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NOTICE:


Written Comments


o
Interested persons are invited to submit written comments concerning this draft permit.


o
Comments shall be received by the Regional Board no later than:  Tuesday, June 5, 2001,5:00 p.m.

Public Hearing


o
The draft permit will be considered for adoption by the Board at a public hearing during the Board’s regular monthly meeting at: Elihu Harris State Office Building, 1515 Clay Street, Oakland, CA; 1st floor Auditorium.  


o
This meeting will be held on:

June 20, 2001, starting at 9:00 am.


Additional Information`


o
For additional information about this matter, interested persons should contact Regional Board staff member:


Ms. Judy C. Huang,  Phone: (510) 622-2363;  email: jch@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov

I.
WATER-QUALITY BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS (WQBELs) AND FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

A.
Purpose of fact sheet addendum

The purpose of this addendum is to document 

(1) the basis and assumptions used in calculating WQBELs pursuant to Section 1.4 of the SIP for Copper, Mercury, Dioxin TEQ, Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, Dieldrin, 4,4-DDE and Cyanide, and 

(2) conclusions of Board staff’s evaluation of the discharger’s feasibility to comply with these calculated WQBELs.

B.
Basis for calculation of water quality based effluent limitations

Water-quality based effluent limitations (WQBELs) were calculated using Section 1.4 of the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  The methodology is described in detail in the original Fact Sheet.  The WQBELs calculations are attached to the addendum as Table 1.  WQBELs were calculated because there was reasonable potential for these constituents to cause, or contribute to an excursion above a State water quality standard, as determined by the reasonable potential analysis described in the original Fact Sheet.  

To calculate the final WQBELs, the following parameters and assumptions were used:

· Background (B):  The maximum or average background value, as appropriate, from the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) Central Bay Stations, Yerba Buena Island and Richardson Bay. The RMP data set includes information gathered from 1992-1998. 

· Coefficient of Variation (CV): CV is a measure of the data variability and is calculated as the estimated standard deviation divided by the arithmetic mean of the observed values.  When calculating the CV, if an effluent data point is below the detection limit, one-half of the detection limit is used as the value in the calculation. The three most recent years of effluent data (January 1998- December 2000) is used to calculate the CV.

· In response to the State Board’s recommendation (SB Order # WQ  2001-06), staff has evaluated the assimilative capacity of the receiving water for 303(d) listed pollutants. The evaluation included review of RMP data (local and Central Bay stations), effluent data, and WQOs.  From this evaluation, staff has found that the assimilative capacity is highly variable due to the complex hydrology of the receiving water.  Therefore, there is uncertainty associated with the representiveness of the appropriate ambient background data to conclusively quantify the assimilative capacity of the receiving water. However in calculating the final WQBEL for non-bioaccumulative 303(d)-listed constituents, it is assumed there is assimilative capacity, and a 10:1 dilution is granted.

·  Dilution (D):

· 10:1 dilution is given to non-bioaccumulative constituents, such as copper;

· 10:1 dilution is not given to 303(d)-listed bioaccumulative constituents, such as mercury and dioxin TEQ; and

· 10:1 dilution is mathematically eliminated for cyanide because the chronic water quality objective was equal to the maximum observed background value.

C.
Basis for feasibility analysis

If a discharger cannot comply with the new more stringent limit, the Basin Plan allows for a compliance schedule provided the discharger satisfies all of the following:

(a) Submission of results of a diligent effort to quantify pollutant levels in the discharge and the sources of the pollutant in the waste stream. 

(b)  Documentation of source control efforts currently underway or completed, including compliance with the Pollution Prevention program described in the Basin Plan.  

(c) A proposed schedule for additional source control measures or waste treatment, and

(d) A demonstration that the proposed schedule is as short as possible.

On May 23, 2001, the Discharger submitted a feasibility study to evaluate immediate compliance with the WQBELs.  Along with the discharger’s feasibility study, Regional Board staff compared the maximum effluent concentration (MEC) to the AMEL to determine feasibility of compliance with the WQBELs.  In the case where the Minimum Level (ML) is above the AMEL, the MEC is compared to the ML instead.  The AMEL value is more stringent and the “controlling limit” since effluent samples are collected and analyzed monthly.  If the MEC is greater than the AMEL and the ML, Board staff determined that the discharger could not immediately comply with the WQBELs.  This comparison is illustrated in Table 1.

