Fact Sheet – EBMUD Wet Weather Permit



NPDES Permit No. CA0038440




CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE 1400

OAKLAND, CA  94612

(510) 622–2300  (   Fax: (510) 622-2460

FACT SHEET

FOR 

NPDES PERMIT and WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS for

East Bay Municipal Utility District, Special District 1

Wet Weather Facilities (WWFs)
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PUBLIC NOTICE:


Written Comments

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

 Comments must be received by the Water Board no later than 5:00 p.m. on September 3, 2004.
 Send comments to the ATTN: Ann Powell

Public Hearing

 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.  

 This meeting will be held on:


 September 21, 2005, starting at 9:00 a.m.


Additional Information

 For additional information about this matter, interested persons should contact Water Board staff member:


Ann Powell, phone: (510) 622-2474; email: apowell@waterboards.ca.gov

This Fact Sheet contains information regarding an application for waste discharge requirements and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the East Bay Municipal Utility District, Special District No. 1 (Discharger) from its wet weather outfalls.  The Fact Sheet describes the factual, legal, and methodological basis for the proposed permit and provides supporting documentation to explain the rationale and assumptions used in deriving the limits.

[image: image1.png]



I.
INTRODUCTION


East Bay Municipal Utility District, Special District No. 1 (hereafter the Discharger) has applied to the Board for reissuance of waste discharge requirements and a permit to discharge treated wastewater to waters of the State and the United States under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  This NPDES permit regulates the intermittent discharge of treated effluents from the Point Isabel, San Antonio Creek and Oakport WWFs.  The effluent from the Point Isabel wet-weather treatment facility discharges to Richmond Inner Harbor, part of central San Francisco Bay at latitude 37°53’43”N and longitude 122°19’24”W (Outfall E-001).  The effluent from the San Antonio Creek wet-weather treatment facility discharges to Oakland Inner Harbor, part of lower San Francisco Bay, at latitude 37°47’30”N and longitude 122°15’44”W (Outfall E-002).  The effluent from the Oakport wet-weather treatment facility discharges to East Creek Slough at latitude 37°45’39”N and longitude 122°12’52”W about 700 feet upstream of lower San Francisco Bay (Outfall E-003). 
The Discharger serves nine (9) cities and communities in the East Bay area with a population of approximately 650,000.  The nine (9) cities and communities (East Bay Communities) include Cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, Piedmont and Stege Sanitary District (El Cerrito, Kensington and part of Richmond).  Each of the cities and Stege Sanitary District owns and operates its own wastewater collection system.


The Discharger’s wastewater treatment facilities consist of a main wastewater treatment plant, an interceptor system, and three WWFs, which provide treatment to extreme peak wet weather flows in the winter season.  These WWFs were designed and constructed based on Best Conventional Pollution Control Technology and Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (“BCT/BAT”) in 1980s.  According to the studies and analysis conducted by the Discharger in 1980s, the BCT/BAT is to provide primary treatment to the wet weather flow.   


1.
Point Isabel WWF.  The Point Isabel WWF is located at 2755 Point Isabel Street, Richmond.  It was constructed in 1993 and has a design capacity of 100 million gallons per day (mgd).  The Point Isabel WWF provides treatment to wastewaters diverted from the North Interceptor during peak wet weather flow conditions.  The technology consists of coarse screens, bar screens, grit chambers, and sedimentation/disinfection basins.  Screenings are disposed to landfill; grit and sludge are returned to the interceptor.  The effluent is discharged through a submerged diffuser about 300 feet offshore at depth of 8 feet below mean low tide line to Richmond Inner Harbor, part of central San Francisco Bay.  


2.
San Antonio Creek WWF.  The San Antonio Creek WWF is located at 225 5th Avenue, Oakland.  It was constructed in 1996 and has a design capacity of 51 mgd.  The San Antonio Creek WWF provides treatment to wastewaters diverted from the middle portion of the South Interceptor during peak wet weather flow conditions.  The technology consists of grit removal, fine screening, and disinfection.  Both screenings and grits are returned to the interceptor.   The effluent is discharged to Oakland Inner Harbor, part of lower San Francisco Bay.   


3.
Oakport WWF.  The Oakport WWF is located at 5597 Oakport Street, Oakland.  It was constructed in 1990 and has a design capacity of 158 mgd.  The Oakport WWF provides to wastewaters diverted from the south portion of the South Interceptor.  The technology consists of course screens and sedimentation/disinfection basins.  Both screenings and sludge are returned to the interceptor.  The effluent is discharged to East Creek Slough, which flows to Oakland Inner Harbor, part of lower San Francisco Bay.   

II.
DESCRIPTION OF EFFLUENTS 


1.
Discharge volume and frequency

Board Order No. 98-005 (hereinafter the previous permit) presently regulates the discharge from all three WWFs.  The following tables summarize discharge frequency and discharge volume from three WWFs.  The Point Isabel WWF has the highest discharge frequencies and discharge volumes, followed by Oakport and San Antonio Creek wet weather treatment facilities.  

