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 The Mining Section is exploring the possibility of a General Permit for limestone 

quarries and processing facilities.

 At present, this a conceptual idea with roughly drafted notes on how to implement 

such a permit.

 To implement such a permit the Division would need to undergo a formal process 

in which approval is obtained from leadership to move forward with a General 

Permit.

 This would require rulemaking and regulation changes to occur almost 

simultaneously – new rules (GP) and changes to current rules (IP and fee 

schedule). 



RULEMAKING IS NOT A FAST PROCESS!



 Approval from leadership

 Draft permit developed (with stakeholder outreach and input)

 OGC review and approval sought

 Approval from the Board of Water Quality Oil & Gas would be requested 
to move forward with rulemaking for TWO separate rulemakings:  new GP 
and update/new fees for services

 Public Notice both sets of new rules

 Have formal hearings for both sets of new rules

 Respond to Comments received in Public Hearings

 Make any necessary changes to rules based on comments, and go back 
to the Board for final approval…..



WHY WOULD THE DIVISION CONSIDER A GP FOR LIMESTONE 
QUARRIES?

I. PERMITTING WORKLOAD

A. SIC Code 1422 Crushed and Broken Stone is the largest mining sector/industry 
we have in the state.

B. There are 174 Individual NPDES permits for limestone facilities across the state 
out of 450 total NPDES Individual permitted mining facilities (39%).  The next 
closest sector/industry in the state is sand and gravel with 79 facilities (17.5%).

C. Faster processing and issuance of these permits would allow staff to process 
other NPDES permits in a more expeditious manner.

D. This would possibly eliminate the need to increase staffing for the MS and the 
Division in the future, thus saving the state and taxpayers money.



II. NO WATER QUALITY CONCERNS

A. This industry has shown a history of being able to consistently meet, and 

often times be well below, the established effluent limit of 40 mg/L for 

TSS.

B. There are rarely, if ever, pH issues at limestone quarries.

C. The nature of the mining process allows for pit storage for increased TSS 

treatment efficiency and storage capacity which reduces the frequency of 

discharges, or sometimes eliminates them all together.



III. FAIR PLAYING FIELD

A. This permit would enable the Mining Section and the Division to address 
portable crushers that are not involved in the mining industry but are subject to 
the definition of processing and process wastewater found in 40 CFR 436.21(e) 
and 40 CFR 122.2.

B. Process generated wastewater results from the use of water in the transport of 
mined materials, from air emissions control or processing exclusive of mining.  
The term includes any other water which becomes comingled with such 
wastewater in a pit, pond, lagoon or other facility used for treatment of such 
wastewater.

C. These operations are utilized for short durations (30-365 days), and do not have 
an appropriate permit for coverage.



WHY WOULD INDUSTRY CONSIDER A GP FOR LIMESTONE 
QUARRIES?

I. FASTER AND MORE EFFICIENT PERMITTING

A. IP’s take an absolute minimum of 40 days to issue (AND, THAT IS FAST!!!), due 

to the required 30-day Public Notice; with request for a PH, the process can 

take as long as 90-120 days; an Appeal may extend it an additional 30-60 days.

B. GP’s could be issued, provided we have all the information required for a 

complete NOI and application package, within an estimated 10-15 days.

C. Effluent limits and treatment technologies are nearly identical at all sites; this 

would not change with a GP.  There would also be a potential, slight lessening of 

the sampling frequency.



II. MONETARY SAVINGS

IP fees are generally much higher than GP fees.  A cost savings on EPF fees 

would be expected with a GP.

Reduced sampling frequency will result in cost savings.



PROS AND CONS



PROS 

 Faster permitting process for these facilities which leads to more staff time for 
other NPDES permits; no public hearing for each individual permitting action.

 Industry/sector is the largest and has the most commonalities-one size typically 
does fit all.

 GP’s authorize activities for specific categories or actions that are substantially 
similar in nature or function.

 Water quality from these facilities is historically good; effluent data and historic 
information from crushed and broken stone and processing facilities with 
sedimentation ponds or equivalent technology indicate that the industry is 
capable of meeting Technology Based Effluent Limits; the Division has 
determined that the present effluent limitations for TSS provide the Best 
Conventional Technology (BCT) treatment for this industry.  



PROS

 Budgetary savings for the state and the industry; the state would 

substantially decrease staff time involved in processing limestone IP’s and 

potentially eliminate the need to increase staffing for the MS and the 

Division in the future, thus saving the state and taxpayers money.

 Increased and faster permitting efficiency for limestone facilities will lead 

to faster and more efficient permitting of other NPDES IP’s.

 The industry would see a decrease in EPF fees, and faster permit turn-

around times would also allow for work to begin or proceed more quickly.



CONS

 As no public hearing was a pro, it will also be a con.  This will restrict the public’s 

right to comment on any proposed limestone quarrying activity until the GP is up 

for renewal; expect comments on this if this process were to move forward.  

