality ba , P. cl p icn ..i l 

limit nor a tecl1nology based permil limit because ther-e is no Reasonable Potential." (p-. 3S) . 
11 See page 43 of "Final Pilot-testing Report " dated June 2013. 
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rthf')let N Pcrmit nd w 
..- ... ~ .....,, ................... .,,...., .....,.,.,.,.. .............. - ............___.. ., ..., .....,., ..,...............................,...X....-'-----"-...;.._--------~--·---····-·---~-

fa:,;ue idcn!Hicd in the rmhlk notke drrtft 
;rnd commtmknted tn '.\lPCA-----~ 
n-ion!lming Jirmi 
o,Jtfolls. ln for!, th{~ permit record 

attcr minernl ncldition .. 
; .. ,. .................................,•••••••••••••••••••••»........................~NNN~----------

'7 Thfa 

effluent ,vDJcr tre,1tn,ent sy:itern 
..n.J 

,1-,,., ... ,,. ...... ,.. , .., , ,--., he 
:- . -~ ,:~ 

finrd or an i11le11ml 

!he penni! ut 6. l(,i,8 \o includeThe draft pennil does not include ~111 the 
rcquhements of J, un 
and K apply to this 

ai•~:stri\Jl\~!I on discharvc Y(;ltin1_~'....."""~----------···· ..,--..............:............... 

g 
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EXHIBIT 0525 

- --------·--,~- ···-·-----
PnlvM et Northl\.let NP DES Permit Revie·w Issues Summary (See Appendix B which includes the tcx(: tlrn( 1vas read ,ttourl to j\'lPCAJ 

Issue identified in thl' public notice draft 
and communicntcd to .MPCA 

- - - -+----

tbat is in confonmmcc with 40 CFR 
440.J04(b)(2)(i) and that is equivalent to the 

aim mil ne1 precipitation for the site. Perm iL 
sections starting at (j. l O. l include a fomrn la 
that retrospectively calculates the a[lo,vable 
cliscbarge and includ e~ a "carryover" amount 
de.fined as "the difference betwcc11 the 
allowable anni.ial discbargc volunJ e and the 
actual voJurne discharged" V•ihich acts as a 
''credit" that the permittee is allowed to 
apply to lhe following ca lendar year. This 
"cany over credit" appears to be in 
contradiction to the applicable regulatory 
definitions uf "annual precipitation," "mm ual 
evFJporation," and ''mine drainage" at 40 
CFR 440.l32(b), and 01). Vlc recommend 

, setting a nurneric limit on ±lo\v, including 
,' thts lirnit in the permit, and ensuring that it is 

consistent with 40 CFR 4410.104(b 2 i' . 
8 "\Ve recommend that MPCA consider the 

1 applicahiJ iLy of- and inclusion of - eft1uent 
limitations contained in 40 CFR 440 .12, and 
40 CFR Jhni 440, Subpaii A (iron ixe), as the 
project discharge coulcl include legacy 
po IJutants . 

171e permit as \Nritten niay preclude~--~--

" iVIPCA Rnision 

- --------------~--- -
MPCA revised the permit nt 8.1. l to include 
the additional TDELs. 

See "MPCJ\ Revision" to Issue 1. 
9 

! El'A H.t/\pon"c -- - - --i 

I 

I This change rrsnlvcs our com1ner;,L 

\\/e note Ll1,1L the ;ippiicab[e TTff:T,f; ,-,: ;1 ' 
nn1 en.~me LhaL Lhe clisc linrge at SU UC I 
\Vill not cxccccl appl icab le WQS. T:-,c 
~talc's inclu~inll of a 1wr-raliH:. 

prohibition on cx.cccdc111ccs of 
::ipplicahle ~(ate \.VQS functions as n. 
WQBEL tbat ru:guablv -v;ouicl enc;Ui·•~. r 

that clisc\if:m,es from Lhe focii i!J"· eve " jf l'~ . 
they rneel npp licnble TBFL limils, wi l1 ! 

not result in ,u1 excurs ion oLwih,' \JJ()~ .. I 
See-"EPA Res )0nse" lo Issue 1. 

RELATORS_0063129 
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EXHIBIT 0525 

f--_P_._()l~r_~kt North.l\lct .1'0H1DE.S Perm.it Review Issues~u111m:uy (See 1\ppemlix B ,vhichit~c}\i_Lly~~th~ te!!_t[:wl was reiut 
Is.sue identified in the public notice drnft li\1 PC/\ Hc,dsion 1f:'.J:lA R(\'ipou~t 
,ind tummunicaicd fo 1\lPCA 
enforcement per C\ii/i\'S~~~ti~:;~;·40:z(i<·)~if ____ :-- ---- ------ ·----------- ------ .... 
f '-, -, l ·1 1~- (l •, f' ·>j d. ·i ! ] ' ' 1_J;')C .1 :J,:, L, q, ·or poimtants 1sc oscc cunng 
lhe nppliu1i iori process v.,;hich there 
arc no Jimitntio11s, or for ,v,11cr ity 
stanclnrds exc.ui·si ons ,vhere the lirni tab un 

, pnlvided in the. permit appear:, 1..o be greater 
· tlmn the apphrnblc state \Yater quality 

10 pcnnil contains 'operating" Erni ts on. an Sec '"IvfPC.A Revision" to Issue J . 
internal (,utfal1 that may not be cnfon::cabk 
by EPA, citizs:~ry,. and potentJnlJy l\JPC/1. ancl, 
thns, nv1y be indlectivc at protecting v,·a(er 
quality under the Clean 1Nater Act 40 
CFR 122.4(a), and Specifically, the 

1.1 ·~1·1·11'1• l.' 1·1rl1 1(1·~,, ,_-l>'! inl-Pl'J'1°) ,,-,t1·,..,1·1 (l"'1f'1'"1t1'nuJ"• . 1_. ;,. V .',at:-,._,;::,_ -~~ ,..,.- ,n. ,_1~).~ iJ.,. -•1' ._, (.Ji I ·f;.: 

"target'' '·'limit" for sulfate based on a 
vn'1 ·,1•1(prv).A, ✓ C'l)"'1l'IJ·1:f1·1,c111\.. ---Jh,, 1>n.'1·v'r-.,1·0 •/ 1·c·1111''.p·t·,__ q.,.i ,..-'\..A.. Jl.. '·'·Jl\;1,.,.l., ,..',,.)..,~(i 

IO r:ng/L limit (permit sections 
6. l0.34-35) an internal optrating "limit''' 
frn cGppcr that MFCA states viiJJ ensure 
co1nphancc ,,;,;,:ith the cbronic ,vater quaiity 
standnrd for coppe;r (ptxn-rit :,ecUon 6. l 
We 1.mdt:rstand that ~1IPCA 's authority (o 
enforce such a provisior, rnay rest on state 
a11lhority, ouisld.e the scope of the C\VA. 
l\lfPCA should the permit as necess~1.ry 

; to ensure that all NPIW,S requirernents are 
' enfo1·ceabie under ihe C\VA. 

Tbe internal "operating" 1irnit for coppeL a1 St'.e "MPC/\ Revi"Sion·,, Lo11 
9. mioognnns per liter at permit section 
6.1043, is equivalent to the 'N,lter quulit_y 

,___"'_~,~--··"--"-·' criterion_for co__ppcr. J.-Icn:vever, permit section 
10 
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EXHIBIT 0525 

=:-Pol);Md N~~thl\}~! N~DES Pcn~it Re~ie,,· Issues Surnm ary (S~e. Appendix B ,•1i1 ich includr.s the textth~~.~~d-~lou~f'to i'v1PC/~..)-~--] 
1

Issue 1denhfi~d m the public notice draft J\,fl'CA Rcvmon . EPA Response · 
und communu:atcd to .MPCA 

- - -------+---- --
6.10.44 np]Jears to authorize higher discharge 
concentration for copJJer, bc1scd on the TBEL 
tbat appears to apply at outfall S DUO 1 
(permit section 8.1.1 ). This creates a conflict I 
as to ·which limit is applicable and 
enforceable againsl the perrnjttee. MPCA 
should revise the permit to include a 
WQDEL for r,0flt?~! __ ___ ___ _ _ _,_ 
MPCA plans to transfer the administrati.vely 
continued, expired Cliffs Erie, LLC permit 
(and associated enforcement documents) fen 
the existing tailings basin lo an affiliated 
corporate entjty of Po l yMet. It appears that 
this arrangement could result in the perrnlttee 
ho lding multiple permits covering the same 

No changes made in either the permit or fact 
sheet 

MPCA inf'ormecl EPA during the meeting of 
September 2S--2fi that the Slate approved this 
transfer through a process prnvided under ihe 
State' s consent decree resolving tbc Cl iffs [?ri.e 

d ischarge l<)r some lime after the effective i bankrupLcy. 
date of the NorthJ\'fet _permit. This creates 
confusion uver which discharges are covered 
by each permit nnd may complicate or 
preclude enforcement of pe1111il requirements 
under either per.mil, for example if legucy 
pollutants do not <1Hcnuatc as predicted 
(pe1111it section 6.10.45 .

f------+~-- - ~ ~-- - - - - ---t-- --- ----

IJ Tbe pcrmrt facl sheet (p. 17) acknmvledges Nu changes made i11 either the. pcm1it or fact 
continuing seep discharges from the tailings sheet. 
basin. As such, tbe draft permit and/or 
suppo1i-ing documentation should clem·ly 
assign responsibility for seep discharges by 
specifying those applicable portions of the 
Cliffs Eri.e, LLC permit (MN0054089) , the 
Cliffs Erie, LLC CoJJsent Decree wjth 
MPCA, an~ !he draft NorthMet permit. 

11 

- - ---- -•· 

EPA lacks sufficient information (n 

determine ,vhether ou r c.o n rern has 
been addressed. 

- - --- ~·---- .. - ______, 
Co mments wen· no( inidress('.(l. 

RELATORS_0063131 
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·---.. ·-~--,,...,v,, , .., .... , 

• :~t)·-,(·•1i",t>ll1" ·' 11"°' 0v,1·1111't "'l1"'l'1<d- .:n,---!1,,!.,.· t'·:-•'i '·' : ~J t \:,,1;.,,,~ ~ 1 -t. ,, } '.• l\ '->-.• }· V·. •'• t) . '...J ,q_i .t .• -. ,,._, ,AJ,. I;,.,, ,.·~~-) ,;A,. 

• l ;' "" (' f l·"'J'(.)\:\"'!"' '\""'.j~.\ !'1'·i·1,·.! ·1·1 ··!1' •·m ~.()'·),_-1;11"' 1·,'H', • .:.J~ ,f) \..~ k cv\.,/1:,. .•)•·· ..... 1.,,, .C L,,.i"": I;,.'. \,.J.t i ,dot,\...;.,). 

' "tlrJ/,·,i· ,.,,_,...11',Ji\''··1 H1,,-/ '·lt'"'-"' ''1·11+}1.n:.t·1·2.,rl 11)(,,4., .,.L \,. -:1,,"',, .. , ,.}_,. tJ .,,..\.,. ,;;_ ,,,,,i:,,- {~- l ,_ . -~"',,+- , ... 

<1;s{•.111·r··,"~ r,-(.)IT\ '1·1". t'.'>:1·1,,g· s· 1r,fr1 (b"') ,. ,"1•"·ll')-'-·'·"'"""J ·"' ,,;\...,.•.• ~ '" -v..l~. i~ ..... ,.'.'I .... L ........ J.; ...._ _ d :.I_,_{,:· 

tckntify\ng sc<:p'.• and Lhc.ir ldnticnsllip ln !lie 
pbnncd conta;nme:;t 5y;;fem, (c) 1.nonitoring 
and applicttbk Fmils fr,r these seeps, 
becaut,c, ns noted in Ow fi.:i.c't sheet (p, l 7 ). 
sc-~p discharg,ti "umlributcd to cxccedam.:e,:; 
d pi:nnil effluent limitations establishtxt in 
the HPDES SDS pc.rrnit," and (d) appropriate 
interim auth(iJizJilion, lim:t~, and 
l'Cquit\~1rwnc:; for tanings basin seeps nmil 
such n hrne ft:;, ::,ee,ps arc ti.,lly coniaintd and 

to surface- wu(ers.
·"~""-""'""------'--------...... 