Discharge Frequency from 1998 to 2003 (Number of discharges per year per facility)

	Facility 
	Targeted Discharge Frequency
	Actual Discharge Frequency

	Point Isabel
	10
	8.6

	San Antonio
	10
	2

	Oakport
	10
	7.2


Total Discharge Volume from 1998 to 2003

(Total volume discharged from all three WWFs)

	Season
	Targeted Discharge Volume, MG
	Actual Discharge Volume, MG

	Winter of 1998-1999
	100
	236

	Winter of 1999-2000
	100
	549

	Winter of 2000-2001
	100
	214

	Winter of 2001-2002
	100
	320

	Winter of 2002-2003
	100
	362


Annual Discharge Volume from Each Facility from 1998 to 2003

(Volume discharged per facility per year)

	Facility
	Season
	Season total, MG
	Volume of discharge events, MG

	
	
	
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Average

	Point Isabel
	1998-1999
	53.7
	0.4
	36
	6.7

	
	1999-2000
	161
	2.2
	111
	23.0

	
	2000-2001
	110
	1.2
	49.7
	13.8

	
	2001-2002
	167
	0.9
	76.8
	15.2

	
	2002-2003
	189.4
	1.1
	62.6
	21

	San Antonio
	1998-1999
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8

	
	1999-2000
	53.5
	21
	32.5
	26.8

	
	2000-2001
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	2001-2002
	8.1
	2.5
	3
	2.7

	
	2002-2003
	18.5
	0.7
	11.7
	4.6

	Oakport
	1998-1999
	178
	0.7
	60
	29.7

	
	1999-2000
	334
	10
	128
	55.7

	
	2000-2001
	104
	3
	59
	17.3

	
	2001-2002
	145
	1
	36
	13.2

	
	2002-2003
	154
	1
	51
	19.3


2.
Discharge effluent qualities for conventional pollutants  

The three WWFs provide primary treatment to the wet weather flows.  Due to severe I/I in the East Bay Communities’ sewer systems, about 80% of wet weather flows are storm water.  The BOD5 and TSS removal efficiencies are about 20 to 40 percent.  The items below summarize conventional pollutant concentrations in the effluents from these WWFs. 

a.
Point Isabel WWF.  Table 4 summarizes effluent concentrations for conventional pollutants from Point Isabel WWF from 2001 - 2003.  




Table 4. Effluent Conventional Pollutants Concentration Summary for Pt. Isabel WWF

(From January 1, 2001 through December 31, 2003)

	Conventional Pollutants
	Data Count
	Maximum
	Minimum
	Median
	Mean

	CBOD5, mg/L
	28
	89
	19
	51
	47

	TSS, mg/L
	30
	100
	23
	37
	46

	Oil & Grease, mg/L
	28
	24
	U3.9 
	13
	14

	Total Coliform, MPN/100 ml
	41
	12
	<2
	2
	3

	Fecal Coliform, MPN/100 ml
	41
	2
	<2
	<2
	2




Note 1. U: Analyte not detected.


b.
San Antonio Creek wet-weather treatment facility.  Table 5 summarizes effluent concentrations for conventional pollutant from San Antonio Creek WWF from 2001 - 2003.  

Table 5. Effluent Conventional Pollutants Concentration Summary for San Antonio Creek WWF 

(From January 1, 2001 through December 31, 2003)

	Conventional Pollutants
	Data Count
	Maximum
	Minimum
	Median
	Mean

	CBOD5, mg/L
	8
	70
	14
	56
	47

	TSS, mg/L
	8
	180
	58
	107
	113

	Oil & Grease, mg/L
	8
	24
	U4.0
	6.8
	9.6

	Total Coliform, MPN/100 ml
	10
	1300
	7
	140
	334

	Fecal Coliform, MPN/100 ml
	10
	110
	<2
	13
	25




Note 1. U: Analyte not detected.


c.
Oakport wet-weather treatment facility.  Table 6 summarizes effluent concentrations for conventional pollutant from Point Isabel wet weather treatment facility from 2001 - 2003.  



Table 6. Effluent Conventional Pollutants Concentration Summary for Oakport WWF 

(From January 1, 2001 through December 31, 2003)

	Conventional Pollutants
	Data Count
	Maximum
	Minimum
	Median
	Mean

	CBOD5, mg/L
	23
	220
	25
	77
	93

	TSS, mg/L
	23
	160
	36
	69
	71

	Oil & Grease, mg/L
	24
	37
	U3.31
	18
	18

	Total Coliform, MPN/100 ml
	43
	2200
	2
	4
	101

	Fecal Coliform, MPN/100 ml
	43
	30
	2
	2
	3




Note 1. U: Analyte not detected.

III.
GENERAL RATIONALE

The following documents are the bases for the requirements contained in the proposed Order, and are referred to under the specific rationale section of this Fact Sheet.

 Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended (hereinafter the CWA).

 Federal Code of Regulations, Title 40 (40 CFR)- Protection of Environment, Chapter 1, Environmental Protection Agency, Subchapter D, Water Programs, Parts 122-129 (hereinafter referred to as 40 CFR specific part number).

