CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

ON THE NPDES PERMIT REISSUANCE FOR:

San Jose/Santa ClaraWater Pollution Control Plant 

San Jose, Santa Clara County

NPDES Permit No. CA 0037842
Three agencies submitted comments on this Tentative Order (TO): the City of San Jose (City), the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) and the WaterKeepers. The responses are given according to the order of the comments presented in the comment letters. For brevity, some comments are summarized. 

Board staff has invested 18 months of resources to participate in a stakeholder process to reissue the three South Bay NPDES permits. Over 25 meetings were held to discuss various elements of the permits, including many of the items that were submitted during this comment period.  Unlike most permits, two courtesy drafts were distributed to the stakeholder group and two Board hearings were scheduled for public testimony.  Furthermore, one discharger was granted an extension of the public comment period.  Board staff believes many of the issues raised have been thoroughly discussed in the stakeholder group forum. The meeting minutes from the stakeholder meetings are included in the Administrative Record and reflect the exchange of information and agreements.
Below are Board’s responses to the City’s comments 

Comment 1

DIOXIN

A July 23, 2003 conference call with Regional Board staff and representatives from Sunnyvale resulted in what we believe to be an acceptable alternative to a special study.  During this call Regional Board agreed that the dischargers would be required to monitor effluent twice per year at a detection level one-half the EPA minimum level, to the greatest extent practicable, using a four-liter sample; and submit the results of such testing with their self-monitoring reports.  We have proposed language that reflects this requirement.  Regional Board staff also proposed to use these test results to augment the Regional Monitoring Program and Clean Estuary Partnership’s bay-wide data set for dioxin, and to provide language that reflects this use of the results.  We look forward to having the opportunity to review the language that Board staff indicates they would be drafting.

Response 1

After further discussion with the City, we have removed the provision from the tentative order.  Instead, a footnote is added to the Self-Monitoring Program to require future dioxin monitoring be performed to achieve one-half Minimum Levels published by USEPA for Method 1613.  This is supported by BACWA.
  In addition, the same footnote requires the City to use 4-liter samples to lower the detection limits to the maximum extent feasible. This will complement a special dioxin project being conducted by Clean Estuary Partnership to perform an impairment assessment and a conceptual model of dioxin loadings to the Bay. 

Additionally, in section E. 7.c. Pollutant Prevention and Minimization Program (PMP), Board staff expanded the section with (iii) For Dioxin TEQ, if the effluent concentrations exceed the WQO.  This in effect requires the discharger to conduct additional Pollution Prevention efforts to reduce dioxin reaching surface waters, in the event that levels in the effluent exceed the water quality objective. This is appropriate because it is unlikely that the Board will have the resources to reopen the permit within the five-year cycle to establish interim requirements in the event dioxins are detected above water quality objective. 
Comment 2

WETLANDS MITIGATION/ACTION PLAN

The Discharger cites differences in opinions on legal requirements with respect to mitigation for the Moseley Tract.  It states its goal to consider options and receive mitigation credit equivalent to the Moseley Tract, as well as credit for all historic impacts through 2002.  The Discharger mentions a key meeting in which all parties came to a tentative agreement on the framework for an alternate mitigation agreement (in lieu of the Moseley Tract).

A meeting was held on July 30, 2003 with the resource agencies and Regional Board staff, a tentative agreement was reached on the framework for an alternate mitigation agreement.  The agreement will resolve all salt marsh mitigation requirements through 2002 by providing funding for use to benefit endangered species.   Also to be included in the agreement and the permit is a provision to continue periodic marsh assessments and perform a synoptic survey for the California clapper rail and the salt marsh harvest mouse.

Response 2

Board staff acknowledges the City’s good faith efforts to date, enabling it to complete an estimated 90% of its historic mitigation obligations.  However, because the Moseley Tract is currently unsuitable for restoration in the foreseeable future, and because USFWS supports an alternate site/project be chosen, Board staff support an equivalent restoration alternative to the Moseley Tract.  Additionally, it is important to adhere to the State Board’s wetland mitigation deadline (2004) stipulated in the 1990 Remand Order WQ- 90-5, and complete historic mitigation requirements during the life of this Order (2003-2008).  

We support the City moving forward to enter into a formal Alternate Salt Marsh Mitigation Agreement, supported by USFWS, CDFG and the Regional Board to complete its historic mitigation requirements by 2004.    

Key language that has been added to Findings and Provisions in the Order includes language accepting the City’s suggested 1998 vegetative survey baseline, against which to evaluate all future habitat conversion since 1998.   Because this was supported by USFWS, we added this where it concerned evaluations of ‘recent’ or permit-specific impacts as a result of discharge (after 1998), and not “historic” impacts occurring before 1985.  