MPCA plarrn to ls.,iu<: general p~l'fni.t 
cnverngc;; ron$trudion sl.onn'>valer 
di:si:harges pr!QI' to cnmmencerne.nt Gf 
com.,trncttc1n Neither tht'. draft indlvidu;,J 
pi!nriit, nor a,y supporting documentation 
1Jcar!y dc!intatcs what activitie::. Me 
(c;.:clurkd frnrn CO\'i.''.n,ge under a gcn,;n1l 
permit. Ftir\ht:f, the stQrnr,va.ter genera.! 
pennit wqi_Jd au1horize db::harge from the 
draining of over 91)0 ,icn:s of-,,vetlands, 
ivhicb me dominated by peat bogs, T11h 
activity is expl''.cted lo rck,tst' significant 
amounts of mercury into dovvnstreai.11 
nav]gahk waters. \VhHe J\{PCA. hrt-s I 
acl<.rH~~At'l-t~dgt~d uxJd addressed such. discbarge 

14 

1 

;"' ;.!.,, q''.'.·ll 1'1l, ,., ;i·,u 1·)""''l't·1·1·,,_., (,.,1·1,·! 1' ,-- v,,,t,tn l [
. ~q ~ .-.)' }··l.~ . ,t ~ L...... ~ .: ~~ .... H.) , ....: . ..__ ..~i '-•· f. ~..,.> ~ 

' conmwnts :~iEt~Jii:,_rr_;hi::; proje::~Q, p,}£ll!.3!LtL __ 
12 

. \ ' ~ 

\/(~ tn~~~ ~SSUC~ 

.f',{PC;\ ruuk ensnr:> 

Ccrn:: C Vi/\ 404 1.wnnit. . . . 

n,c,niloring nnd Lrnih wern applir.·d'1,: 
to lh:: dis!.::!n.ngc !bruugh the :; \}/,\ c(f!: 
:::crti:fic«tion, it fr Js-ycl unc'[;.;,ff 
\,,.,}v::Jher this is~;uc. ·\\·ill bt} sn1ctres.:,ed :i.11 
the :)UJ1e's ,101 <eniJi::.atkru h•J 01-:: 
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https://dovvnstreai.11
https://cnmmencerne.nt


_

EXHIBIT 0525 

r-:r~i ·1'iet NorthMet NPDES Permit Review Issues Summary· (S~-~-AjJpemlix f> ~hich iJ1cludcs th~ tex! _that v,_'.ES_ICH\!_~~~-lld io J',l l'CA) 

I Issue jdentified in tho public notice draft Ml'C A Rc,·isioII IEl'A R-,,ponsc 
: and commtmicatcd lo i\1PCA -+----------- - ------- ___ __ · 

I the pcnrntti ng Iecord demonstrates that this i 
1 

issue has heen addressed or even considered. I 
There is no provision in the construction j / 
stormwc1ter genen1l permit for addressing I 
specific WQS issues . Thus, the draft pcrrnit 
(and associated permitting scheme) appears 
to leave mercury from this aspect of t11e 
project wholly umcgulatccl V../c suggest 
identifying what is intended to be covered 
under the stomrwater general perm.it anci 
evaluate ·whether there is reasonable for 
discbarges from activities covered under the 
stormwater general pennit to cause or 
contribute lo excursions from WQS. If there 
is such reasonable potential coverage under 
Oie storm.water general peTJnit would not be 
appropriate. Ratl1er this discharge, with 
appropriate WQBELs, c011ld be covered 
1.mder the NoiihMct permit or another 

,___ _ _ ,__ir_,d_i_V_ldual per'-n_1i_t._ __________4-_____________ _____4-_ __,,,___________ _ 

II 1) Permit section 6.10.17 does not aUow the .tv1PCA revised the permit at 6. l 0.17 to include Commenl was not :1dd ressed foily. 
pcnnittcc to disdrnrge any process language ;;pecifying that all mine waler must 
wastewater from the rnine sile (o the surface be treated at the pla11t site. or stored in Lhe 

... 

Specifically, there is still no means or 
waters. However, it is not clear hmv i floatation tailings basin. 

I 
com.pl iance evatuation lo ,·crify 

compliance witb. this condition ,.viJl be whether c-e11nin dischnrgcs arc 
evaluated. Under 40 CFR 122.44(i), NPDES . MPCA revised tl1c permit al 6.10.26 to i.nch1de occ l!Tlng. 
permits must include monitoring ' language prohibiting the discharge to surfa.ce 
requirements ''to assure compliance \Vith Yvaters froin. Lb e. FTB 1Jllml (i.n acldi lion to the 
perm.it limitations," vvbich include, among FTB seepage contai11n1ent system). 

i other 1hing, "the mass (or other measurement 
specified in the pem1it) of each pollutant TVfPCA revised !he pc.1111it at 6.11.2 to exclude

1 the <li:-a:,h~m.re of sevv;;icre .limited in the 1ermit" and "the volume of..___ _ ___,'----- - ----'------------ -'----- .,_,_____.....,____________________ ----·---· 
13 
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······-··· .."-------······...·.........·....·•..· ·· · rmhRcvic·w l3,'mcs Summttl:)'(§1:;f:J\EE.:ndi:1, lt~y}~)S:!t}.!,1,.dudcs '""""J:;~JJ~~at way; H·,H! 
b1ic notit:€ draft i l\·lPCA A 
PC1: 

The stak regn!at:on 
rnodifl ons 1s 

17 Altl:cugh mny ·1:vish tn require to 

pcrmittee tq undertake H.<s<ae<.<',"'" 

14 

RELATORS_0063134 



-

18 

19 

EXHIBIT 0525 

- -•-W•- • -••--------

-- - -PolyMct Northl\'let NPDES Permit Review Issues Summary (See A12_peJHlh: B which in dudes {he (ext Lhai was read aloud io TVU' CA.~ 
1\:IPCA Rev1swn . IErA Respvn;-c-- - ---- -···-Issue identified in the public notice draft 

and commlmicate<l to MPCA 
reco nm1e11ds LhaJ .l\,tPCA eliminate (hose 
permit provis ions Lil.at make permittee-
submitted plans, reports , and of.her actions 
irnrnedic1teiy effective parts of lhe permi l. 
We recornn1end that, instead, MPCA employ 
appropl'iate enforcement responses and il:s 
authority to modify permits under Mjnn. R. 

l 7001.0170 and 40 CFR l 22.62, as necessary, 
The draft permit contains no limiis for 

1 CBOD, TSS, pH, fecal, percent BOD/TSS 
reductions at the sewnge treatment 
stab iliza tion pond internal waste st1eam 
monitoring location WS009. Also, tJ1e pe1111it 
contains no limits for CBOD, focal coliform, 
or percent 8OD/TSS reductions at SD001. 
We also note that there does not appear to be 
a reasonab.le potenlial discussion regarding 
th e stabilization pond. MPCA should 
evaluate 'vvhether eJJluent from the 
stabilizotion pond will cause or contribute to 
excursirnis from WQS. \Ve also recommend 
mcl udmg 1epo1 tmg 1cguu cments such as 

I weekly .maintenance observations, for the 
I stabil.iz.ation JQnd . 

The permit (at p . 9 nnd Table 2.1) states that 
lbc Vv'WTS discharge will be distributed to 
va1oious tribl1taries to minimize hydrologic or 
ecologic impacts, but the permit does not 
clcady describe the relationship between the 
How in these outfalls and the allowable 
discharge (perm it section 6.10. 1-6.1 D. 9). 
MPCA should include 1rovisions in tbe ·- - -~~-- --

-·- ··-

]\,fPCA rev ised table 8.3.3 for WS009 to 
include 1110 nitoring for BODS or CBODS, and 
total suspe11ded sol ids. Nole the draft permi t 
(and pre-pt·oposcd) permit includes a numeric 
limit for fecal. coliform. 

No change.s were made tri table 8.1. ! !<ll' 
SD00l. 

1 -o changes were made regard ing any mwlysis 
to evaJ.uate v,•hether reasonable potent ial exists 
for the sewage treatment stcibihzation pomL. 

Comment was uot ,1ddrrsscd, 

1The effluent lin1i l;1( io 11 s for St.:,w1gc' 
• trec1trncnt arc long establi~hed aild 

: sbuuld b"' i11ciucle<l in (he pern 1l. 

I 

No change made to address tJ1is issue. I Comment was not atltlrcsscd. 
I -

I 

I 

I 

15 
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,. ... ,. ............... ,.,.,..., "" ,,..-, ---~~,--•c=cccc•••• 

Pnh-1\'ld )\knth!Viet NPDES Permit Revicv1 h~u13,; ~.}:1:/Hnrnry (_Sec Ap{'~!l<!\~, ~~--~~::!;!~~!~ in,h?.!t~~Jhr- te;d 1!H\l._Y\1.\tE?,~~I,;!l~,g-~,_, ,\JFCA.) 
Js11nt idenHt1ed in the pnhlic notice drafl :VtPCA Rt'vi,lon EF\\ Rtl!fH)IIH'. 

,uni rmnnrnoinited to 1\IPCA--------4~-- ______._._._._._._ .-.-~.~n,.=--,_,.,.,..,,.,. .,, ..,.._~--~-~..,...,.-,.,.•••••••••••••••• 

permit thu! shn\v huw the pecnittee and 
1\JJ'Ci\ ,vLU detcrrnlnc lhe distribution of 
lhnvs [I) 0ltllal1s SD002~SD0l l, 

,, .''"'' .,,,.... ,,..............,,.,.. ,, .,______ 
·n:ie pt:.nnit (rtt p, ! l) discusses the i No change rn;de tn 2,dd,~'c;S lhi.s cm1rnH::rL ' Cnmrnont wu1, .!I:lL nddn;ss,·zL 
''\:nntrolkd di$cbnrge' 1 frcm'.1 lhe stahiliwtion 
pond to the flo,n1tion tailing::: basin, The 
penrd should explain hcYv the controL:, on 

! this di:;chnrge vd]i Lmc!on ns cnforccabk 

lVfPCA revised the permit ti:, inChde foe 
2E and !E to be cemhined until the '.loatHtion follO\\ttg Language: "/1, scg1.ncnt of th< FTB 
inilings ba:-;in 1,e,:;pagc nilkction i:::: "fully St'.cpage C1-n1tainm,:r;J System (i,c., tbt The tlC\V l,n;gmtge, in::1 ddc::~; 

operating'' hut .it is noi denr hm:1: this tenT1 is rortlwrn, wxci.hv,,estern, and ,q::,k:n s,·gmcnt i detail from ',;1·hich n conclu":ic,n c::r; 
defint,d, lvtPC,-\ $ho-nld define "'fully or the enskrn :iegment) i:, considered to be i ma,dc 1;;1;;;m::ing tl:e upt'r,itkrwl 
0p<:rating" to ensure lhal rl1c':lc 11ermit t\d\y constn1ctcd ,tnd (ipcrating when capabiEty ut 0,e :,;eq;,;igt 1::ul icci iz;n 
reqnin:ments nm be adequately monitored : constrnction of rJrnt SC!:iJnent b cotnpkte ;md system. 
and enfurct:d, the PtrniiHet: hw; d~;JTJon.:;trntcd thrit t:w 

S(:gmcnt i~ cap/:i1e of collecting ,H,d runlisi?; 
[,(!J seepage for t.rcatrncnt at the \V\VT;,i ;,r 

tempnrary,stornge,in,iheJ'TH, 
Permit section 6, 10,27 requires the permil1ec Nu dnmg.:: nw,de 10 addrtss crJnJn1e11t, 
h, rnaintain a ~.ystcrn z,f pa.ired monitoring 
w~~: ts ,md pietun;,eteJT (cne intern.el and 1;1w 

cxterm,i io lhe Fl!\ seepage containment 
:::yskrn)- Xf thc-:Jc urt'. c:o:tablishcd rrn:mhor;11g 
points nlrtn.dy inclmled in the permit, YlPCA 
sho1-1Jd mc!udc. refenmces to the 1ncu1ito:dng 
l''l'l'')11"'J'<;~ , . . \. .-..,., tir•.>'•'(.... It'" ·t·h,,~.~..--.,1,.,'./..,. -..., 1·11r>J'll'*q1·., 'k\~ 11 1711<11'nt<;b . · ..... .....,,. :.. 1.. +-•4-. , ,,, .!-.~ 

• have not yet bi::-en t'stiibiished, h11FCA should 

()f the 

: en'nte m1d i.nclnde them in the monitoring ! 
I hHe ,,i w<r villi 1 't' l' 1ne ·,nl1 thr',tt'ff''.Y ·d' i _______,_,_,_._,·-~"·· .. _tb: .• ·.. -i- :,/.....: ·L..:...--.:..:""t 1:.:,-...~.-"' _.}- -----'·. 1.;~ ... -·---~~ .l..> .:" .........= .. , _____, 
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- ,
PolyMet N~!_rthMet NPPE.S Perm.it Re.Y1ew Issues Summarv (See__1J?J_)endix B ·which includ es the .ext that ,vas rc:1d al tHH1 to ::VU'{_:1\L. ! 