 Water Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Basin, adopted by the Board on June 21, 1995 (hereinafter the Basin Plan).  The California State Water Resources Control Board (hereinafter the State Board) approved the Basin Plan on July 20, 1995 and by California State Office of Administrative Law approved it on November 13, 1995.  The Basin Plan defines beneficial uses and contains water quality objectives (WQOs) for waters of the State, including Suisun Bay.

 California Toxics Rules, Federal Register, Vol. 65, No. 97, May 18, 2000 (hereinafter the CTR).

 National Toxics Rules 57 FR 60848, December 22, 1992, as amended (hereinafter the NTR). 

 State Board’s Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California, May 1, 2000 (hereinafter the State Implementation Policy, or SIP).

IV.
SPECIFIC RATIONALE

Several specific factors affecting the development of limitations and requirements in the proposed Order are discussed as follows:


1.
Technology Based Effluent Limits
According to 40 CFR Part 125.3, technology-based limits signify the minimum level of control that a discharger must attain for conventional pollutants.  The U.S. EPA Region IX determined in its June 18, 1986, letter (attached) that EBMUD’s wet weather overflow structures are not Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs), and are therefore not subject to secondary treatment requirements pursuant to 40 CFR 122.2.  The Board relied upon the U.S. EPA’s June 18, 1986, letter, and did not impose secondary treatment limits on the subject discharges in the previous permit.  Instead, the Board established technology-based effluent limits based on Best Conventional Pollution Control Technology and Best Available Technology Economically Achievable, or BCT/BAT, in the previous permits (Order Nos. 87-18, 92-97 and 98-005).  During the 1987-permit reissuance, the Board relied upon various factors identified in 40 CFR 125.3(d) in setting case-by-case based limits in the absence of U.S. EPA guidance or examples from other states.  The technology based effluent limits in this Permit are the same as those prescribed in the previous orders.  

However, the Board is requiring, through a Time Schedule Order (TSO), the Discharger investigate,  the feasibility of compliance with, or to make progress towards compliance with receiving water standards and objectives to, thereby addressing threatened violations of these standards and objectives.  The Board expects the Discharger to achieve this compliance through completion of a variety of requirements specified in the TSO that will be adopted concurrently with this Order.  This strategy will provide the Board with the necessary information to evaluate its permitting options for the next permit reissuance.  Specifically, the TSO requires the Discharger to: 

a. Investigate upgrading the level of treatment provided by the Point Isabel, San Antonio Creek and Oakport WWFs.; 


b. Investigate  “One-System” Permit Model;

c. Investigate Offsetting Reductions of Toxic Pollutants;


d. Additional wet-weather flow storage and transportation study;

e. Regional infiltration and inflow (I/I) management and reduction study; and,

f.
Investigate the application of various methods, eg: water effects ratios, site-specific translators, site-specific objectives, aggressive pretreatment, mixing zones, and dilution credits.    

2.
Recent Plant Performance for Water Quality Based Effluent Limits

Section 402(o) of the CWA and 40 CFR 122.44(l) require that water-quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) in re-issued permits are at least as stringent as in the previous permit.  The SIP specifies that interim effluent limitations must be based on current treatment facility performance or on previous permit limitations whichever is more stringent.  In determining what constitutes “current plant performance”, effluent monitoring data collected from January 1999 to January 2004 are used in the Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) and to calculate interim limits for toxic pollutants in this Order.  However, the following data are not used in the RPA and interim limit calculations:

a. Earlier metals data obtained using U.S. EPA method 200.7 are not used, except for total chromiumand silver.  These data are not used because the levels of sensitivity of the 200.7 Method for those analytes are considered highly uncertain where the method detection limits are at or near the expected concentration of the target analytes in the sample.  The exception for chromium is because EPA Method 200.7 analysis gives similar detection limits as that of the more recently used Standard Methods (18th ed.) 3113BThe exception for silver is because, unlike other earlier metal data obtained by using 200.7 method, the silver concentrations measured using 200.7 were an order of magnitude greater than the detection limits.   Though the 200.7 results for silver do appear much higher than the more recent method used, EBMUD has not provided sufficientevidence to invalidate the results of the U.S. EPA approved 200.7 method.
b.
Chromium VI data are not used due to color interference by spectrophotometric method [SM(18)3500:CR-D].  Because a dilution must frequently be made to minimize background color interferences in wastewater, the minimum detection level can range from 15 to 150 µg/L, depending on the dilution factor.  Chromium VI is a subset of total chromium.  Therefore, the total chromium data are used in the RPA and interim limit calculation.  

3.
Impaired Water Bodies in 303(d) List

The U.S. EPA Region 9 office approved the State’s 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies on July 25, 2003.  The list was prepared in accordance with section 303(d) of the CWA to identify specific water bodies where water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of technology-based effluent limitations on point sources.  Both central and lower San Francisco Bay are listed as impaired water bodies.  The pollutants that impair central San Francisco Bay include chlordane, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, exotic species, furan compounds, mercury, PAHs (sediment), PCBs, and selenium.  The pollutants impairing lower San Francisco Bay include chlordane, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, mercury, nickel, PCBs and exotic species.