Wherever the City requested the Regional Board grant it mitigation credits; this change was not accepted.  Only the USFWS can grant mitigation credits.  However, the City may request Board staff to grant it credits in the future, (i.e, if Moseley becomes restorable) and the Board will consult with USFWS and CDFG to determine the feasibility and means of evaluation including USFWS’s Habitat Evaluation Procedure and other circumstances impacting marsh conversion in the area.    

As far as the concept of the City receiving equivalent “credits” from an alternate mitigation project chosen in lieu of Moseley, we support this and have added language saying ‘an alternate site deemed “equivalent to Moseley by USFWS and the Regional Board to support this concept.  

Language in the tentative order suggesting that an alternate project or proposal would be submitted to the Board was changed to say that instead, a formal alternate salt marsh mitigation agreement would, with Regional Board approval through Resolution, be entered into directly by the Regional Board’s Executive Officer.    

In a subsequent meeting with the City, a request was made to change a date by which the City must provide funding for an alternate mitigation agreement from “one year from the date of permit adoption” to August 2004.  This change was accepted and made throughout.   

Where the City requested that either Moseley be restored or an alternate mitigation agreement be funded, we found this to be contradictory, as the City no longer wants to be held liable to restore Moseley, and in fact requests that it be granted mitigation “credit” if restoration on Moseley occurs.  To address this contradiction, we added language to the permit allowing discharger, by August 2004, to either fully restore a site (possibly Moseley), OR fully execute a formal agreement that would fund a salt marsh mitigation site “or other South Bay site” that is deemed by USFWS and the Board to be equivalent to the Moseley Tract.

Most of the changes requested in writing and in consultation with City were made, some with slight modification made for clarity.
Comment 3

MERCURY CONCENTRATION LIMIT

The City still has concerns over the rationale for, and equity of, the proposed interim monthly concentration value in the current permit, as well as the use of this value to calculate an interim mass limit.  This value was not based on the applicable CTR water quality objective of 0.051 ug/l.  We believe that either the CTR value or the pooled data for advanced treatment plants of 0.023 ug/l should be used to calculate the interim mass limit until the TMDL and waste load allocation is adopted.  However, to facilitate the adoption of the permit, the City and Regional Board staff agreed during the July 23, 2003 conference call, to include additional language in the permit providing clarification regarding antibacksliding and the permissibility of future changes to the interim concentration and mass limits.  The comments in the attached table reflect acceptable language to the City.  

Response 3

As illustrated in this figure, the City is well below the effluent limitation of 0.012 ug/L.
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To alleviate the City’s concern over future status of the interim limit, we have included language in the tentative order to clarify that when the TMDL for mercury is adopted the concentration and mass limitations in this Tentative Order will be superceded by the TMDL waste load allocation.  The language is as follows:

The mercury TMDL and WLAs will supersede this interim mass emission limitation upon their completion.  The Clean Water Act’s anti-backsliding rule, Section 402(o), indicates that this Order may be modified to include a less stringent requirement following completion of the TMDL and WLA, if the requirements for an exception to the rule are met.

Comment 4 and Comment 5 are combined with One Response

Comment 4: COPPER AND NICKEL LIMITS

The adoption of SSOs and the de-listing of copper and nickel clearly indicate that copper and nickel should not remain priority issues for the South Bay.  There are other issues where we should turn our attention and resources.  In the event the Board decision is to proceed with these limits in the final order, we request that the need for copper and nickel limits be reviewed when North Bay SSOs are adopted if that occurs prior to the next permit reissuance in 2008.

Comment 5: COPPER – NICKEL WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGY: ACTION PLANS

During the permit negotiation period, we requested that the Action Plans be included by reference to a plan that is acceptable by, and submitted to, the Executive Officer so that changes can be facilitated without a permit amendment.  We strongly urge the Board to adopt the permits referencing the Water Quality Attainment Strategies as separate documents to facilitate adaptive management and resource allocation needs.

Responses 4 and 5:

The tentative order was modified to include the City’s recommended changes regarding the corrected dry season (June through November) and the preferred report to submit the ambient data  from the pre-designated ambient station. The data can be reported, annually, in the Pollution Prevention Report, but should include all the monthly data points.

The implementation of Copper and Nickel SSOs was extensively discussed and the consensus was that effluent limits for copper and nickel would be placed in the permit, with findings clarifying two points:

(1) “New data will be available as part of the implementation of the Copper and Nickel Action Plans and the impairment assessment for copper and nickel in North San Francisco Bay. It is the intent of the Board to review the need for copper and nickel limits for the next permit cycle.”

(2) The Copper and Nickel Action Plans are of the Adaptive Management Plan.

For further discussion regarding the Board’s authority to find reasonable potential and to establish limits see BACWA Response 1.

Comment 6

Fact Sheet

Once agreement has been reached on the issues described above, the City requests that the Fact sheet be revised to reflect these agreements.