Issue identified ill the public notice draft l\.'JPCA Revision EPA ResponseJ 

and comrnunicat.ed to M.PCA 
t-------+--

data collection. 
>----~~- ·- -------·- - ·----

23 I Penn1t section 6.10.26 s::rvs "Direct iVll'CA revised the permit to include the This cliaugc resohcs our comm ent. 
discharge to '.surface waters fron.1 FIB following language: "The permittee shall 
Seepage Containment System is prohibited.. " construct the FTB Seepage Containn1ent 
It is unclear to EPA hmv !VfPCA wou1cl System to include a low pcrrncabilily cutoff 
implement the prohibition 0[«direct wall keyed into bedrock, a subgrade collection 
uischarge. ·, EPA recommends tbat the 1,ermit and sump sy::::tcrn on lhe inward side of the 
be .larified to prohibit any "discharge of cuto1T v,m]L and pumping capable u f rernovi ng 
pollutants to surface waters" consistent w.i.th collected water to the \,\T\VTS and/or the FTB . 
tl1e Cleirn 'iVater Act. The cutoff wall slrnll be no kss than one fooi 

in thickness and bave a, maximum permeability 
of Ix10-ri cm/st:c, or equ ivalent as apprnvec! by 
£\1J.PCA. The FTB Seepage Containment 
System shall be constrncted and operated so as 
to maintain an inv,,,ard hydraulic gradieuL 
across the cutoff wal I."t-----t------ - - -------- ------1--------------------+------ - ------·- --- -----··- · 

24 Permit section 6.10.49 requires sampling at No change was made to address this cc,1nment Comment wag not :.Hldrcssol. 
SW003, SW005, S\V006, SW007, and 
SW020 to begiJ1 18-monrhs :follov1'ing initial 
operation of rhe W\VTS. MPCA should 
begin sampling upon permit issuance so that 
a bascJine can be est,iblished at these _! 
locations. I____.______,______ _ _ _ _ _______, . . ·-·---- ····• -··-- - -· 

25 1 Permit section G.l J. .1 1 prohibits the No c l 1ange wa::-; made io nddrcss this comment. 1 Comment ,vas ill.!.!- addrc:,ised.
1 

discharge of PCBs. As this is a legacy mine 
site, ,vc recommend that MPCA ,vork wi(h 
the pcrmittee to ddermine. whetJ:ier the site 
contain. PCDs . If it is determined that the 
site docs not contain PCBs, IvIPCA should 
have Lhe permittee certifY this finding. 
Sirn1lt1.rlv, i[ PCBs arc resent on site, then ! 

- -- ___J 
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____R_42!Y:Mct No~·tJ~i1·_ci r•i~iiES P-enn.it Re~·icw Iss,ues Sumn:an1 (S~c. Appendix B wb ich inc!ucl.cs the text tlut was read aloud to iYl PCA: .=~ 
Issue 1<leutified m the pubhc notice draft IVlI'CA Revv,wn I EPA Response 1 

and communicated to MPCA 
- +------- -------- ------+-- - -----------------+------- ··- ... - - - ---

addrc~s EPA 's concerns .--- - ---+-------·-------- - _ ______ _,_______ ___ _ 

I 29 TI1c maps and figures in lhe permit and fact No changes made to address this comment Comment was no t alld. r c.sscd . 
sheet are often difficult to rcacl. If dearer 
vers ions of these cannot be included, we 
suggesl incl uJing'a rderei1ce to ,vherc the 
onginal m,1ps and figures can be vie,,ved in 

I 
_____ _JIhard co JY of onlj_g~ ---------------------------~------ -~···- ____ -· _ 
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.7~·:,..... r. · rr·~~'!.,. i..::~.Jr";_ 

:..t-,~L. :-rn::::a~ , 1,.-.~rd1 :: t., 2.,-=.;:. ~ 1:.:·,4...." ~~ 

io : -L·~ol:i•,j;1 ,-~er 5i-£ 1:n~r: {PiPC~\ <~'.:-fo~~-?T.~!~r-~=::_.1rr ;.-,-;~:t[-.--:~,;,::,.~.r-r,i·, ·.: ~:> 

.:..: ::--.;. :,:.0,rl 2...: Ki. i~:r riS7~i=11'1.Z- ""-~_:!:.[-f.,-•:'? ·= : t-.·:~0?IP: ~;~f ..; .~:-,_.!~. , i~_:, a·d . .- ,2,•J!:, ..: : -<:-=- ?•·t .~ :--1. -~-; (; ---:::-: ::-. _:i1 _,~~: • :-.i'?fs:.l :--,.. :..e\·e~<:::~ ....- ... ~~~:_::·.. ~b--~ ~ ~ rtr2-::e~,,~~~~ dr~5t,. L:n-j 2 

<,'~-•)t:.!~·1c.:: ~•~:'Pi~-::·~~~-; -:-~~·pp, r:rr-:: h~ ~~(·~=~:.:: t. :._'t-~•;::i·~~-~t· 

~-t<Dp--t...-t: 1;ci:,rr.-2: D;;;~~ f-'err.,1:'.t J",~ .J::.;..:µ1; 

();;,i::-2 h/1r-C..:,. ,-..o="'."'i:'J~~J=~ th~i r !t:"l',J.'t'ri~ £ b ~v~ik: Cofnr7"1er.ts. ,: . ·\-liil ~e'JE~~p .6 pr-E-;1rnno1ed p~'";T1~· f!'P.Pi ;;; nd p-Ti-v1:')~ \np P?P iy, E-f.'!\ !i":tJ·_,.-, 5. R!C;'f;l::1r !·, ~r,~ ;r,.•L t\1-=:\1-: 

,::..-·-"' 4.5 (;[;~,., l .....• ~ .:-:--<-;-w ~ho:: ?Pf' end f·,1~a;·:s- r,2.s.po,"'6~ r-c p~; ::ihc -~~'1imf:n:3 :=!:jr;. p'v"i'iOE w;-'TI,:in cc 1t11ri"2r\ 1: :::n thi:: l-,!-l'P '. t"• ~-t-P::Ji... r·11:.. "i,-\IClldC:: c.,::c ..v ;_:,riu1 t ~_; 

r-, (.,~•(-H S;.:{.;T1~:-':.•i n~.~ pr apc::.::e.:i ;ir:m:t t8 l"P-f... , i'J;'1ir:h, .,:::-c--::,, -:'"'J.~ ~◊ lh7 r..1r; !'..q,.1 f\.~,{;J.',_ v:ou lci L.O' i:r.1. ,·· tr.- f"\."i::' ~ P.!; 2.:- dav~ ~-(I (Oi:\'f :::-n ·_ '...l~-~•r, , !;:e.!"i!~f ~ h- -.::t-_ie,(t ~D, t.J'" 

(l~&k~ ; t:>Wm::r ~;:;rinnc. J.v!th r-2:;p -?V. t.:-, tht p, 0~(!~~d iJPnnJ"c tr. a c;;-Q:·df.:r1c= V/rt' i m1= ;:.u.J:e:?.t M'...:A .JrnJ i:L~ ,spec-r11t:-d ir;('?!/J...)-::;:-f:_:;:1 /J ~.2id ){ 2)l-5-) aJ"l-r: ~Ci C.r.?.., 

:?~ 4L!.:°~I~! ;, fP /..:.. ~t!lf f""!)-i;.y i a!s£ ~,r,c.t=i:1: ubjedio-r;:s t\•--i"'."h!"11 r~•~ YU d:J~•pc, led i rcm H •c;1f1;:::i t of -:.rie "f::,.al'' ;;1':!-)0s1=j P--'~.rrr:itr b-t:I. ~•,) .::_ :::-rr~ h->-";-etuI cxJ; rl i'."--~;r~\or.s ~r-d i.hr 
a.t+d;i ii.:"'· ;-=l r,i:-•,, i.=;y., ·:,•'. rt c:11lG'..:-,· ;J S rn :...O T it- le .:=n i:lgl :t:--cm;:;i r!" end ~-.,.;;id vt~rE:~t r.:n~. 

J\ t=i:n_ ;ti~ om hop>E:· an~~ ;-rn1=1 1t tr! cun1irr..1e .s cf1..1!og bet~·tce.1 ~..~-8:,, "5~a.tt a: :1d f~ CPA \.VO sr~~ prh.,. - tc;:. ,e.:--1>;pt nt t hr Pt'P an-d du ri;4-; EP~'1 .'.'{'~'i~,N ~f ~hr. rr-r crs '.!~t 

•,i,.•--t>di .owa• J .:l Ni>:.~$ p~rmit rt,&.t !.x-:--it.: po:--t .re-5 c:an .SJ..;p:,i:-.:rt. t·:1 fi! r:t_. 1\".'{>u~.:.lTk~ t-ci _'.;:\..1gges1 ~rfr,g l1;_-1 ~ :·3Cf:' t c- bee ~:--,c-ch r~ "1,;•1h.:·~1a;;iDJ=h•p-rir.I-c ~u- tfr:,cu::.'.l !:he d:;.21-:"t 

pt.~r..-iri.: .-in d "=P-.i!... {1b.se:;,,atkP)S , tT I~. ;;:!,S,J ifa.H 1m:e =-,t r:0 t-,Jr!1 ::i.ro1irHl SIL r r =-·..,1?"",-.i a~j r.-::i,1~mt1-nt::; an t hr2 !""PP as s..:.r-:m a:: po~5de. 

Kurt A.. Thh.:d,!~ 

Ct"L1e! af Siar! 

U-~-•. C?A1R.l"".c;:ion 5 

Orlcf:. of tr:~ !::t:eg 1 'l ► n.Ji l Adrr-.-1 rnc;tR-:-o; 

77 ·w .lnc k.xJ"l .. !:l l•Jd 

(hi;,c1go1 IL 505J4 

[ mo:iU: ::f--. i ~]=::: ."S . u:1 ◄. ,~-::;e=. , 'iJ..q_{. 

:'.!~ice; \312.'t S8f:,-6620 
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Th e ces t h ighJi.gbtd in b fue tnd ica tcs tb i rr6s Kc,-in Pie:ra rd ,t?. d aloud to :vrP('. A <lw-ing "
c-onversa.t inn b et,; ee.n EP A Region 5 .and \1PCA Gti A pr il :\ 201 8. 

C omments and Recom mendations to Ensure Comisfen cv w ith the Clean. Wate:r .\c:t 

~ i We ackno\vled.ge MFC/\. ' :s considern.tion in the drnft permit of the federal reg,ul ati ons a l 

4-0 C.F. R. Part 440 Sub arts G. J, a11d K, includin° TBELs_ See emlit sections 6.1 0.44 

_'. - :~'}lffil~ 
. ~- : 

~i~0i 

· ' -· . . 
MP CA should, therefore, consider in its analysis all the polJutants that ,vere presented in 
tbe application materials as potentially present in the proposed discharge to determ ine 
those WQBELs that are needed in the pennit. Fwi.her, if MPCA considers a particular 
parameter to be. the key to ensuring the facility will meet all applicable w arer quality 
standards, e.g., copper at monitoring station 'Jv'S074 (permit section 6.10.40) or su lfate at 
monitoring station WS074 (pennit section 6_1OJ 1 ), the permit should include appropriate 
,VQBELs at monitoring location SDOO 1 to ensure that these internal operating limits 
rcsuJ t in m eeting applicable \Yater qL1ality standards at the point where the discharge is 
sent 10 receiv ing waters (see also comment 6,' belov/ ). 
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n "Prcj.~cled Effluent ,., {PEG.) Ls described ;n 40 C.F.R P;ir·t 1:.r;,, Appendix r, Procedure:; Paragraph BI 
:, 'TP/1, and t,1PCA, Bgre,e that MPCA. will use only atterriative stabstlcal proceduref, for dniving Pf:ct. that meet the 

critedil in ,.io C. Ht F'ml : .3:), ,4ppenciix ;·, f>rocedure 5, P2rag;c1ph 8. 2.. EPA and MPC.ll. turther .agree t h2,;, t:P,~ rea:ains 

the authority tc review any spe,cific st.i3tisticai prncedLJre~, Minnesota intends to U'>c for derivlng PEQs and to object 

to permlts that have b?eri developed using statistical orocedures that do not :ne(",: the requirements of Parag/aph 

f3.2. of Proce-dur·e 5/ 

~:; ''To 21.1:,ur·e the \l'iWTS i.s operating as de,;igned anci to remain O')ns1stent vdth the assumpfrons made 1n tne ?-FIS, 

the pen11lt indudes an inte1T1al performance monitoring point (Station WS074) where an Operoting Umit of 10 
mg,/c. ,.ulfate ;c,ppl\e,;. The Operating Li,,,it at WSD74 is an E'nforceabie p,'!rrnit IIrnit but rs neither 8 wat•.:>r quality 

baS!:d pcrrn 1t iimit nor a technology b?.'.,ed permit limi, because there ls nc Rea1,onabie Poten,jal.'' 