The SIP requires final effluent limits for all 303(d)-listed pollutants to be based on total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and wasteload allocation (WLA) results.  The SIP and federal regulations also require that final concentration limits be included for all pollutants with reasonable potential (RP).    

4.
Basis for Prohibitions
a. Prohibition A.1 (no discharges other than as described in the permit): 

This prohibition is based on the Basin Plan, previous permit and general concepts embodied in the California Water Code and Clean Water Act, which requires that all waste discharges must be first permitted.

b. Prohibition A.2 (no discharge of dry weather flow through the wet weather outfall): 

This prohibition is based on the Basin Plan.  The Basin Plan prohibits discharges of wastewater, which has particular characteristics of concern to beneficial uses and does not receive a minimum dilution of at least 10:1.  Discharges during dry weather condition violate these two prohibitions.  The Board has granted an exception to these prohibitions during extreme wet weather.  

c.
Prohibition A.3 (The maximum discharge volume shall meet the long-term design goal for these WWFs):

The East Bay wet weather program is planned and designed to achieve a long-term average of ten (10) discharges per year per discharge location for a total of 100 million gallons per year.  The discharger is expected to achieve this goal after East Bay Communities complete the East Bay Inflow/Infiltration Correction Program (I/ICP).

5.
Basis for item B. Implementation and Enforcement of Prohibition A.3.

This item is added to clarify the Board intention on enforcement for Prohibition 3.c., and it is self-explanatory.

6.
Basis for Effluent Limitations

a. Effluent Limitations C.1 Effluent limitations for conventional pollutants:

Effluent discharged from Point Isabel, San Antonio Creek and Oakport wet-weather treatment facilities shall comply will the following limitations:

	Constituents
	Units
	Instantaneous Max.
	Moving median of 5-consecutive sample 1
	Any single sample

	Total Coliform Organisms
	
	
	
	

	  1. Point Isabel facility
	MPN/100 ml
	
	240
	10,000

	    2. San Antonio Creek facility
	MPN/100 ml
	
	240
	10,000

	  3. Oakport facility
	MPN/100 ml
	
	240
	10,000

	Chlorine Residual1
	mg/L
	0.0
	

	

	pH, in pH units2
	Discharge must be within 6.5 to 8.5





Aside from the total coliform limit for the San Antonio WWF, these limits are based on previous permits.  In those permits, the Board relied upon the U.S. EPA’s June 18, 1986, letter, and established technology-based effluent limits based on Best Conventional Pollution Control Technology and Best Available Technology Economically Achievable, or BCT/BAT, (Order Nos. 87-18, 92-97 and 98-005).  This was a case-by-case determination because there are no U.S. EPA guidelines for wet weather overflows or any similar discharges.  Upon review of the total coliform data, it appears these limits remain appropriate. The 5-consecutive sample moving median limit for the San Antoino WWF, however, has been lowered from 1,000 to 240 MPN/100ml to make it consistent the performance limits for the two other facilities.

In addition to these technology-based effluent limits, the Board will adopt a companion enforcement order, or TSO, which requires the Discharger to investigate, over the next five (5) years, the feasibility of compliance with, or to make progress towards compliance with applicable standards and objectives.   

b. Effluent Limitation C.2 – Toxic Substances:

(1)
Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA):  40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i) specifies that permits are required to include water quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) for all pollutants “which the Director determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard”.  Thus, the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is required is to assess a pollutant’s reasonable potential of excursion from its applicable water quality objective or criterion.  The following section describes the reasonable potential analysis and the results of this analysis for the pollutants identified in the Basin Plan and the CTR.


i.
WQOs and WQCs:  The RPA involves the comparison of effluent data with appropriate WQOs including narrative toxicity objectives in the Basin Plan, applicable WQC in the CTR/NTR, and U.S. EPA’s 1986 Quality Criteria for Water.  

ii.
Methodology:  RPA is conducted using the method and procedures prescribed in section 1.3 of the SIP.  Board staff has analyzed the effluent data to determine if the discharge had reasonable potential to cause or contribute to exceedances of applicable WQOs or WQCs.  Attached Table 1 of this Fact Sheet shows the step-wise process described in Section 1.3 of the SIP.

iii.
Effluent and Receiving Water Ambient Background Data used in Reasonable Potential Analysis.  Effluent data used in the reasonable potential analysis are from the Discharger’s self-monitoring data from October 2000 to January 2004, including effluent data obtained under the requirements of the Board’s August 6, 2001 letter.  Due to color interference in test method for chromium VI, total chromium data are used in the reasonable potential analysis and calculation of interim and final WQBELs.  The receiving waters for the discharges regulated by this Order are the waters of central and lower San Francisco Bay.  Data from Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) for Yerba Buena Station (Station BC10) were used as ambient background information.  Salinity data obtained in January and February of 1994 through 2001 from RMP Point Isabel Station (Station BC41) is used for discharges from Point Isabel WWF.  Salinity data obtained in January and February of 1994 through 2001 from RMP Alameda Station (Station BB70) is used for discharges from San Antonio Creek and Oakport WWFs.

iv.
RPA determination:  The RPA results are shown in the attached Tables.  RPA summary is shown below:  