 Increased scrutiny/no more flying under the radar:  In relation to the con above, 

many NGO’s and the general public may have a negative reaction to a GP 

because of the lack of public participation which may generate more frequent 

complaints and requests for inspections.

 Because it is a general permit issued on a 5-year permit cycle, facilities obtaining 

coverage in the mid-point or later in the cycle will have to apply for coverage 

before the new GP is issued – decreased permit issuance timeframe depending 

on when coverage is obtained.



CONS

 Since the permit will be issued and expire every 5 years, the applicants 
and their consultants will have a “rush” of applications and materials to 
submit to renew their coverage.

 As stated above, this rush will also affect the Mining Section in the same 
way in the issuance of the permit.

 As stated earlier in this presentation, this is a SLOW process and will take 
multiple levels of rulemaking to accomplish.

 Meeting the antidegradation requirements in the GP:  How do we address 
“waters with unavailable parameters”?  What is the industry standard or 
technique that must be implemented to reach “no measurable 
degradation”?



CONCEPTUAL GP?

I. Parameters, effluent limits and monitoring frequency

WASTEWATER LIMITATIONS
1 

(XXX) 
 

Wastewater Characteristics Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements  

Maximum                                    Measurement     Sample 

 for any one day Frequency Type 

 

Total Suspended Solids 40.0 mg/L Once per Month Grab 

Flow (GPM) Report Once per Month Estimate 

pH 6.0 to 9.0 Standard Units One per Month Grab  

Oil and Grease (see Part 1.3.2)                        None Visible                               Daily                             Observe 

 
1 

These effluent limitations do not apply to discharges that occur as a result of a precipitation event that exceeds 

the 10-year/24-hour storm design provided the wastewater treatment facilities are designed, constructed, and 

maintained to contain or treat the volume of wastewater which would result from a 10-year/24-hour 

precipitation event.  

 



CONCEPTUAL GP?

II. What would it cover?

A. Mine process wastewater (processing to include crushing, screening, 

sawing, washing, sizing, etc.), mine dewatering activities, dust 

suppression water, vehicle wash water (wheel wash water where no 

detergents or chemicals are used) and storm water associated with 

particular types of mining operations.

B. Discharges associated with SIC 1422 Crushed and Broken Limestone

C. This general permit would also cover portable limestone crushers not 

associated with, or included within, a mine site or quarry.



CONCEPTUAL GP?

III. What would not be covered?

A. Discharges requiring chemical treatment (i.e. flocculants) to meet discharge 
limits.

B. Discharges from asphalt and concrete plants that are separate from (not co-
mingled with) the authorized discharges in the GP.  If the discharges from an 
asphalt plant are commingled with other authorized discharges, a visibility 
standard for Oil and Grease would be applied to all commingled discharges, as 
per 40 CFR Part 443.23.

C. Discharges to a waterbody with unavailable parameters (as identified in the 
latest version of the Division’s 303(d) list) for any of the required monitoring 
parameters. Note:  This permit would have to address a mechanism to get 
to “no measurable degradation” for these types of waters (i.e. an 
approved TMDL for that receiving stream)



CONCEPTUAL GP?

D. Discharges to Exceptional Tennessee Waters (ETWs) – Again, this

permit would have to address a mechanism to get to either “de minimis

or no measurable degradation” for these types of waters.

E. Discharges into Outstanding National Resource Waters – Coverage

under this general permit will not be considered for discharges into

waters that are designated by the Water Quality Control Board as

Outstanding National Resource Waters (ONRWs). Designation of

ONRWs is made according to TDEC Rules, Chapter 0400-40-03-.06(5).

Any proposed discharge to ONRWs will be through the individual

permitting process, as found in 0400-40-03-.06(5)(b)(1).



CONCEPTUAL GP?

III. NOI, Application Requirements and Potential Fees

A. Coverage would be granted upon the submission of a Notice of Intent 

(NOI), a Discharge Water Pollution Prevention Plan (DWPPP) and the 

application fee.

B. The DWPPP would contain all the information you currently provide in 

your IP application including the Site Narrative, Maps (general location 

and site maps), treatment structures, certification by a RPE, etc.

C. The application fee would be proposed to remain the same at $250 for 

new permits, modifications, renewals and will also include transfer of the 

GP.



CONCEPTUAL GP?

D. Environmental Protection Fund Fees would decrease.  At this time, we 

are unsure of the amount, but the following are example estimates for 

some acreages:

 For current IP permits with acreage between 300-500 acres, could see a 

decrease of approximately $1500/year.

 For current IP permits with acreage between 50-150 acres, could see a 

decrease of approximately $1800/year.

 All acreage categories would see a significant decrease.  Again, this 

would require a significant rule change to Chapter 0400-40-

11,Environmental Protection Fund Fees.





QUESTIONS???

Bryan Epperson, Program Manager – Mining Section

Division of Water Resources

Knoxville Environmental Field Office

3711 Middlebrook Pike, Knoxville, TN 37921

Bryan.epperson@tn.gov

(865)594-5529
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