·"'"5,ee page 43· of "Finai ~•ik•t--\e;ting Report" d;:,ted June 20:1.3. 

:
7 See page 31 of the (,F1n.:3l PHot iT.Sti,ng Reporti,, dated JL1ne 2D13. 
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7. EPA is concerned tbat the pcnnit and supporting materials do not inciude stL..l:fic.ic t 

inforrnatio to ex lain hov.· downstream ,vater will be protected consistem v,ith CWA.. 
Section 402(6)(5"), 33 U.S . ..,_~ 1342(b (5), based upon the !i1llciwi11g considerarioll!>, 
includiog: (1) downstream rcccivmg waters exceed the applicable 5tatc and do,~·nstream 
state ]m man health an<l wildlife 1.vater quaiity standard fo r mercury. and (2) tbe p i101 
~tudy states that the cffc1.:.frvenl!ss of the lreatrneni sys1e.1n t.o remove merCll)·' is unknown. 
\\le note that a downsu eam tribe. that has 'Treatment as a State'' and federally approved 
WQS, has notified EPA rl1,:it the project is likely to contribute to exceedances of :its 
dovmstream WQS, indudin!b for mercury. l\·1PCA should ensure that its pennil will 
ensure compliance with downstream state \VQS. 

I~i::~~~o/~~~¼~~1Jt:~~-;t!i~:~~-- -~l~~tf-~~i·~~ 
a'.Qp]ie1i1§i~rffs1We note that as this is a ~ew discharger. the inclusion of \VQBE::L~f~r ihese 
parn:meters would be prudent and provide a ba.<;iS for m easurjng the pcrfonnance of1he ne ll' 

iTcatment technology proposed by the applicant. We also n.ole that in subsequent permit cycles, 
a.ft.er the facility has achieved ful l operation, sucb limits could be mod ifi ed or deleted if no 
reasonable pole □ i.ial to exceed v,.'ater quality stamlanis is demonstra.te.d.. 

~~ljc~mr:~JJ!fily Concerns 
M.PCA should address the follo-v..'ing c.oncerns. 
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4_ 

~j . ,,,.,:. 

t;·~ 
-~ 
1':: 

~~ 

:i 

"· 
~y _ -- ~- a•. ---- ~ --~-,.~ 1er 
individual permit 

include monitoring req ui remenl'i "t.o assure compliance. \Vitb pennit limitations ," whjch 
include, among other 1.hings, "the mass (or other rnea.<;u.remem specified in Lhe penni1) of 
each poll utant limited in the ermiC and ''the volume of effluent discbaro ed from each 

---..:d'"::;..: ~,~.:~,x-::-: · ...r.'1:t ~l::=-"I 

,rf 
.....~ ~:·. 

. . ~)i{N"PDES pcnnits must 

. -~ 

i:li 
'~ 

-. - _, - --- - =.c-:o-a,= . '-

--- ,---JL.. 
~ - .•. _ may cause co11fusion for regulators and public over what is covered by the 
permit, and therefore would not ensure compliance with the CWA (see 40 C.F.R. § 122.4(a)). 

0 

.'='~~~~~~~~~~f~~~~~~ 
_ .••--•.- --~ - - _ _ . _ b• , EPA recommends that MPCA el iminaie those perm.it provisions thai 

make pe.ITEJ~ee-su~mitted la_ns2...re orts__ and ~tiler actions ~ edia,.tdy-_effective P.~ of the 
2 

ii.~fi~,~~- :~~~~- .:.:,, -~~:[~:-•··' '~i~~~1!6L,. "~~:~~:-.id·~'"~- _j~~}{:~i 
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~{ ;:. ..'Pemtif;-ied1()i1\5]ijT·Jj.rohibits 
O 

ilie:cliscfoJ.f!~:-0rPt:Bs. Aiihls1s~l'il~i.ity mioe~iil~>Jt 
.. t.~lti.J;~c~d.-itl.~f~1P:CA~x~o~ki\½t~}hi:.~ii1~:~':M~r~~,L1.{~,1Yh[:T'' "' _, !i-tii~~ ::(~~~,1~

P.' . ' s: ·:·11.Jti~'rdeiertiifoea:·:fhat~c~i1t<ll:~d6t£u6ti~1ii"aU1J,il: i3s:_•··K1P-d~ '~wd -lia~teiilic 
p~~itt~~}iti1i;1~Ii~i~i:if.. SiimJ~~i~~1~B£;_·~-~pr~~tti;,-;ti1~~?~gj>cJ\~hould 
~ •. se.the,j~~!ili,'fttojnd1,1d~moniionug·requiremenL, !-')'evaluate:C.·o~~fa,-.,_i:e_wlth ili~ 
ptohibit:i n, 

~.. 1,~,-~~~~,~t~iit•~hi-p_~r.~~1~~~~1~:~J:?gi~i~,ifii~fu£~~t r~·5i_tat~:611) 9 
the,ft4~!.aJ ..atiQ ;§~!~_au).}jq:nt1es •purs_llli:fl_lto;v,;rhl~h·:tbe,disch=u;ges•.. fr91.pJli~Af~c1_l1ty:are 
alto\'.'td. 

1(J . ~11~i~~r~~~iti#t~i~~~~~nde\ ;~l1~~f~rr.ffilii!~f4J~~;.sJi~~-~...:.1~it.i1!1lt{{(ig~f~.irept~l!Q;
r;be.I, ~t.im(aj)pli&alipli~Ior:Jll.Ore ,wfu,mi}tf~zj_{{F<)t,,e)fa;viril . ,:.()"Q~re'.f~f.~11~~-+o'.tl1eJ~ 

_.~ ;,,_:-i · .t-- - ~'. -r:. ~~•--:,... .___~·~-t.. -·~· • :_,;·: - ·~•·'-:-:-. ~ :;·::;:..·l.' .• ,-,.., 1 ~~.~~ ·-...·.-:,··:·::-...:"';;--.. e..-:i;: ·~-:C;:,:•.t.,;.._ _ • ·.:....:. 

~o.lum~ oJ.'JhitQgt~(J!l_l;t;:Renrut-ajjplicZ!f1on-re(~I!ces.~dq~~-~1t>~'cr_ 00 pages 
µ>n_g_(_o;;e.e;~__imi:~~- We. uggest including a location for rcfcrenc.cs such as these 
throughout the pennit lo facilitate the reader s ability i access the infomJa(ion. 

1 
~
1['.·tl~~t~i ...,._i.t~~itt1tifillh1i1Ji~llf~~~;~il~~i;1ftt.~ 

i~eat~p: 
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	Tb,: i~/1,'nt 1,f ,he Septernber 2018 rnec:ting \Va." to providt' EP.A. JJ1 opportunity to meet with fvfPCA ~md tbe companyfo obtain thk!iticnnl in5;r-mation on th: trearmenr sysTt:::rns and upern1101L 'I11e St>.cor:d half rhe. ·:rieding v,1as fur f}'A Lo mec:1 c•ne-un-c,ne wi1h t·,.ff'('.,:.. to ;:::Uenipl w resolve tht issues idcufrficd by EJ'A R,.::giori 5 on the draft J:>CTtait. TYvc of th:' rnuJ'e objectionable issue'; raised by EPA. Region:; ,Jvt.n.: (1) the lack of v,,•ri"ie1 qnaiity ba'k:.d dfa1t'T1
	1 
	1,ig,nifiu,.nt 
	cumJru,.:ti,.Jn 
	0

	F"c:gardlng the lack~ of \V()I3.E'...Ls) t11{~ "l'\/PI\E:S beJie.·ves based on iu:f{)r-.r.nation J)TC\:jded by the comp:1ny that there is a.reasonabh:: putenti31 ro cause or contribute to an exc:u1si:-)n f'i.-rnn stat:.; nmneric and vvatcr quality standan::Ls. lVfPCA referred to a "qualitative'· reasonable potential analysis based largely on their confidence -:-.hat the treatment system. \.\Jll pedi)nn as expected.. Criven h{PC\:, refusal to include \:V QB 1-.l .s l:P,\ }fegfrm 5 ,-!.sh.ed MYCA at the fr1ce
	_progra1.ri 
	n:oJTati.vc 
	a.r,;en.ic, 
	O 

	1, '. v >..,,...,,. ..,4 i.,..-'-"'·"1·'--···L>-'<.} ••,1,. -rJ·''-~ ;:;:: .-..~.-.. ~-L.L... .::), ._,. ~....LW.h.'-I(\ •--.:·_ ,.,, ..... ,,.1 ,A.,.""". ..,.> ..,_,,,,,._,,~ _,._; l"-... .,. -~ ~ .J.._.. ,~th l •• t;:, 
	1

	}. The permIt indu<jes techno}ogy b:,:tsed ~;ffluent Hrntts (TE,ELs) that a;e up to ,:1 thou~.::ind rinH.:·s grearcr thar1 appiicabie wi-n.er quality criteria. 
	3. rhe drJi"t permit did rwt incJ,.nie all of the requirements of40 er.R. 440; Subparts G., hand 1< :that applv lo thi, proposed proJect, PJn·1ef·1 a restriction on discharge volume that,~ equivaient to the annu;:1I net prec•prt;;ition for· tht' ,,;ite. 
	4. The drvft permit roni:ained de facto pr~rrnit n·1ocJific.;ition~, vpon subrnitta!s frorn the perrnittee, which wo1dd be iJ viol.'Ji:io11 of the public prnchs associated with pe:rmit rnDdificatlons u:--,tfer 40 C.F. R, 122.62, and crE:atc a ,,eriou.s compliance <Jrld enforrnab!lity rnnr.:t>rr1 as to the .scope of w+,at is: coverf_•d by tht' pennlt per 40 CF. R_ 123.44(c)(1), (S) and 40 C.F-. R. 1.22.4-(a). 
	r.::, i\dt"Jrtion..r1f perrnit enforceabintv concernsr pf:r 40 C~F.R~ 123,44(c}().} and_; 40 C .. F R. J 2).4(2J}, indudt that the permit; 
	a. 
	a. 
	a. 
	Contains ''operating limi"ts" on an int1Hnal outfall th2,t are: not clearly enforceable by 1:F'A m· MPC:A 1/li"er-quality. 
	and, thus, wmrid he 'inf'ffective at pn:.itectirig v,


	b. 
	b. 
	Functions as 3 shiefd fro,n Clean VVate, Act e',forceme:11t for poJlutants disckised dur]ng the 


	application process per 3::-, U.S.C. ::..3"12(k) "Email horn ~:urt Thiede (EPA Region :i Chief of .Staff) to Sharir,on 1..otthamrner !fv1PO,,) dated l✓iarch 1£, 201.8 which outlines the ag1·2211wnt t>etwee-n EP/; and MPC!t f\ppendix /\. Po!y/V'1et repr(•sent.01tivrs ind tlteir consult,mt.s frorn Sarr Englnee1tng werE: present on the first dJy of meetings 1 2G18, tndusicn of these "operating" limits def.' for a!i pollutants kn wr:k:h modelling and/or p+:·l: tes1:"ing deterrnined to be potenf,alty prPsent in 
	4 
	heJd on Sentember 2S
	5 
	gr-eat.er 

	l;m;1s mt) lack n. clear regulatory t:r,nnection to coritrclling surface water disch'..;.rges. ~-h Reg:(111 5 :t"\;ew leam was asked by 1:mt Thiede rn determme wht'ilic:r operating limii.s c.oulJ. he r"eoerc1ll) 1:nfon:eable provisions uf' the pem1it. Die Office ofRegional Counsel, in con,junccil\D wiLh i::JA.'s Office of General Counsel, evalumed tqese ·'uperating" limits filld detamined 1ba1 tl-Jey are ar§,'l.lably federally enforceable RS operation and maintenance rcguiremen1s for Lhe facility'neverse os
	1

	ln addition to these imcmal np~ra.tinlimits. 1VrPCA c1bo im:lude.d al surface iVate.r di ·charge point SD00J. a 1.0 TUc whole effluent toxicity ( WET) lirn.it, a WQB ~ L for pH, and a na1Tativc prohibi1ion of violations of applicable state water quality standarc!.s.The St1.te also i.ncluded a suite of federal TBELs for the-irnn ure industry c.a.tegory. See 40 C.F.R. 122.44(::,). EPA' s internal aµa1ysi? showed that th~ majority of the TBELs wrmld not be sufficie11t to ensuL·e.t1Jat the facility"s discharge 
	6 
	6 