Reasonable potential Analysis Summary for Point Isabel WWF

	Toxic Pollutants (with CTR#)
	C

(µg/L)
	Basis
	MEC

(µg/L)
	B 

(µg/L)
	RP Basis

	6. Copper
	3.7
	CTR
	53
	2.45
	MEC>C

	7. Lead
	8.5
	95 BP
	18
	0.8
	MEC>C

	8. Mercury
	0.025
	95 BP
	0.3
	0.0086
	MEC>C

	9. Nickel
	8.3
	95 BP
	26
	3.7
	MEC>C

	11. Silver
	2.2
	CTR
	20.3
	0.0516
	MEC>C

	13. Zinc
	85.6
	95 BP
	134
	4.4
	MEC>C

	14. Cyanide
	1
	NTR
	7
	-
	MEC>C

	16. Dioxin TEQ
	0.000000014
	95 BP
	0.00000197
	0.000000071
	MEC>C

B>C

	27. Dichlorobromomethane
	46
	CTR
	52
	-
	MEC>C

	108. 4,4-DDT
	0.00059
	CTR
	0.011
	0.000066
	MEC>C

	109. 4,4-DDE
	0.00059
	CTR
	0.00097
	0.000693
	MEC>C B>C

	110. 4,4-DDD
	0.00084
	CTR
	0.0059
	0.000313
	MEC>C

	111. Dieldrin
	0.00014
	CTR
	0.0029
	0.000264
	MEC>C; B>C

	115. Endrin
	0.002
	CTR
	0.003
	0.000036
	MEC>C

	118. Heptachlor Expoxide
	0.00011
	CTR
	0.0057
	0.000094
	MEC>C


Note:
MEC: Maximum Effluent Concentration.


B: Background concentration.


RP: Reasonable potential.

Reasonable potential Analysis Summary for San Antonio Creek WWF

	Toxic Pollutants
	C

(µg/L)
	Basis
	MEC

(µg/L)
	B 

(µg/L)
	RP Basis

	6. Copper
	3.7
	CTR
	61
	2.45
	MEC>C

	7. Lead
	8.5
	95 BP
	36.1
	0.8
	MEC>C

	8. Mercury
	0.025
	95 BP
	0.46
	0.0086
	MEC>C

	9. Nickel
	8.3
	95 BP
	26
	3.7
	MEC>C

	11. Silver
	2.2
	CTR
	23
	0.0516
	MEC>C

	13. Zinc
	85.6
	95 BP
	185
	4.4
	MEC>C

	14. Cyanide
	1
	NTR
	28
	-
	MEC>C

	16. Dioxin TEQ 
	0.000000014
	95 BP
	0.00000274
	0.000000071
	MEC>C

B>C

	61. Benzo(a)pyrene
	0.049
	CTR
	0.04
	0.00029
	MEC>C

	73. Chrysene
	0.049
	CTR
	0.066
	0.0024
	MEC>C

	108. 4,4-DDT
	0.00059
	CTR
	0.0037
	0.000066
	MEC>C

	109. 4,4-DDE
	0.00059
	CTR
	0.00097
	0.000693
	MEC>C B>C

	111. Dieldrin
	0.00014
	CTR
	0.00077
	0.000264
	MEC>C B>C


Note:
MEC: Maximum Effluent Concentration.


B: Background concentration.


RP: Reasonable potential.

Reasonable potential Analysis Summary for Oakport WWF

	Toxic Pollutants
	C

(µg/L)
	Basis
	MEC

(µg/L)
	B 

(µg/L)
	RP Basis

	6. Copper
	3.7
	CTR
	86.2
	2.45
	MEC>C

	7. Lead
	8.5
	95 BP
	36.8
	0.8
	MEC>C

	8. Mercury
	0.025
	95 BP
	0.17
	0.0086
	MEC>C

	9. Nickel
	8.3
	95 BP
	22
	3.7
	MEC>C

	11. Silver
	2.2
	CTR
	26.4
	0.0516
	MEC>C

	13. Zinc
	85.6
	95 BP
	216
	4.4
	MEC>C

	14. Cyanide
	1
	NTR
	11
	-
	MEC>C

	16. Dioxin TEQ
	0.000000014
	95 BP
	0.00000542
	0.000000071
	MEC>C

B>C

	38. Tetrachloroethylene
	8.85
	CTR
	74
	-
	MEC>C

	88. Hexachlorobenzene
	0.00077
	CTR
	0.023
	0.000022
	MEC>C

	108. 4,4-DDT
	0.00059
	CTR
	0.0087
	0.000066
	MEC>C

	109. 4,4-DDE
	0.00059
	CTR
	0.00097
	0.000693
	MEC>C B>C

	110. 4,4-DDD
	0.00084
	CTR
	0.015
	0.000313
	MEC>C

	111. Dieldrin
	0.00014
	CTR
	0.022
	0.000264
	MEC>C; B>C


Note:
MEC: Maximum Effluent Concentration.


B: Background concentration.


