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November 28, 2007

Ms. Amy M. Bennett

Standards Coordinator
SCDHEC — Bureau of Water
2600 Bull Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Subject: SC Water Classifications and Standards (R.61-68)
Comments to Notice of Proposed Regulation

Dear Ms. Bennett:

SCANA, and its subsidiaries, is hereby submitting comments in response to the October
26, 2007, notice of proposed regulation for South Carolina’s Water Classifications and
Standards (R.61-68) regulation. SCANA appreciates the opportunity to participate in the
triennial review process and hopes that the following information will assist the
Department in developing a regulation that protects the environment yet is not
economically detrimental to the people of South Carolina. In that regard, SCANA
believes that certain existing standards are more stringent than necessary to adequately
protect human health and the indigenous biological community of the state’s surface
waters. Although the following comments have been either transmitted to or discussed
with the Department during previous stakeholder meetings, SCANA believes that the
following comments should receive additional consideration.

ADOPTION OF EPA WATER QUALITY CRITERIA

During previous correspondence, SCANA and other stakeholders requested that the
Department review any new or revised EPA criteria to determine their applicability to
South Carolina rather than simply adopting them. This review should encompass all the
national recommended water quality criteria for the protection of human health posted in
the Federal Register on December 31, 2003. As demonstrated by the Department's
modification of the arsenic criteria, there are many variables and assumptions that the
EPA uses to calculate recommended water quality criteria, and many of those factors may
not be applicable to South Carolina or are overly conservative. SCANA believes that
certain standards are currently promulgated at levels more stringent than necessary to
adequately protect human health and the indigenous biological community of the state’s
surface waters. As shown below, SCANA has objection to the direct adoption of the
thallium standard, and requests, as required by Sections R.61-68.E.14.a(5) and E.14.b(2),
that the Department perform a similar analysis of the other federal criteria prior to
incorporation into state regulation.
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Revision of the proposed South Carolina water quality standard for thallium

S% DHEC is proposing to adopt the recommended values of 0.24 pg/L (W/O) and 0.47
ug/L (Org. Only) which were posted in the Federal Register on December 31, 2003.
With regard to the human health-based water quality standards for thallium in other EPA
Region 4 states, most are either the same as those currently in effect in South Carolina
(W/O - 1.7 ng/L and Org. Only — 6.3 pg/L) or do not exist. Georgia's standards, for
example, do not include a W/O thallium standard, while North Carolina's and
Mississippi's standards contain neither a W/O standard nor an Org. Only standard for
thallium. Based on the requirements of other Region 4 states, the Department should
consider whether or not revised thallium standards are necessary.

After conducting a thorough literature search and investigating the derivation of the
proposed standards, SCANA has concluded that the application of these criteria to South
Carolina waters is not consistent with the conditions used to derive them. Several factors
are utilized in the development of water quality criteria, and their derivation is based on
conservative estimates of the risk to human health. These risk factors include the
Reference Dose (RfD), the Relative Source Contribution (RSC), the Fish Ingestion Rate
(FIR), the Bioconcentration Factor (BCF), and others. Prior to adopting any new
criterion, SCDHEC should review each of these factors to ensure that they are
appropriate for South Carolina and are not overly conservative. Several of the factors
used during the derivation of the proposed thallium standards are overly conservative,
and one factor that is inappropriate for South Carolina freshwaters is the BCF.

The BCF used to derive}: the proposed thallium standards of 0.24 pg/L (W/O) and 0.47
ug/L (Org. Only) is a value of 116 liters/kilogram (L/kg). As detailed in the document
titled, “Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Thallium” (EPA 440/5-80-074) and dated
October 1980, this value was derived using three species (Atlantic salmon, softshell clam,
and blue mussel) with BCFs of 130, 18, and 12 L/kg respectively. A BCF of 34 L/kg was
mentioned for bluegill (which are resident in South Carolina), but this species was not
used in the 116 L/kg BCF derivation calculation. Of the three species used, only the
softshell clam is present in South Carolina. Therefore, rather than use a weighted average
(based on the associated ingestion rates) of 116 L/kg, a BCF of 18 L/kg appears to be
more appropriate for South Carolina. Making this one change, for example, would result
in an Org. Only standard of 3.02 pg/L, and if only the softshell clam BCF were used, a
lower fish ingestion rate may be more appropriate. Further review of each factor used to
derive the proposed standards for their applicability in South Carolina is warranted.

Summary

In summary, SCDHEC should not adopt any federally recommended water quality
standards without a detailed review of its derivation and applicability to South Carolina
surface waters. In fact, this is required by Sections E.14.a(5) and E.14.b(2) of R.61-68.
Without this technical review and a human health/environmental impact assessment, the
Department might adopt overly conservative standards that result in unwarranted
economic impacts, placing South Carolina business and industry at a competitive
disadvantage compared to other states.