	\Vhilc :\,fPCA representatives agTccd to consider moditYing the <.!raff pennit to add operating limjts for additional parameters they refused to make any changes to address the expected mert;ury loading anticipated from sL runoff from ~he removal ofpeat dominated wetlands and plan to cover this discharge under the State's constniction storrm:vater general pem1it. The constrnction st-onnwater general.permit does not include provisions for addres.sjng specitic water quality standards issues. As a result the p
	rmwat.eT 
	suggest.en 

	wa~tewater treatment sy~em. Note that these are in addition to the "operating'' limits included in the draft permit for sulfate, and copper. ~ MPCA revised the narrative condition to the following: LThe discharge of treated was:ewater from trie wv.rrs must not violates ate water quality standard,. [Minn. Sl·at. § 115.03 subd. 1]." 
	Figure
	i11 rnc-rc d<~rail ·bc}cn:\\ i\.Jl->C'./\ addrc.ssc-.d o:r p<1r-r1D.lly a.dd:ressed sorne eorrirqe.nts \Vbi1e c,crnr1~~rely 
	d1srega.rdj ng 0th.er:~. I1,1::~ed 1Jp0n. th,,:_-c::h;1n_gt·~s nJade to r.:rcrvid.t~ JJrote.cuon at (h.1.tfJJ f. 
	~u.L::ii.L.ion.a1 

	SI)f)Ol r.rn.d r}-h~-inch1s·lon t~r a.dd.ti:.iona; operaJing Ii1T1i-1.s "~+1ich Y-ve t:eEe~/<:~-2.J'&::. arguably fi:~dcr;~JJy 
	t:n.ftJrceab)t~~ l~J' __:\ prcvh}(:d \)t.rba] cor1.tirn]::d:i()1J lo f\{PC:..1\ t"Jr~ {)~ccrnber .1:, 2018 1ha.t f~J>/\ \i\/{H.tld 
	nu i\:tpost \H'C/1 ',; p1.1h]ic. nut1ce nf the prnrosed permir. lv1PCA proposed the pumit on 
	r·,,-.,c,,c,_,~,1)'"'" /,1, ',i(.J \J 6 ~~·,·rc"i:,·,,, -, '"Ylr' ,·nc•11·r·,r,·ncl,i,10 C)f .-,o,-,c. ..,·n,er·t" ,,,,.,+]· ~-dJ),,";\ 7 •li1"~ ;,-+be ''c"•,--s,~-,.,
	_Lj•,,__.,_. ...._,.,L;_J_,_ \..,.:. '> .,;__.)..,' .D, J'')s)... -l:.t.~. -~:..J,.J.,-:.:•. (l__. t✓ l ,. i!S\.-.....L .... d.:.; .!._},,~.3 ,..,. ,r;...t,::,J'~/c~.,f ~I. t¥tl..l !.i-'_l_ ,.__ ..,.$..:;--IL •• ~ ..:.cJ 1. Y,.,..;__ J~,j.:,_J_ 
	of the /✓ PJ) E:~~; pt:~rr.nlt it irrtend:-~ tc: is:;·rue, and J:]);\ J1as 15 cL:-1y'S or tLntlJ .Dcccrnber 19~ 20 JS 1.o H'"\.-iev, ihc pc:tT~iit ,:irtd dderrnim· 1vht'.,_hec to ;~,sue ::i gent·rai c.+ie:ctiorL ·rbe is:::ucs.. hTPC/, \, stated revi~:-1:ons (if any)~ and F.-P./:1 ~ s re.~~r.n)nse. ~~_re C)\ph:rt11L~d .in th.c Ztitacl1ed table. 
	Nex.t Skps EP:\ Region 5 has 15 <l2.t·s, or until De:cernher 19, 20! 8 to de{inirive1y decide whdber to fil::: a general objection to rvfPC,'\_'s issuance the pcnm!. A gl;neral c,hjection sh,k:s iu a Vl.:T)• general Viay what the issue:::a are ard the bases for EP/"' 's objection. EPA would then have 90 day:3 frorn foe date that the proposed perm.it 'NZ.S :~u.bm.itted i.o frle a ~:pecific objection. A specific objection ,vould provide a detailed \:XpJanation of EPA's basis fiJr objection and desciibe tH)\V 
	3

	The n;: v1,::,.v tDain' :, c:onc,:hisi un that there are legftl argumc11ts that caTJ be made tc support c.nforcerncntof the prop,.:Jscd permit. have been prO\/·ided to \Vater Div:ision rnanagernent and Regior'i 5 Cbief of Staff Kni1 I11iede. 
	Contacts ~vfoik Ackenn8n, \[PDES, 312-353-4145,. Barbara \Vester, ORC, 312-353-85 l 4., \Candke Bauer, },JPDES, 312<Vi3-2106, J.l?-UG[,Candicccii:cpa. Q.ov: Kevin .Picrard, NPDES, :112-R86-4448,, .Pi era:rd.kevin(d;.::pa. >sov _ 
	A_i::};:cm::ai:unark@cpr1,.,i;::;s_:1._y;, 
	l/e~ted:1'.irban1;1iZit:1).!!.Z.QY; 

	Figure
	.. -·----
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	PolyMe.t Not"thMct NPDES Permi1 Review Issues Summary H which includes (JI_~__(~xt 1irnl wns read ahnJtl _ty rvlPC.A)
	(S':~..Ai~.P~Jdi:x 

	Issue iclcotificd in the public notice draft and communicated tr► MPCA 
	I

	The permit includes technology based eflluent limitfltions (TBELs) from applicable fe(kra.l rogu]atiom: at 40 CFR Part 440 SubparLs G, J, and K. However, the permit does not include water quality based effluent limitations (WQDELs) at the surface water discharge point SDOOl [or key parameters and appears to authorize discharges that ,'\-'0tlld exceed l\-1innesota's federally approved human health and/or aquati-: life wu!er quality standards (\VQS). 
	MPCA Revision 
	MPCA Revision 
	I · 
	MPCA revised the perm it to include. ''orerating'' limits fo1· As, Co, Pb, Ni, and ITg at an internal nitmito1ing point, WS074. These are in additiou to the "operating" limits that the slate had previously included for S04, nnd Cu at WS074. According to the perm.il, these 
	i limits c1re enforceable <.:onditions of the permit.
	I 
	, Separate from the internal operating limits, J\IIPCA also inc lmled a \VQBEL fm pl I, a i .D TUc WET limi,t.-and a nnrrntivc condition prohihitio.g the violation of WQS , all of wl1ich apply at SD00 I, tbc unly ::;urfocc water · clisc.harge poinL associated with this fac iJiLy. 
	Figure
	--~------------.,___ _ _ _ 
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	] EPA Response 
	] EPA Response 
	] EPA Response 
	· _ _______ 
	1 
	.lVIPCA 's incl us ton ot or,--:rnting limii.s I at WS07,~ 1s intcnclco to hrnclion as .1 j sc.r of opera Lion ancl nrnintc1,<111cc 
	controls on the facility's 

	-·1 
	I

	1 
	j 

	I 
	l 
	!, 
	RO/nanotiltn1tion t1·c,.1lrne11 '. system. As 
	RO/nanotiltn1tion t1·c,.1lrne11 '. system. As 
	such, 1he;:;e limits are consis(cnl \villi 
	tJ-1e O&M provi,;ion at 40 C.F.R ~ 
	122.4l(c) aud f\foine so ta ruJes. ri1(:.:;t: 
	limits argw1blv are fcdern lly 
	enforce.able requirements of thjs 
	permit, but tbcy are n.ol WQBELs. 
	j Li..mjts in-;_pose.d al SDOO l. includ1.1:g 11,c: 
	1 
	numeric \VET liil il, Llic \-\.'QfrEL f\1r pH, fllld the nanai-jve language prohibiting the violation nf \VQS arc aU, , feden1Jly cnforccL,bie WQBELs. 
	9-.[fil.@l)l_y

	Based 11pon the re.co n.l and EPA·.s 
	knowledge of other fo.c iliti cs, EPA relieves the facihiy bas J. rca;;;oiiabk po!cntial Lo n,ceed VlQS and nwncric WQBELs shouid re be inc lu-:.kd 2Lt t)uifrdl SDOO l to alleviale questi Gii:5 
	1 
	there.Co 

	, regarding ihe enforcloabilily uf the 
	, permit. 
	Uowe.vcr, MPCA's :dtenrntive , approad1 arguably wullld allow MPCA, EPA, and/w ci!Lt:cns to eIJforce both the internal O&IVT
	I 

	icaJ 1C to 
	Sect
	Figure
	6 

	~y~l£U'forthMet NPDES Permit Re-vi;~, Issues Suunuarx (~.~i:'.~-J~f;~_-1;dix U which i1;;:!~1~lcs tile text Hti-l~"~u~.rea(l~½;ud-~ ;1·\i;(),·1._______: 
	J 

	Issue identified in the public notice draft and communiu1ted to IVIPCA 
	Issue identified in the public notice draft and communiu1ted to IVIPCA 
	9 i5 ____ ________ ··At pnges J4-37 of the fact shcct,(1 .v1P('.A states lhal it~ decision that \VQBELs are not needed in the permit relies on the operntionaJ lim 1ts for su ICate (in milligrams per liter) and copper (iu micrograms per liter) at internal i outfall \VS074. i\lthough these limits arc set to low values, incluc.Jing the copper linut tbat is set to the v'lQS, (calculated by assuming a hardness vnlue or l 00 mgiL), thei-e is nothing
	!--·---·-----Procedure 5, Paragraph 8.2.''
	1

	1
	definitive in tile pcnnil or .SLtpporting · jnformation tbat justifies a conclusio11 thal meeting these operational targets \.vill result in meeting \VQS for all the parameters in the permit application. Tbjs is especial [y a concern for mercury, for which the standard 
	i.s spcci fied in nanograms per liter and the pilot study' stuk:s that the effectiveness of the treatment system to remove mercury is unlrnown. 
	1

	J 1\.-TPCA Revi,~ion RPA Response · : 
	• · 
	• · 
	----------· 

	~ee "MPCA Rcvi.sion·' to issue l. 
	1-----+---------------------1·-----~-------------
	-

	(i 
	(i 
	(i 
	The permit requires that no sulfate or copper 
	f\{PCA reYised the pennit section titled 

	TR
	be added to the discharge after rn011itoring 
	"\VWTS Effluent St.abrlization Process" to 

	TR
	su,tion WS074 bul does not prohibit the 
	prnhibit !be addition of aluminum between 

	~--
	~--
	-

	addition of any other additives between ~ --
	WS074 and SD0OJ . The permittee_~rnst certify 


	See ''EPA Rcspo:·1sc" io Is~.uc ·. 
	I 

	-----__i 
	-----__i 
	-----__i 
	l hc.sc changes resolve our cu 1m t' r;L. 
	1


	_ 
	''EPA and MPCA agree lhal MPCA will use only alternative statistical prncedu1·es for derivi11g PEO, th;it meet the criteria in 40 CFR Pa1·t 132, Appendix F.. Proccc!ur1: 5, P,H cJ[:;r,1;1 !i 
	9 

	8.2. EPA and MPC1\ funhe( agree lhal EPA retains the authority to 1·evie1N any specific slatislic;il prorcd\.ire:, Minnesota intends to use fo1· dcrivin1c< F'i:Qs ;ind to object to F; f!rrnits lhal have been developed using statistical procedures that do not meet the requirements of Para1:,1·aph 8.2. of Procedure 5.'' "To ensure the V\/WTS is operating as designed and to remain c:onsislenl v,1ilh the ;:issumpt1011s made in the fEIS, the pennit include, dl'l internal performance 11;onito:·j1;g f:;C,i1-,l (St
	10 
	1
	11 

	EXHIBIT 0525 
	EXHIBIT 0525 
	Figure

	rthf')let N Pcrmit nd w 
	~ .....,, ................... .,,...., .....,.,.,.,.. .............. -............___.. ., ..., .....,., ..,...............................,...X....-'-----"-...;.._--------~--·---····-·---~
	Figure
	..-... 
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	fa:,;ue idcn!Hicd in the rmhlk notke drrtft ;rnd commtmknted tn '.\lPCA
	fa:,;ue idcn!Hicd in the rmhlk notke drrtft ;rnd commtmknted tn '.\lPCA
	-----~ 
	n-ion!lming Jirmi o,Jtfolls. ln for!, th{~ permit record 
	attcr minernl ncldition .. 