RP: Reasonable potential.

v.
Pollutants with no reasonable potential:  WQBEL effluent limits are not included in this Order for constituents that do not have reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable water quality objectives.  

vi.
Permit Reopener:  The permit includes a reopener provision to allow numeric effluent limits to be added for any constituent that in the future exhibits reasonable potential to cause or contribute to exceedance of a water quality objective.  

(2)
Final Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs):  
The final effluent limitations for toxic substances in this Order are water-quality based.  They were developed and set for the toxic and priority pollutants that were determined to have reasonable potential to cause or contribute to exceedances of the WQOs or WQCs.  Final effluent limitations were calculated based on the appropriate procedures specified in Section 1.4 of the SIP (See attachment to this Fact Sheet).  The WQO or WQC used for each pollutant with reasonable potential is indicated below as well as in the table for reasonable potential analysis attached to this Fact Sheet.

Final Limitations for Toxic Pollutants Calculated Based on SIP Procedure

(Pt. Isabel WWF)

	Constituent

	Units
	Monthly Average
	Daily Max

	Copper
	µg/L
	4.3
	2.8

	Mercury
	µg/L
	0.021
	0.041

	Lead
	µg/L
	4.7
	8.8

	Nickel
	µg/L
	6.6
	8.9

	Silver
	µg/L
	0.89
	2.2

	Zinc
	µg/L
	51
	82

	Cyanide 
	µg/L
	0.46
	1.0

	Dioxin, TEQ
	pg/L
	0.007
	0.014

	Dichlorobromomethane
	µg/L
	23
	46

	4,4-DDE
	µg/L
	0.00029
	0.00059

	4,4-DDT
	µg/L
	0.00029
	0.00059

	4,4-DDD
	µg/L
	0.00042
	0.00084

	Dieldrin
	µg/L
	0.00014
	0.00028

	Endrin
	µg/L
	0.0019
	0.0038

	Heptachlor Epoxide
	µg/L
	0.00011
	0.00022


Final Limitations for Toxic Pollutants Calculated Based on SIP Procedure

(San Antonio Creek WWF)

	Constituent

	Units
	Monthly Average
	Daily Max

	Copper
	µg/L
	2.8
	4.8

	Lead
	µg/L
	4.6
	9.2

	Mercury
	µg/L
	0.021
	0.04

	Nickel
	µg/L
	5.8
	11.7

	Silver
	µg/L
	1.1
	2.2

	Zinc
	µg/L
	47.5
	92.3

	Cyanide 
	µg/L
	0.50
	1.0

	Dioxin, TEQ
	pg/L
	0.007
	0.014

	Benzo(a) Pyrene
	µg/L
	0.024
	0.049

	Chrysene
	µg/L
	0.024
	0.049

	4,4-DDE
	µg/L
	0.00029
	0.00059

	4,4-DDT
	µg/L
	0.00029
	0.00059

	Dieldrin
	µg/L
	0.00014
	0.00028


Final Limitations for Toxic Pollutants Calculated Based on SIP Procedure

(Oakport WWF)

	Constituent

	Units
	Monthly Average
	Daily Max

	Copper
	µg/L
	2.6
	4.8

	Lead
	µg/L
	4.8
	8.6

	Mercury
	µg/L
	0.022
	0.037

	Nickel
	µg/L
	6.4
	9.6

	Silver
	µg/L
	0.88
	2.2

	Zinc
	µg/L
	51
	84

	Cyanide 
	µg/L
	0.41
	1.0

	Dioxin, TEQ
	pg/L
	0.007
	0.014

	Hexachlorobenzene
	µg/L
	0.00038
	0.001

	Tetrachloroethene
	µg/L
	4.2
	8.5

	4,4-DDE
	µg/L
	0.00029
	0.00059

	4,4-DDT
	µg/L
	0.00029
	0.00059

	4,4-DDD
	µg/L
	0.00042
	0.00084

	Dieldrin
	µg/L
	0.00014
	0.00028


(3) Interim Limits:  Interim effluent limitations were derived for those constituents for which the Discharger has shown infeasibility of complying with the final water quality based limits and has demonstrated that compliance schedules are justified based on the discharger’s source control and pollution minimization efforts in the past and continued efforts in the present and future.  Interim limits in this Order are calculated by using the Discharger’s self-monitoring data from October 2000 to January 2004, including effluent data obtained under the requirements of the Board August 6, 2001, letter (with some exceptions for earlier metal data as described in item IV.2.a of this Fact Sheet).  With the exception of silver, the interim limits are set at 99.87 percentile (or mean + 3x standard deviation) of the past performance level.  In the case of silver, the interim limit is set equal to the MEC.  This is because the two different analytical methods used to generate silver data resulted in significantly different concentrations.  As such, it was not possible to fit this data to a normal distribution, which is necessary to perform a meaningful statistical evaluation of current performance.  In the case of organic pollutants, there are only one or two detected values in the data sets.  Board staff is unable to calculate performance-based limits based on one or two data points.  Therefore, this Order requires accelerated monitoring of toxic organic pollutants to monthly if data show a concentration above the applicable criteria.  If future monitoring results show consistent exceedance of WQOs, the Board will reopen this Order to include interim limits as necessary. 