In general a compliance schedule and interim limits are granted, if the following are satisfied:

(1) Board staff’s analysis demonstrates the discharger could not immediately comply with WQBELs; and

(2) The discharger satisfies the Basin Plan conditions for granting a compliance schedule.  Future requirements for source control and other pollution prevention efforts will be administered separately through a 13267 letter with specific deadlines and commitments.

For all constituents discussed below, Board staff has determined based on the feasibility analysis performed by the Discharger and evaluation of past performance that it is infeasible for the Discharger to comply with the final WQBELs immediately.  Pursuant to the Basin Plan, the discharger shall comply with the final WQBELs no later than April 1, 2010.  In addition, the basis for these conclusions are described below.

II. CONSTITUENT SPECIFIC DISCUSSION OF FEASIBILITY TO COMPLY WITH WQBELS

A.
Copper

Basin Plan conditions (a) and (b), described above, are satisfied by the Discharger’s efforts to diligently quantify pollutant loading and sources and to document source control efforts underway or completed.  Similar to other facilities, the majority of influent copper appears to be due to the water supply and associated corrosion of water piping and plumbing fixtures.  

Basin Plan conditions (c) and (d), described above, are satisfied by the Discharger’s current pretreatment and pollution prevention programs, along with interim performance-based effluent limits.  In addition, the Discharger is participating in impairment studies with other dischargers from north of the Dumbarton Bridge to collect additional technical information for the Regional Board to consider in its 303(d) listing decision in 2002 as well as developing a copper site-specific objective (SSO).  The SSO will include a Copper Action Plan outlining measures for pollution prevention and source reduction.  The final WQBEL for copper may be revised based on the TMDL/WLA or SSO and translator. The proposed schedule allows time to implement and evaluate effectiveness of additional source control measures as well as to complete TMDL/WLA or develop SSO.   Considering the unpredictable and often times contentious nature of setting new standards, the compliance schedule is as short as possible. 

B.
Mercury

Basin Plan conditions, described above, are satisfied by a provision requiring a mercury reduction study, along with interim performance-based concentration and mass effluent limits.   Board staff is in the process of developing a plan to address control of mercury levels in San Francisco Bay including development of a TMDL.  While Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) are being developed, the Discharger will be held accountable for maintaining ambient conditions to the receiving water by complying with performance-based mass emission limits for mercury.  This permit includes interim concentration and mass emission loading limits.   The Discharger is required to maximize control over influent mercury sources and pollution prevention, with consideration of relative costs and benefits.  The discharger will continue working with other municipal dischargers to optimize both source control and pollution prevention efforts and to assess alternatives for reducing mercury loading to, and protecting beneficial uses of, receiving waters.  Based on Board staff’s report titled “Watershed Management of Mercury in the San Francisco Bay Estuary:  Total Maximum Daily Load Report to U.S. EPA,” dated June 30, 2000, municipal sources are a very small contributor of the mercury load to the Bay.  Because of this, it is unlikely that the TMDL will require reduction efforts beyond the source controls required by this permit or by a separate 13267 letter. The proposed schedule allows time to implement and evaluate effectiveness of additional source control measures as well as to  complete TMDL/WLA.  Considering the unpredictable and often times contentious nature of setting new standards, the compliance schedule is as short as possible.

C.
Cyanide

The background data set was very limited as there was only six dissolved and six total data points which were all non detects (<1 ug/L) collected in 1993.  The non-detect value (<1 ug/L) is equivalent to the WQO (1 ug/L) and causes the dilution portion of the final effluent limit equation to be eliminated, thereby giving no dilution.  The final WQBELs for cyanide, presented in this fact sheet, are a point of reference to conduct a feasibility study for immediate compliance.  Cyanide is a regional problem associated with the analytical protocol for cyanide analysis due to matrix inferences.  A body of evidence exists to show that cyanide measurements in effluent may be an artifact of the analytical method.  This question is being explored in a national research study sponsored by the Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF).  