	; .. ,..................................,•••••••••••••••••••••»........................
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	P
	Figure
	Thfa 

	!he penni! ut 6
	effluent ,vDJcr tre,1tn,ent sy:itern ..n.J ,1-,,., ...,,. ...... ,.. ,.., , ,--., he :-. -~ ,:~ finrd or an i11le11ml 
	. l(,i,8 \o include

	The draft pennil does not include ~111 the 
	The draft pennil does not include ~111 the 
	rcquhements of J, 
	Figure

	un 
	and K apply to this 
	Figure
	Figure
	ai•~:stri\Jl\~!I on discharvc Y(;ltin1_~'....."""~----------···· ..,--..............:............... 

	Figure
	g 
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	RELATORS_0063128 
	RELATORS_0063128 
	---------·--,~-···-·-----
	PnlvM et Northl\.let NP DES Permit Revie·w Issues Summary (See Appendix B which includes the tcx(: tlrn( 1vas read ,ttourl to j\'lPCAJ 
	Issue identified in thl' public notice draft 
	Issue identified in thl' public notice draft 
	Issue identified in thl' public notice draft 

	and communicntcd to .MPCA 
	and communicntcd to .MPCA 

	-
	-
	-
	-
	-+---
	-


	TR
	tbat is in confonmmcc with 40 CFR 

	TR
	440.J04(b)(2)(i) and that is equivalent to the 

	TR
	aimmil ne1 precipitation for the site. Perm iL 

	TR
	sections starting at (j. lO. l include a fomrn la 

	TR
	that retrospectively calculates the a[lo,vable 

	TR
	cliscbarge and include~ a "carryover" amount 

	TR
	de.fined as "the difference betwcc11 the 

	TR
	allowable anni.ial discbargc volunJe and the 

	TR
	actual voJurne discharged" V•ihich acts as a 

	TR
	''credit" that the permittee is allowed to 

	TR
	apply to lhe following calendar year. This 

	TR
	"cany over credit" appears to be in 

	TR
	contradiction to the applicable regulatory 

	TR
	definitions uf "annual precipitation," "mm ual 

	TR
	evFJporation," and ''mine drainage" at 40 

	TR
	CFR 440.l32(b), and 01). Vlc recommend 

	TR
	, setting a nurneric limit on ±lo\v, including 

	TR
	,' thts lirnit in the permit, and ensuring that it is 

	TR
	consistent with 40 CFR 4410.104(b 2 i' . 

	8 
	8 
	"\Ve recommend that MPCA consider the 

	TR
	1 applicahiJiLy of-and inclusion of-eft1uent 

	TR
	limitations contained in 40 CFR 440.12, and 

	TR
	40 CFR Jhni 440, Subpaii A (iron ixe), as the 

	TR
	project discharge coulcl include legacy 

	TR
	po IJutants. 


	171e permit as \Nritten niay preclude
	~--~-
	-

	" iVIPCA Rnision 
	" iVIPCA Rnision 
	---------------~---MPCA revised the permit nt 8.1. l to include 
	-

	the additional TDELs. 
	See "MPCJ\ Revision" to Issue 1. 
	9 

	! El'A H.t/\pon"c ------i 
	I 
	I This change rrsnlvcs our com1ner;,L 
	\\/e note Ll1,1L the ;ippiicab[e TTff:T,f; ,-,: ;1 ' nn1 en.~me LhaL Lhe clisclinrge at SUUC I \Vill not cxccccl applicable WQS. T:-,c ~talc's inclu~inll of a 1wr-raliH:. prohibition on cx.cccdc111ccs of ::ipplicahle ~(ate \.VQS functions as n. r that clisc\if:m,es from Lhe fociii!J"· eve" jf l
	\\/e note Ll1,1L the ;ippiicab[e TTff:T,f; ,-,: ;1 ' nn1 en.~me LhaL Lhe clisclinrge at SUUC I \Vill not cxccccl applicable WQS. T:-,c ~talc's inclu~inll of a 1wr-raliH:. prohibition on cx.cccdc111ccs of ::ipplicahle ~(ate \.VQS functions as n. r that clisc\if:m,es from Lhe fociii!J"· eve" jf l
	WQBEL tbat ru:guablv -v;ouicl enc;Ui·•~. 

	'

	~ 
	~ 
	~ 
	. 

	they rneel npp licnble TBFL limils, wi l1 
	they rneel npp licnble TBFL limils, wi l1 
	! 

	not result in ,u1 excursion oLwih,' \JJ()~.. 
	not result in ,u1 excursion oLwih,' \JJ()~.. 
	I 


	See-"EPA Res )0nse" lo Issue 1. 
	See-"EPA Res )0nse" lo Issue 1. 

	Figure
	m.it Review Issues~u111m:uy (See 1\ppemlix B ,vhichit~c}\i_Lly~~th~ te!!_t[:wl was reiut lic notice drnft li\1 PC/\ Hc,dsion 1f:'.J:lA R(\'ipou~t ,ind tummunicaicd fo 1\lPCA 
	f--_P_._()l~r_~kt North.l\lct .1'
	0
	H
	1
	DE.S Per
	Is.sue identified in the pub

	enforcement per C\ii/i\'S~~~ti~:;~;·40:z(i<·)~if ____ :------------·-----------------.... 
	f '-, -, l ·1 1~-(l •, f' ·>j d. ·i ! ] ' ' 
	f '-, -, l ·1 1~-(l •, f' ·>j d. ·i ! ] ' ' 
	1_J;')C .1 :J,:, L, q, ·or poimtants 1sc oscc cunng lhe nppliu1i iori process v.,;hich there arc no Jimitntio11s, or for ,v,11cr ity stanclnrds exc.ui·si ons ,vhere the lirni tab un 

	, pnlvided in the. permit appear:, 1..o be greater · tlmn the apphrnblc state \Yater quality 
	Figure

	10 pcnnil contains 'operating" Erni ts 
	on. an 

	internal (,utfal1 that may not be cnfon::cabk by EPA, citizs:~ry,. and potentJnlJy l\JPC/1. ancl, thns, nv1y be indlectivc at protecting v,·a(er quality under the Clean 1Nater Act 40 CFR 122.4(a), and Specifically, the 
	internal (,utfal1 that may not be cnfon::cabk by EPA, citizs:~ry,. and potentJnlJy l\JPC/1. ancl, thns, nv1y be indlectivc at protecting v,·a(er quality under the Clean 1Nater Act 40 CFR 122.4(a), and Specifically, the 
	Sec '"IvfPC.A Revision" to Issue J . 

	Figure
	·~1·1·11'1• l.' 1·1rl1 1(1·~,, ,_-l>'! inl-Pl'J'1°) ,,-,t1·,..,1·1 (l"'1f'1'"1t1'nu
	1.
	1 

	1_. ;,. V .',at:-,._,;::,_ -~~ ,..,.-,n. ,_1~).~ iJ.,. -•1' ._, (.Ji I ·f;.: 
	J"• 
	. 

	"target'' '·'limit" for sulfate based on a 
	vn'1 ·,1•1(prv).A, ✓ C'l)"'1l'IJ·1:f1·1,c111\.. ---Jh,, 1>n.'1·v'r-.,1·0•/ 1·c·1111''.p·t·,__ q
	.,.i ,..-'\..A.. Jl.. '·'·Jl\;1,.,.l., ,..',,.)..,~(i 
	IO r:ng/L limit (permit sections 
	6. l0.34-35) an internal optrating "limit''' frn cGppcr that MFCA states viiJJ ensure co1nphancc ,,;,;,:ith the cbronic ,vater quaiity standnrd for coppe;r (ptxn-rit :,ecUon 6. l We 1.mdt:rstand that ~1IPCA 's authority (o enforce such a provisior, rnay rest on state a11lhority, ouisld.e the scope of the C\VA. l\lfPCA should the permit as 
	necess~1.ry 


	; to ensure that all NPIW,S requirernents are ' enfo1·ceabie under ihe C\VA. 
	Tbe internal "operating" 1irnit for coppeL a1 
	Tbe internal "operating" 1irnit for coppeL a1 
	St'.e "MPC/\ Revi"Sion·,, Lo

	11 
	9. mioognnns per liter at permit section 6.1043, is equivalent to the 'N,lter quulit_y 
	9. mioognnns per liter at permit section 6.1043, is equivalent to the 'N,lter quulit_y 

	,___"'_~,~--··"--"-·' criterion_for co__ppcr. J.-Icn:vever, permit section 10 
	Figure
	Pol);Md N~~thl\}~! N~DES Pcn~it Re~ie,,· Issues Surnm ary (S~e. Appendix B ,•1i1ich includr.s the textth~~.~~d-~lou~f'to i'v1PC/~..)-~--] 
	=:-

	1
	1

	Issue 1denhfi~d m the public notice draft J\,fl'CA Rcvmon . EPA Response · und communu:atcd to .MPCA 
	---------+-----
	---------+-----
	-


	6.10.44 np]Jears to authorize higher discharge concentration for copJJer, bc1scd on the TBEL tbat appears to apply at outfall S DUO 1 (permit section 8.1.1 ). This creates a conflict I 
	as to ·which limit is applicable and enforceable againsl the perrnjttee. MPCA should revise the permit to include a 
	WQDEL for r,0flt?~!__ ___ ___ _ _ _,_ 
	MPCA plans to transfer the administrati.vely 
	continued, expired Cliffs Erie, LLC permit 
	(and associated enforcement documents) fen 
	the existing tailings basin lo an affiliated 
	corporate entjty of Pol yMet. It appears that 
	this arrangement could result in the perrnlttee 
	holding multiple permits covering the same 
	No changes made in either the permit or fact sheet 
	No changes made in either the permit or fact sheet 
	MPCA inf'ormecl EPA during the meeting of September 2S--2fi that the Slate approved this transfer through a process prnvided under ihe State's consent decree resolving tbc Cliffs [?ri.e 

	discharge l<)r some lime after the effective i bankrupLcy. date of the NorthJ\'fet _permit. This creates confusion uver which discharges are covered by each permit nnd may complicate or preclude enforcement of pe1111il requirements under either per.mil, for example if legucy pollutants do not <1Hcnuatc as predicted (pe1111it section 6.10.45 .
	f------+~---~ ~---------t--------
	-

	IJ 
	IJ 
	IJ 
	Tbe pcrmrt facl sheet (p. 17) acknmvledges 
	Nu changes made i11 either the. pcm1it or fact 

	TR
	continuing seep discharges from the tailings 
	sheet. 

	TR
	basin. As such, tbe draft permit and/or 

	TR
	suppo1i-ing documentation should clem·ly 


	assign responsibility for seep discharges by specifying those applicable portions of the Cliffs Eri.e, LLC permit (MN0054089), the Cliffs Erie, LLC CoJJsent Decree wjth MPCA, an~ !he draft NorthMet permit. 
	Figure
	11 
	11 
	-------•· 
	ufficient information (n determine ,vhether our c.o n rern has been addressed. 
	EPA lacks s

	-----~·----.. -______, Co mments wen· no( inidress('.(l. 