Interim Performance Based limits for Toxic Pollutants

(EBMUD WWFs)

	Pollutants
	Unit
	Pt. Isabel
	San Antonio
	Oakport
	Basis 1 

	Copper
	µg/L
	77
	94
	100
	MiniTab

	Lead
	µg/L
	20
	60
	46
	MiniTab

	Mercury
	µg/L
	0.40
	1.0
	0.25
	MiniTab

	Nickel
	µg/L
	32
	31
	25
	MiniTab

	Silver
	µg/L
	20
	23
	26
	MEC

	Zinc
	µg/L
	197
	228
	269
	MiniTab


Notes 1. MiniTab: Interim limit = mean + 3 x standard deviation; mean and standard deviation is calculated using statistic program of MiniTab.


 2. MEC: Maximum Effluent Concentration.
(4)
Compliance Schedules and Infeasibility Analysis:  The infeasibility analysis consisted of comparing the mean, 95th percentile, and 99th percentile of the effluent data from Discharger’s self-monitoring data from October 2000 to January 2004 including effluent data obtained under the requirements of Board August 6, 2001 letter (with some exceptions for earlier metal data as described in item IV.2.aof this Fact Sheet).   The LTA (Long Term Average), AMEL (Average Monthly Limit), and MDEL (daily Maximum Limit) calculated using SIP procedures.  Due to color interference in the test method used for chromium VI, total chromium data were used in the analysis.  The result shows that mean, 95th or 99th percentiles of effluent data were greater than the LTA, AMEL or MDEL, thus it is infeasible to achieve immediate compliance.  Some pollutants have only three or fewer detected effluent concentration; in these cases, there were not a sufficient number of detected values to perform statistical analysis.  Infeasibility analysis for these pollutants is performed by comparing the maximum effluent concentrations (MECs) with the newly calculated final WQBELs (presented in this Fact Sheet).  If the MEC is greater than the WQBEL, then it is infeasible to achieve immediate compliance.  The Discharger is required to demonstrate that it is infeasible to comply with these limits immediately through pollution prevention efforts, and is also required to measure these efforts’ effectiveness and prepare future plans for focused pollution prevention efforts.  

On July 14, 2004, the Discharger submitted an infeasibility study that demonstrated, according to the Basin Plan (page 4-14, Compliance Schedule) and the SIP (Section 2.1, Compliance Schedule) that it is infeasible to immediately comply with the WQBELs.  This permit establishes a compliance schedule of May 18, 2010 for final limits based on CTR criteria (e.g., copper), a compliance schedule of April 28, 2010 (10 years from effective date of SIP) for limits based on the Basin Plan and a compliance schedule of January 1, 2015 (10 years from effective date of the 2005 Basin Plan Amendment) for limits based on newly interpreted SIP criteria (eg lead, nickel, silver and zinc).

Because these compliance schedules equal or exceed the length of this permit, these calculated final limits in the table shown above are intended for only as a point of reference for the infeasibility demonstration.

(5)
This Order establishes compliance schedules for those pollutants that the Discharger cannot achieve compliance with final limits within one year of permit issuance.  Pursuant to the SIP, and 40 CFR 122.47, the Board shall establish interim numeric limitations and interim requirements to control the pollutants.  The NPDES permit for the Discharger’s main wastewater treatment plant under NPDES Permit No. CA0037702 in Order No. 01-072 has interim requirements for development and improvement of a Pollution Prevention Program to reduce pollutant loadings to the treatment plant, and for submittal of annual reports on this Program.  The Discharger has also committed to support development of TMDLs for these pollutants, which its discharge may be contributing to the impairment.  Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), an organization of which the Discharger is a member , has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the Board to accelerate development of these TMDLs to reduce overall loading of these pollutants to the Bay.  In addition, the Discharger is participating in the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) Copper/Nickel Study, which addresses San Francisco Bay north of the Dumbarton Bridge for copper and nickel.  The results of these studies will also apply to the Discharger.

7.
Basis for Receiving Water Limitations
a.
Receiving water limitations D.1 and C.3 (conditions to be avoided):  


These limits are based on the previous permit and the narrative/numerical objectives contained in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Basin Plan.

b.
Receiving water limitation D.4 (compliance with State Law):  


This requirement is in the previous permit, requires compliance with Federal and State law, and is self-explanatory.

8.
Basis for Provisions

a. Provision E.1. (Time Schedule Order)

This requirement is to ensure compliance with the TSO that is proposed for adoption concurrent with this permit.

b. Provision E.2. (Environmental Enhancement Projects) 

This requirement is based on the Basin Plan requirement for obtaining an exception to 10:1 dilution.  The Basin Plan contains a prohibition against discharge of any wastewater, which has particular characteristics of concern to beneficial uses, at any point at which the wastewater does not receive a minimum initial dilution of at least 10:1 or into any non-tidal water, dead-end slough, similar confined waters, or immediate tributaries thereof (Prohibition 1 in Basin Plan Table 4-1).  The Basin Plan also gives exceptions to this prohibition if (1) an inordinate burden would be placed on the Discharger relative to beneficial uses provided, and (2) an equivalent level of environmental protection can be achieved by alternate means.  In issuing the previous Order, the Board granted the Discharger an exception for this prohibition because requiring achievement of 10:1 dilution would have placed an inordinate burden on the Discharger with minimum environmental benefit achieved.  This provision requires the Discharger propose and complete supplemental environmental project(s) to satisfy the second requirement of the Basin Plan.   

