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Staffing Changes



Long-term Goals & Special Projects

• Automate Permit Applications

• Connect to Secretary of State’s webpage 

• More e-Permitting?

• Permit “Pizza Tracker”

Track your Permit Here! Your permit is almost ready!



New Permit Challenges

• New Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations
• 2023- 11 new or expanding CAFOs
• 2024- 18 new or expanding CAFOs
• 2025- 10 new or expanding CAFOs

• Land Application Permits
• Public Hearings
• Appeals expected

• Land Application Rules



Permitting

Reduction 
in backlog 
4 months 
in a row!
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Keep it simple

✓Identifying different types of permits

✓Not over-complicating renewals

✓Review data & receiving waterbody

What we are not losing:

• Building your permit for you

• Taking the time you need

• Sustainable permits that work for you



Recent or Emerging Permit Issues

•Flocculants & Coagulants

•Rare Earth Elements – Nutrient Removal

•Water Treatment Plants

•Water Reuse & Drought Mitigation – Drinking 
Supply Lakes

•Losing Stream Designations



Public Participation - Communication

• 303(d) list 

• Sunshine Law Requests

• Approximately 2-3 public 
meetings per month

• One public hearing per 
quarter

• Hotline staffing

• Autodialer follow-ups





Integrated Management Plans

Great way to 
evaluate your 

needs

Assess costs 
and resources

Establish 
timelines

Adapt to 
changing 
demands

Part of 
Administrative 
Agreements

Basis for Permit 
Schedules of 
Compliance



San Francisco v. EPA

• 5-4 decision

• Effluent limits vs. receiving 
water

• Permits must be
• Specific

• Not “end result” variability

• Narrative limits must be 
clear on applicability































Triennial Review

Current Rulemaking

Ammonia (excluding 
Missouri & Mississippi 

Rivers)

Ammonia Variances

Bioaccumulative *

Future Reviews/ 
Rulemaking

Ammonia Phase II
Ammonia Variances

Aluminum
HHP

MUDD revisions
???



Department PFAS Surface Water and 
Fish Tissue Sampling
Review of Sample Results

We are not currently proceeding with any PFAS 
water quality criteria or land application 

standards at this time.



Surface Water PFAS 
Sampling Locations

Sampling started in 2023

18 locations sampled 
for the 40 PFAS analytes 

in EPA Method 1633

28 samples collected

Streams highlighted have Drinking Water Source use



Surface Water PFAS 
Detections

11 of the 18 locations 
had PFAS detections 

(highlighted blue)

3 of those 11 hits were on or 
within 2 miles of a waterbody 

designated for use as a  
Drinking Water Supply

Streams highlighted have Drinking Water Source use



Surface Water PFAS 
Detections near 

Drinking Water Supply

Pearson Creek sample near 
the James River (designated 
as a Drinking Water Supply) 
had a PFAS detection above 
the EPA PFAS MCLs

Result for Pearson Cr:

PFHxS = 12 ng/L
Hazard Index = 4.88

EPA MCLs:

PFHxS = 4 ng/L
Hazard Index = 1



Surface Water PFAS Ranges 
for Values Above Non-Detect

PFAS Result (ng/L) # of detects 
(n=28)

% of samples 
with detects

PFOA 2.3  - 68 13 46.4

PFOS 2.0  - 36 10 35.7

PFHxS 2.7  - 39 10 35.7

PFNA 2.1  - 3.9 3 10.7

HFPO-DA (GenX) 4.1 1 3.6

PFBS 2.4  - 7.9 10 35.7

PFBA 3.9  - 14 10 35.7

PFDA 2.2  - 2.9 2 7.1

PFHA 2.60  - 51 13 46.4

PFHPA 2.20  - 8.4 8 28.6

PFPeA 1.9  - 110 13 46.4

PFPeS 2.5  - 4.9 2 7.1

6:2FTS 8.8  - 92 3 10.7



Fish Tissue PFAS 
Sampling Locations

Sampling started in 2022

Long term trend locations 
sampled 

for the 40 PFAS analytes 
in EPA Method 1633

19 samples collected total



Fish Tissue PFAS Detections

All 13 locations 
had PFAS detections (highlighted 

blue)PFAS Result (mg/kg) % of samples 
with detects

PFOS 0.0015  - 0.0407 89.5

PFDA 0.00049  - 0.0028 42.1

PFDS 0.000618  -
0.0016

10.5

PFHA 0.000525 5.3

PFNA 0.0005  - 0.00094 15.8

PFTrDA 0.00064 5.3

PFUA 0.0005  - 0.0016 26.3

5:3 FTCA 0.026 5.3

PFDDA 0.000647  -
0.00065

10.5

None of the samples were measured 
above EPA’s fish tissue criteria 

recommendations; all other PFAS 
compounds were below detection limits.



Point Source to Point Source Trading

Graphic Courtesy of EPA’s Water Quality Trading Toolkit for Permit 

Writers, 2007. The point source credit user (buyer) acquires credits 

from the credit generator (seller).



Point Source to Nonpoint Source Trading 

Graphic Courtesy of EPA’s Water Quality Trading Toolkit for Permit 

Writers, 2007. The point source credit user (buyer) acquires credits 

from the credit generator (seller).