	·---.. ·-~--,,...,v,, , .., .... , 
	• :~t)·-,(·•1i",t>ll1" ·' 1"°' 0v,1·1111't "'l1"'l'<d-.:n,---!1,,!.,.· t'·:-•'i '·' 
	1
	1

	: ~J t \:,,1;.,,,~ ~ 1 -t. ,, } '.• l\ '->-.• }· V·. •'• t) . '...J ,q_i .t .• -. ,,._, ,AJ,. I;,.,, ,.·~~-) ,;A,. 
	• l ;' "" (' f l·"'J'(.)\:\"'!"' '\""'.j~.\ !'1'·i·1,·.! ·1·1 ··!1' •·m ~.()'·),_-1;11"' 1·,'H'
	, • .:.J~ ,f) \..~ k cv\.,/1:,. .•)•·· ..... 1.,,, .C L,,.i"": I;,.'. \,.J.t i ,dot,\...;.,). 
	' "tlrJ/,·,i· ,.,,_,...11',Ji\''··1 H1,,-/ '·lt'"'-"' ''1·11+}1.n:.t·1·2.,rl 11)
	(,,4., .,.L \,. -:1,,"',, .. , ,.}_,. tJ .,,..\.,. ,;;_ ,,,,,i:,,-{~-l ,_ . -~"',,+-, ... 
	(,,4., .,.L \,. -:1,,"',, .. , ,.}_,. tJ .,,..\.,. ,;;_ ,,,,,i:,,-{~-l ,_ . -~"',,+-, ... 
	<1;s{•.111·r··,"~ r,-(.)IT\ '1·1". t'.'>:1·1,,g· s· 1r,fr1 (b"') ,. ,"1•"·ll')
	-'-·'·"'"""J ·"' ,,;\...,.•.• ~ '" -v..l~. i~ ..... ,.'.'I .... L ........ J.; ...._ _ d :.I_,_{,:· 
	tckntify\ng sc<:p'.• and Lhc.ir ldnticnsllip ln !lie pbnncd conta;nme:;t 5y;;fem, (c) 1.nonitoring and applicttbk Fmils fr,r these seeps, becaut,c, ns noted in Ow fi.:i.c't sheet (p, l 7 ). sc-~p discharg,ti "umlributcd to cxccedam.:e,:; d pi:nnil effluent limitations establishtxt in the HPDES SDS pc.rrnit," and (d) appropriate interim auth(iJizJilion, lim:t~, and l'Cquit\~1rwnc:; for tanings basin seeps nmil such n hrne ft:;, ::,ee,ps arc ti.,lly coniaintd and 
	to surface-wu(ers.

	·"~""-""'""------'--------...... 
	MPCA plarrn to ls.,iu<: general p~l'fni.t cnverngc;; ron$trudion sl.onn'>valer di:si:harges pr!QI' to Gf com.,trncttc1n Neither tht'. draft indlvidu;,J pi!nriit, nor a,y supporting documentation 1Jcar!y dc!intatcs what activitie::. Me (c;.:clurkd frnrn CO\'i.''.n,ge under a gcn,;n1l permit. Ftir\ht:f, the stQrnr,va.ter genera.! pennit wqi_Jd au1horize db::harge from the draining of over 91)0 ,icn:s of-,,vetlands, ivhicb me dominated by peat bogs, T11h activity is expl''.cted lo rck,tst' significant amounts 
	MPCA plarrn to ls.,iu<: general p~l'fni.t cnverngc;; ron$trudion sl.onn'>valer di:si:harges pr!QI' to Gf com.,trncttc1n Neither tht'. draft indlvidu;,J pi!nriit, nor a,y supporting documentation 1Jcar!y dc!intatcs what activitie::. Me (c;.:clurkd frnrn CO\'i.''.n,ge under a gcn,;n1l permit. Ftir\ht:f, the stQrnr,va.ter genera.! pennit wqi_Jd au1horize db::harge from the draining of over 91)0 ,icn:s of-,,vetlands, ivhicb me dominated by peat bogs, T11h activity is expl''.cted lo rck,tst' significant amounts 
	cnmmencerne.nt 
	dovvnstreai.11 
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	Figure
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	' conmwnts :~iEt~Jii:,_rr_;hi::; proje::~Q, p,}£ll!.3!LtL __ 12 
	. \ ' ~ \/(~ tn~~~ ~SSUC~ .f',{PC;\ ruuk ensnr:> Ccrn:: C Vi/\ 404 1.wnnit. . . . 
	. \ ' ~ \/(~ tn~~~ ~SSUC~ .f',{PC;\ ruuk ensnr:> Ccrn:: C Vi/\ 404 1.wnnit. . . . 
	n,c,niloring nnd Lrnih wern applir.·d'1,: to lh:: dis!.::!n.ngc !bruugh the :; \}/,\ c(f!: :::crti:fic«tion, it fr Js-ycl unc'[;.;,ff \,,.,}v::Jher this is~;uc. ·\\·ill bt} sn1ctres.:,ed :i.11 the :)UJ1e's ,101 <eniJi::.atkru h•J 01-:: 

	r-:r~i ·1'iet NorthMet NPDES Permit Review Issues Summary· (S~-~-AjJpemlix f> ~hich iJ1cludcs th~ tex! _that v,_'.ES_ICH\!_~~~-lld io J',l l'CA) 
	I 
	Issue jdentified in tho public notice draft Ml'C A Rc,·isioII IEl'A R-,,ponsc 
	: 
	and commtmicatcd lo i\1PCA -+-------------------___ __ · 
	I 
	the pcnrntti ng Iecord demonstrates that this i 
	1 
	issue has heen addressed or even considered. I There is no provision in the construction j / stormwc1ter genen1l permit for addressing I specific WQS issues. Thus, the draft pcrrnit (and associated permitting scheme) appears to leave mercury from this aspect of t11e project wholly umcgulatccl V../c suggest identifying what is intended to be covered under the stomrwater general perm.it anci evaluate ·whether there is reasonable for discbarges from activities covered under the stormwater general pennit to cau
	,___ _ _ ,__ir_,d_i_V_ldual per'-n_1i_t._ __________
	4-_____________ _____4-_ __,,,___________ _ 
	I
	1) 
	I 

	Permit section 6.10.17 does not aUow the .tv1PCA revised the permit at 6. l 0.17 to include 
	Commenl was not :1dd ressed foily. pcnnittcc to disdrnrge any process language ;;pecifying that all mine waler must wastewater from the rnine sile (o the surface be treated at the pla11t site. or stored in Lhe 
	... 
	Specifically, there is still no means or waters. However, it is not clear hmv i floatation tailings basin. 
	I 
	com.pliance evatuation lo ,·crify compliance witb. this condition ,.viJl be 
	whether c-e11nin dischnrgcs arc evaluated. Under 40 CFR 122.44(i), NPDES . MPCA revised tl1c permit al 6.10.26 to i.nch1de 
	occ l!Tlng. permits must include monitoring ' language prohibiting the discharge to requirements ''to assure compliance \Vith 
	surfa.ce 

	Yvaters froin. Lb e. FTB 1Jllml (i.n acldi lion to the 
	Yvaters froin. Lb e. FTB 1Jllml (i.n acldi lion to the 

	perm.it limitations," vvbich include, among 
	FTB seepage contai11n1ent system). i other 1hing, "the mass (or other measurement specified in the pem1it) of each pollutant 
	TVfPCA revised !he pc.1111it at 6.11.2 to exclude
	TVfPCA revised !he pc.1111it at 6.11.2 to exclude

	1 
	the of sevv;;icre.
	the of sevv;;icre.
	<li:-a:,h~m.re 


	limited in the 1ermit" and "the volume of
	..___ _ ___,'----------'-------------'-----.,_,_____.....,____________________ ----·---· 
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	----PolyMct Northl\'let NPDES Permit Review Issues Summary (See A12_peJHlh:B which indudes {he (ext Lhai was read aloud io TVU' CA.~ ev1swn . IErA Respvn;-c--------···
	1\:IPCA R
	-


	Issue identified in the public notice draft 
	Issue identified in the public notice draft 
	and commlmicate<l to MPCA 
	reconm1e11ds LhaJ .l\,tPCA eliminate (hose 
	permit provisions Lil.at make permittee
	-

	submitted plans, reports, and of.her actions 
	irnrnedic1teiy effective parts of lhe permi l. 
	We recornn1end that, instead, MPCA employ 
	We recornn1end that, instead, MPCA employ 

	appropl'iate enforcement responses and il:s 
	authority to modify permits under Mjnn. R. l 7001.0170 and 40 CFR l22.62, as necessary, 
	The draft permit contains no limiis for CBOD, TSS, pH, fecal, percent BOD/TSS 
	1 

	reductions at the sewnge treatment stabilization pond internal waste st1eam monitoring location WS009. Also, tJ1e pe1111it contains no limits for CBOD, focal coliform, or percent 8OD/TSS reductions at SD001. We also note that there does not appear to be a potenlial discussion regarding the stabilization pond. MPCA should evaluate 'vvhether eJJluent from the stabilizotion pond will cause or contribute to excursirnis from WQS. \Ve also recommend mcludmg 1epo1 tmg 1cguucments such as 
	reasonab.le 

	I weekly .maintenance observations, for the 
	I stabil.iz.ation JQnd . The permit (at p. 9 nnd Table 2.1) states that lbc Vv'WTS discharge will be distributed to va1oious tribl1taries to minimize hydrologic or ecologic impacts, but the permit does not clcady describe the relationship between the How in these outfalls and the allowable discharge (permit section 6.10. 1-6.1 D. 9). MPCA should include 1rovisions in tbe 
	·---~~---
	-

	-·-··
	-·-··
	-

	]\,fPCA revised table 8.3.3 for WS009 to include 1110 nitoring for BODS or CBODS, and total suspe11ded solids. Nole the draft permit (and pre-pt·oposcd) permit includes a numeric limit for fecal. coliform. 
	No change.s were made tri table 8.1. ! !<ll' SD00l. 
	1 -o changes were made regarding any mwlysis to evaJ.uate v,•hether reasonable potential exists for the sewage treatment stcibihzation pomL. 

	Comment was uot ,1ddrrsscd, 
	Comment was uot ,1ddrrsscd, 
	Comment was uot ,1ddrrsscd, 

	The effluent lin1il;1(io11s for St.:,w1gc' 
	1

	• trec1trncnt arc long establi~hed aild : sbuuld b"' i11ciucle<l in (he pern 1l. 
	I 
	No change made to address tJ1is issue. I Comment was not atltlrcsscd. 
	I 
	-

	I 
	I 
	I 
	Sect
	Figure
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	,. ... ,. ............... ,.,.,..., "" ,,..-, ---~~,--•c=cccc•••• 
	Pnh-1\'ld )\knth!Viet NPDES Permit Revicv1 h~u13,; ~.}:1:/Hnrnry (_Sec Ap{'~!l<!\~, ~~--~~::!;!~~!~ in,h?.!t~~Jhr-te;d 1!H\l._Y\1.\tE?,~~I,;!l~,g-~,_, ,\JFCA.) Js11nt idenHt1ed in the pnhlic notice drafl 
	:VtPCA Rt'vi,lon EF\\ Rtl!fH)IIH'. ,uni rmnnrnoinited to 1\IPCA
	--------4~--______._._._._._._ 
	.-.-~.~n,.=--,_,.,.,..,,.,. .,, ..,.._~--~-~..,...,.-,.,.•••••••••••••••• 
	.-.-~.~n,.=--,_,.,.,..,,.,. .,, ..,.._~--~-~..,...,.-,.,.•••••••••••••••• 

	permit thu! shn\v huw the pecnittee and 1\JJ'Ci\ ,vLU detcrrnlnc lhe distribution of lhnvs [I) 0ltllal1s SD002~SD0l l, 
	,, .''"'' .,,,....,,..............,,.,.. ,, .,______ 
	·n:ie pt:.nnit (rtt p, !l) discusses the i No change rn;de tn 2,dd,~'c;S lhi.s cm1rnH::rL ' Cnmrnont wu1, .!I:lL nddn;ss,·zL frcm'.1 lhe stahiliwtion pond to the flo,n1tion tailing::: basin, The penrd should explain hcYv the controL:, on 
	''\:nntrolkd di$cbnrge'
	1 

	this di:;chnrge vd]i Lmc!on ns cnforccabk 
	!

	lVfPCA revised the permit ti:, inChde foe 2E and !E to be cemhined until the '.loatHtion follO\\ttg Language: "/1, scg1.ncnt of th< FTB inilings ba:-;in 1,e,:;pagc nilkction i:::: "fully St'.cpage C1-n1tainm,:r;J System (i,c., tbt 
	lVfPCA revised the permit ti:, inChde foe 2E and !E to be cemhined until the '.loatHtion follO\\ttg Language: "/1, scg1.ncnt of th< FTB inilings ba:-;in 1,e,:;pagc nilkction i:::: "fully St'.cpage C1-n1tainm,:r;J System (i,c., tbt 
	Figure

	The tlC\V l,n;gmtge, in::1 ddc::~; operating'' hut .it is noi denr hm:1: this tenT1 is 
	rortlwrn, wxci.hv,,estern, and ,q::,k:n s,·gmcnt i detail from ',;1·hich n conclu":ic,n c::r; defint,d, lvtPC,-\ $ho-nld define "'fully 
	or the enskrn :iegment) i:, considered to be i ma,dc 1;;;;;m::ing tl:e upt'r,itkrwl 0p<:rating" to ensure lhal rl1c':lc 11ermit 
	1

	t\d\y constn1ctcd ,tnd (ipcrating when 
	t\d\y constn1ctcd ,tnd (ipcrating when 

	capabiEty ut 0,e :,;eq;,;igt 1::ul icci iz;n reqnin:ments nm be adequately monitored : constrnction of rJrnt SC!:iJnent b cotnpkte ;md 
	system. 
	system. 
	and enfurct:d, the PtrniiHet: hw; d~;JTJon.:;trntcd thrit t:w S(:gmcnt i~ cap/:i1e of collecting ,H,d runlisi?; [,(!J seepage for t.rcatrncnt at the \V\VT;,i ;,r 
	tempnrary,stornge,in,iheJ'TH, Permit section 6, 10,27 requires the permil1ec Nu dnmg.:: nw,de 10 addrtss crJnJn1e11t, h, rnaintain a ~.ystcrn z,f pa.ired monitoring w~~: ts ,md pietun;,eteJT (cne and 1;1w cxterm,i io lhe Fl!\ seepage containment :::yskrn)-Xf thc-:Jc urt'. c:o:tablishcd rrn:mhor;11g points inclmled in the permit, YlPCA sho1-1Jd mc!udc. refenmces to the 1ncu1ito:dng 
	intern.el 
	nlrtn.dy 

	l''l'l'')11"'J'<;~ , . . \. .-..,., tir•.>'•'(.... It'" ·t·h,,~.~..--.,1,.,'./..,. -..., 1·11r>J'll'*q1·., 'k\~ 1711<11'nt<;b . · ..... .....
	11 

	+-•4-. , ,,, .!-.~ 
	,,. :.. 1.. 