c. Provision E.3. (BOD5 and TSS removal efficiency study)

These WWFs are often used as wet-weather storage facilities, in other words, wastewater flows into these WWFs are often returned back to interceptor depending on the length of the storm and amount of wet weather flow.  Therefore, there is not necessarily a discharge, or effluent, for each influent.  Due to this special operational condition, the Self-Monitoring Program for this permit does not require sampling of influent BOD5 and TSS.  In order to obtain data on BOD5 and TSS removal rates, this Order requires the Discharger to conduct this study of the BOD and TSS removal efficiency achieved by the facilities.

d.
Provision E.4. (SSO/TMDL participation Requirement)

Support for TMDLs is required by the SIP (2.1.1) and is a condition for granting compliance schedules for pollutants for which TMDLs are being conducted. 

e.
Provision E.5. (Operation and Maintenance Manual)

This provision requires the Discharger to keep its O&M manual update, and it is self-expletory.

f.
Provision E.6. (Pollutant Prevention and Minimization Program)

This provision is based on the Basin Plan and SIP.  Preparation of such a program is requiredfor a Discharger to be granted interim limits.

g
Provision E.7. (Optional Receiving Water Study on Alternate Bacteriological Limitations)

This provision is based on the Basin Plan allowance for substitution of alternate bacteriological limits with fecal coliform limits.

h.
Provision E.8. (Self-Monitoring Program)

The Discharger is required to conduct monitoring of the permitted discharges in order to evaluate compliance with permit conditions.  Monitoring requirements are given in the Self Monitoring Program (SMP) of the Permit.  This provision requires compliance with the SMP, and is based on 40 CFR 122.44(i), 122.62, 122.63 and 124.5.  The SMP is a standard requirement in almost all NPDES permits (including this Order) issued by the Board.  In addition to containing definitions of terms, it specifies general sampling/analytical protocols and the requirements of reporting of spills, violations, and routine monitoring data in accordance with NPDES regulations, the California Water Code, and the Board’s policies.  The SMP also contains a sampling program specific for the discharger regulated under this Order.  It defines the sampling stations and frequency, pollutants to be monitored, and additional reporting requirements.  Pollutants to be monitored include parameters for which effluent limitations are specified.  Additional constituents, for which no effluent limitations are established, are also required to be monitored to provide data for a future determination of their reasonable potential of exceeding the applicable WQOs or WQC in the receiving water.

i.
Provision E.9. (Standard Provisions and Reporting Requirements)

The purpose of this provision is to require compliance with the standard provisions and reporting requirements given in this Board's document titled, Standard Provisions and Reporting Requirements for NPDES Surface Water Discharge Permits, August 1993, or any amendments thereafter.  This document is included as part of the permit and as an attachment of the permit.  Where provisions or reporting requirements specified in the permit are different from equivalent or related provisions or reporting requirements given in 'Standard Provisions', the specifications given in the permit shall apply.  The standard provisions and reporting requirements given in the above document are based on various state and federal regulations with specific references cited therein.

j.
Provision E.10. (Change in Control or Ownership):  

This provision is based on 40 CFR 122.61.

k. Provisions E.11&13 (Order Re-opener and NPDES Permit /):  

This provision is based on 40 CFR 123.

l.
Provision F.12.   (Permit compliance and rescission of previous permit):  

Time of compliance is based on 40 CFR 122.  The basis of this Order supercedes and rescinds the previous permit in accordance with 40 CFR 122.46. 

m.
Provision F.14 (Order Expiration and Reapplication):  

This provision is based on 40 CFR 122.46 (a).

V.
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENT APPEALS 

Any person may petition the State Water Resources Control Board to review the decision of the Board regarding the Waste Discharge Requirements.  A petition must be made within 30 days of the Board public hearing.
VI. 
ATTACHMENTS

U.S. EPA June 18, 1986 letter 

Table 1.  Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) for Pt. Isabel WWF

Table 2.  Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) for San Antonio Creek WWF


Table 3.  Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA) for Oakport WWF

Table 4.  Effluent data for pollutants with reasonable potential for Pt Isabel WWF

Table 5.  Effluent data for pollutants with reasonable potential for San Antonio Creek WWF

Table 6.  Effluent data for pollutants with reasonable potential for Oakport WWF


Table 7.  Final WQBELs Calculation for Pt. Isabel WWF


Table 8.  Final WQBELs Calculation for San Antonio Creek WWF

Table 9.  Final WQBELs Calculation for Oakport WWF

Table 10. Infeasibility study and statistic calculation of interim limits for Pt. Isabel WWF

Table 11. Infeasibility study and statistic calculation of interim limits for San Antonio Creek WWF

Table 12. Infeasibility study and statistic calculation of interim limits for Oakport WWF
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