Basin Plan conditions, described above, are satisfied by, the Discharger’s current effort in source identification and the proposed future source reduction efforts.  Discharger groups have also proposed to develop cyanide site-specific objective.  The final WQBELs may be revised based on the additional effluent and receiving water information, or a cyanide SSO.   The proposed schedule allows time to implement and evaluate effectiveness of additional source control measures as well as to develop SSO.   Considering the unpredictable and often times contentious nature of setting new standards, the compliance schedule is as short as possible.

D.
Dioxin TEQ

Based on comparison of the MEC, Minimum Level (ML) and calculated AMEL for dioxin TEQ, the Discharger can comply with the water quality based effluent limit based on compliance with commercially available analytical MLs specified in the Tentative Order.  Therefore, the compliance schedule originally proposed in the T.O. is not necessary.

E.
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate

Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate is bioaccumulative.  Therefore, even though there is no background value, a final WQBEL can still be calculated using dilution ratio (D) of zero.  Based on comparison of the MEC, Minimum Level (ML) and calculated AMEL for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, the Discharger can comply with the water quality based effluent limit based on compliance with commercially available analytical MLs specified in the SIP.  Therefore, the compliance schedule originally proposed in the T.O. is not necessary.

F.
Dieldrin

Based on comparison of the MEC, Minimum Level (ML) and calculated AMEL for Dieldrin, the Discharger can comply with the water quality based effluent limit based on compliance with commercially available analytical MLs specified in the SIP.  Therefore, the compliance schedule originally proposed in the T.O. is not necessary.

G.
4,4-DDE

Based on comparison of the MEC, Minimum Level (ML) and calculated AMEL for 4,4-DDE, the Discharger can comply with the water quality based effluent limit based on compliance with commercially available analytical MLs specified in the SIP.  Therefore, the compliance schedule originally proposed in the T.O. is not necessary.

III.   MERCURY INTERIM PERFORMANCE-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS

In May 2001, Regional Board staff performed a statistical analysis of pooled low-detection-limit (ultraclean) mercury data from selected municipal dischargers, to evaluate the feasibility of establishing regionwide interim performance-based mercury effluent limits for municipal dischargers based on the pooled data. The statistical analysis used pooled data because dischargers began using ultraclean mercury sampling techniques in January 2000. As a result, only about one year’s ultraclean data were available for this statistical analysis, and individual dischargers’ data sets were too small for reliable statistical analysis. Additionally, using pooled data should result in a more consistent set of interim mercury effluent limits that can be applied uniformly regionwide.

Staff gathered data from the Region’s Electronic Reporting System database, verified it, and analyzed it using established statistical methods. It is concluded that mercury concentration data should be grouped by type of treatment – secondary or advanced secondary before taking statistical approach to establish separate interim limits for each of the treatment type. Based on the Regional Board’s 1995 Water Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Region (Region 2) (Basin Plan) as amended [Table 4-9, pg. 4-74], the treatment plant is classified as secondary, and based on the final statistical analysis, the Discharger’s interim regionwide mercury effluent limit is 0.091 ug/L, taken as the monthly average mercury concentration. For further information, see attached staff report entitled “Statistical Analysis of Pooled Data from Regionwide Ultraclean Mercury Sampling.”

. 

Table 1: FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS TO COMPLY WITH WQBELs

	CONSTITUENT
	AMEL 
	ML 
	MEC 
	IS MEC > AMEL AND ML
	FEASIBILITY TO COMPLY (Y/N)

	Copper
	23 g/L
	0.5 g/L
	48 g/L
	Y
	N

	Mercury
	0.02 g/L
	0.002 g/L
	0.43 g/L
	Y
	N

	Cyanide
	1 g/L
	5 g/L
	46 g/L
	Y
	N

	Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
	5.9 g/L
	5,000 g/L
	83 g/L
	N
	Y

	Dieldrin
	0.14 ng/L
	1,000 ng/L
	< 1.3 ng/L
	N
	Y

	4,4-DDE
	0.59 ng/L
	5,000 ng/L
	< 1.1 ng/L
	N
	Y

	Dioxin TEQ
	0.014 pg/L
	49.8 pg/L
	< 6.37 pg/L
	N
	Y
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