	• have not yet bi::-en t'stiibiished, h1FCA should 
	1

	()f the 
	Sect
	Figure

	: en'nte m1d i.nclnde them in the monitoring ! I hHe ,,i w<r villi 1 't' l' 1ne ·,nlthr',tt'ff''.Y ·d' i 
	1 
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	PolyMet N~!_rthMet NPPE.S Perm.it Re.Y1ew Issues SB ·whic'{_:1\L. ! Issue identified ill the public notice draft l\.'JPCA Revision EPA Response
	ummarv (See__1J?J_)endix 
	h includ es the .ext that ,vas rc:1d altHH1 to ::VU

	J 


	and to M.PCA 
	and to M.PCA 
	comrnunicat.ed 

	t-------+-
	-

	data collection. 
	>----~~
	-

	·--------·--·---
	·--------·--·---
	-


	23 I Penn1t section 6.10.26 s::rvs "Direct 
	iVll'CA revised the permit to include the This cliaugc resohcs our comment. discharge to '.surface waters fron.1 FIB 
	following language: "The permittee shall Seepage Containment System is prohibited.." 
	construct the FTB Seepage Containn1ent It is unclear to EPA hmv !VfPCA wou1cl 
	System to include a low pcrrncabilily cutoff implement the prohibition 0[«direct 
	wall keyed into bedrock, a subgrade collection uischarge.·, EPA recommends tbat the 1,ermit 
	and sump sy::::tcrn on lhe inward side of the be .larified to prohibit any "discharge of 
	cuto1T v,m]L and pumping capable uf rernovi ng pollutants to surface waters" consistent w.i.th 
	collected water to the \,\T\VTS and/or the FTB . tl1e Cleirn 'iVater Act. 
	The cutoff wall slrnll be no kss than one fooi in thickness and bave a, maximum permeability of Ix10-ri cm/st:c, or equ ivalent as apprnvec! by J.PCA. The FTB Seepage Containment System shall be constrncted and operated so as to maintain an inv,,,ard hydraulic gradieuL across the cutoff walI."
	£\
	1

	t-----t----------------------1--------------------+-------------·---------··-· 24 
	Permit section 6.10.49 requires sampling at 
	No change was made to address this cc,1nment 
	No change was made to address this cc,1nment 

	Comment wag not :.Hldrcssol. SW003, SW005, S\V006, SW007, and SW020 to begiJ1 18-monrhs :follov1'ing initial operation of rhe W\VTS. MPCA should begin sampling upon permit issuance so that a bascJine can be est,iblished at these _! locations. I
	Sect
	Figure

	____.______,______ _ _ _ _ _______,. . ·-·----····•-··----· 
	1 
	discharge of PCBs. As this is a legacy mine 
	site, ,vc recommend that MPCA ,vork wi(h 
	the pcrmittee to ddermine. whetJ:ier the site 
	contain. PCDs. If it is determined that the 
	site docs not contain PCBs, IvIPCA should 
	have Lhe permittee certifY this finding. 
	Sirn1lt1.rlv, i[ PCBs arc resent on site, then 
	! 
	! 
	---___J 
	17 

	26 27 28 ?: apJ}l"O ~,·tA-1 , measures · or 
	18 
	18 

	____R_42!Y:Mct No~·tJ~i1·_ci r•i~iiES Re~·icw Iss,ues Sumn:an(S~c. Appendix B wb ich the text tlut was read aloud to iYl PCA: .=~ Issue 1<leutified m the pubhc notice draft 
	P-enn.it 
	1 
	inc!ucl.cs 

	IVlI'CA Revv,wn EPA Response 1 
	I 

	25 1 Permit section G.l J. .1 1 prohibits the No c l1ange wa::-; made io nddrcss this comment. Comment ,vas ill.!.!-addrc:,ised.
	1 

	and communicated to MPCA 
	and communicated to MPCA 
	-+---------------------+--------------------+-------··-... -----
	-

	addrc~s EPA's concerns .
	addrc~s EPA's concerns .

	-------+-------·---------_______ _,_______ ____ 
	I 29 
	I 29 
	TI1c maps and figures in lhe permit and fact 

	No changes made to address this comment 
	No changes made to address this comment 

	Comment was not alld.rc.sscd. sheet are often difficult to rcacl. If dearer versions of these cannot be included, we suggesl incl uJing'a rderei1ce to ,vherc the onginal m,1ps and figures can be vie,,ved in 
	I 
	I 
	______J

	hard co JY of onlj_g~ ---------------------------~-------~···-____ -· _ 
	I

	19 
	19 

	EXHIBIT 0525 
	EXHIBIT 0525 

	.7~·:,..... r. · rr·~~'!.,. i..::~.Jr";_ 
	:..t-,~L. :-rn::::a~ , 1,.-.~rd1 ::t., 2.,-=.;:. ~ 1:.:·,4...." ~~ 
	io: -L·~ol:i•,j;1,-~er 5i-£ 1:n~r: {PiPC~\ <~'.:-fo~~-?T.~!~r-~=::_.1rr ;.-,-;~:t[-.--:~,;,::,.~.r-r,i·, ·.:~:> 
	.:..: ::--.;. :,:.0,rl 2...: Ki. i~:r riS7~i=11'1.Z-""-~_:!:.[-f.,-•:'? ·= : t-.·:~0?IP: ~;~f ..; .~:-,_.!~. , i~_:, a·d. .-,2,•J!:, ..: : -<:-=-?•·t.~ :--1.-~-; (; ---:::-: ::-. _:i1 _,~~: • :-.i'?fs:.l :--,.. :..e\·e~<:::~ ....-... ~~~:_::·.. ~b--~ ~ ~ rtr2-::e~,,~~~~ dr~5t,. L:n-j 2 
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	1
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	Cofnr7"1er.ts

	a.t+d;i ii.:"'· ;-=l r,i:-•,, i.=;y., ·:,•'. rt c:11lG'..:-,· ;JS rn :...O T it-le .:=n i:lgl :t:--cm;:;i r!" end ~-.,.;;id vt~rE:~t r.:n~. 
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	Comments and Recom mendations to Ensure Comisfencv with the Clean. Wate:r .\c:t 
	Figure
	~ i We MFC/\. ':s considern.tion in the drnft permit of the federal reg,ulations al 4-0 C.F. R. Part 440 Sub arts G. J, a11d K, includin° TBELs_ See emlit sections 6.10.44 
	ackno\vled.ge 
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	MP CA should, therefore, consider in its analysis all the polJutants that ,vere presented in tbe application materials as potentially present in the proposed discharge to determine those WQBELs that are needed in the pennit. Fwi.her, if MPCA considers a particular parameter to be. the key to ensuring the facility will meet all applicable w arer quality standards, e.g., copper at monitoring station 'Jv'S074 (permit section 6.10.40) or sulfate at monitoring station WS074 (pennit section 6_1OJ 1 ), the permit 
	Figure
	n "Prcj.~cled Effluent ,., {PEG.) Ls described ;n 40 C.F.R P;ir·t 1:.r;,, Appendix r, Procedure:; Paragraph BI :, 'TP/1, and t,1PCA, Bgre,e that MPCA. will use only atterriative stabstlcal proceduref, for dniving Pf:ct. that meet the critedil in ,.io C. Ht F'ml : .3:), ,4ppenciix ;·, f>rocedure 5, P2rag;c1ph 8. 2.. EPA and MPC.ll. turther .agree t h2,;, t:P,~ rea:ains the authority tc review any spe,cific st.i3tisticai prncedLJre~, Minnesota intends to U'>c for derivlng PEQs and to object to permlts that ha
	f3.2. of Proce-dur·e 5/ 
	~:; ''To 21.1:,ur·e the \l'iWTS i.s operating as de,;igned anci to remain O')ns1stent vdth the assumpfrons made 1n tne ?-FIS, the pen11lt indudes an inte1T1al performance monitoring point (Station WS074) where an Operoting Umit of 10 mg,/c. ,.ulfate ;c,ppl\e,;. The Operating Li,,,it at WSD74 is an E'nforceabie p,'!rrnit IIrnit but rs neither 8 wat•.:>r quality baS!:d pcrrnt iimit nor a technology b?.'.,ed permit limi, because there ls nc Rea1,onabie Poten,jal.'' 
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	·"'"5,ee page 43· of "Finai ~•ik•t--\e;ting Report" d;:,ted June 20:1.3. 
	:See page 31 of the (,F1n.:3l PHot iT.Sti,ng Reporti,, dated JL1ne 2D13. 
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	Figure
	7. EPA is concerned tbat the pcnnit and supporting materials do not inciude stL..l:fic.ic t inforrnatio to ex lain hov.· downstream ,vater will be protected consistem v,ith CWA.. Section 402(6)(5"), 33 U.S . ..,_~ 1342(b (5), based upon the !i1llciwi11g considerarioll!>, includiog: (1) downstream rcccivmg waters exceed the applicable 5tatc and do,~·nstream state ]mman health an<l wildlife 1.vater quaiity standard for mercury. and (2) tbe pi101 ~tudy states that the cffc1.:.frvenl!ss of the lreatrneni t.o re
	sys1e.1n 
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	We note that as this is a ~ew discharger. the inclusion of \VQBE::L~f~r ihese parn:meters would be prudent and provide a ba.<;iS for measurjng the pcrfonnance of1he ne ll' iTcatment technology proposed by the applicant. We also n.ole that in subsequent permit cycles, a.ft.er the facility has achieved full operation, sucb limits could be modified or deleted if no reasonable pole □ i.ial to exceed v,.'ater quality stamlanis is demonstra.te.d.. 
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	~~ljc~mr:~JJ!fily Concerns 
	M.PCA should address the follo-v..'ing c.oncerns. 
	4_ ~j . ,,,.,:. t;·~ -~ 1':: ~~ :i "· 
	~y _ --~-a•. ----~ --~-,.~ 1er 
	individual permit 
	include monitoring requiremenl'i "t.o assure compliance. \Vitb pennit limitations," whjch include, among other 1.hings, "the mass (or other rnea.<;u.remem specified in Lhe penni1) of each poll utant limited in the ermiC and ''the volume of effluent discbaro ed from each 
	---..:d'"::;..: ~,~.:~,x-::-: ·...r.'1:t ~l::=-"I ,rf .....~ ~:·. . . ~)i{N"PDES pcnnits must 
	. -~ i:li '~ -. -_, -----=.c-:o-a,= .'-
	---,---JL.. 
	~ -.•. _ may cause co11fusion for regulators and public over what is covered by the permit, and therefore would not ensure compliance with the CWA (see 40 C.F.R. § 122.4(a)). 
	0 
	.'='~~~~~~~~~~f~~~~~~ 
	_ .••--•.---~ --_ _ . _ b• , 
	EPA recommends that MPCA el iminaie those perm.it provisions thai make pe.ITEJ~ee-su~mitted la_ns2...re orts__ and ~tiler actions ~ edia,.tdy-_effective P.~ of the 
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