Response 6

Fact Sheet is revised accordingly.
Comment 7

LIST OF MINOR COMMENTS AND EDITS

Response 7

Staff has incorporated the changes in the tentative order.

Below are Board’s responses to BACWA’s comments. 

Comment 1: BACWA requests that the effluent limits for copper and nickel be removed from the tentative order. 

Response 1: The Basin Plan amendment TEXT adopted by the Board and approved by State Board, OAL, and EPA states:

1. 
 One of the four elements of the Water Quality Attainment Strategy for copper and nickel in the Lower South SF Bay is:  "Metal translators that will be used to compute copper and nickel effluent limits for the municipal wastewater treatment plants . . . ."

2. "When the NPDES permits are re-issued, concentration-based effluent limits for these three facilities will be calculated from the chronic copper and nickel SSOs."

3. "These translators shall be used to compute copper and nickel effluent limits for POTWs discharging to the Lower South SF Bay when NPDES permits for Lower South SF municipal wastewater dischargers are reissued.”

The Board finds reasonable potential for copper and nickel based on Section 1.3, step 7 of the SIP is appropriate and proper.  As stated in Finding 68,  reasonable potential is established based on the uncertainty with respect to copper’s toxicity to phytoplankton, copper and nickel cycling in the Lower South San Francisco Bay, sediment toxicity and loading estimates.

Comment 2: BACWA requests that the Regional Board utilize the pooled analysis of the ultraclean mercury data to establish interim concentration limit.

Response 2: The Board establishes the interim limit of 0.012 ug/l because it is an existing permit limit from San Jose’s previous permit. It is more stringent than 0.023 ug/l derived from the pooled mercury data from advanced secondary treatment plants.  Given that San Jose has been able to consistently comply with its existing permit limit, there is no basis to change it.   To clarify the future status of 0.012 ug/l, changes have been made to the tentative order to clarify that the permit maybe modified to include less stringent requirements following completion of mercury TMDL/WLA, if the requirements for an exception to the antibacksliding rule are met.  

Comment 3: BACWA supports the dry weather based interim mass limit for mercury, which is derived based on dry weather design capacity and the concentration limit.   However, BACWA requests that the mass limit be increased based on its request to increase the concentration limit. 

Response 3: See Response #2.  In addition, BACWA should recognize that to get such mass limit, San Jose is required to implement a watershed-based mercury study to further the Board’s understanding of mercury fate and transport in the South Bay and identify specific sources and potential advanced control opportunities.  As such, a provision is included in the tentative order requiring the City to study the fate and transport of total and methyl mercury and to evaluate the feasibility of reducing methyl mercury within the Plant.  

Comment 4: BACWA requests that a dioxin study to lower the detection limits be eliminated from the provision of this tentative order and other bay area permits.  

Response 4: See Response to City of San Jose’s Comment 1.

Below are Board’s responses to WaterKeepers’ comments.

Comment 1

Board staff correctly found reasonable potential for copper and nickel to cause or contribute to a violation of a water quality standard.

Response 1

Comment noted.

Comment 2

BayKeeper supports the inclusion of mass limits for mercury in the permits.

Unfortunately these mass limits are performance-based interim limits and not protective

final limits. In lieu of final limits for mercury, the permits include the statement “The

final mercury limitation will be based on the Discharger’s WLA in the TMDL, and the

permit will be revised, as necessary, to include the final WQBEL as an enforceable

limitation.” BayKeeper strongly disagrees with reliance on a future mercury TMDL as a

WQBEL. 

BayKeeper agrees that the permits should be reopened to incorporate the final

WLAs for the South Bay Dischargers. However, BayKeeper does not agree that the

Board should wait until a mercury TMDL is adopted to include a final mercury limit in

these permits.

Response 2

The tentative order includes the following to address mercury loading from POTWs

(1) significantly reducing the mercury mass limitation from the previous permit;

(2) maintaining the previous mercury concentration limitation;

(3) requiring a watershed-based mercury study; and

(4) requiring ongoing pollution prevention efforts.

Most of BayKeeper’s comments are better addressed in the development of the Mercury TMDL. The most recent report can be downloaded at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/sfbaymercurytmdl.htm.   Board staff is preparing a draft Basin Plan amendment and supporting staff report. Board staff will submit the proposed amendment and staff report for scientific peer review and public review, and will formally respond to comments at that time.  Board staff currently plans to present the Basin Plan amendment package to the Regional Board for its consideration at a public hearing in fall 2003.  







� BACWA letter dated April 23, 2003 from Charles Weir, Chair to Loretta Barsamian, Executive Officer, RWQCB


� Page 56, Staff Report on Proposed Site-Specific Water Quality Objectives and Water Quality Attainment Strategy for Copper and Nickel for San Francisco Bay South of the Dumbarton Bridge, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, April 5, 2002


� Page 63 of the above report





� Page 64 of the above report


� Page 59 of the above report
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Figure 1: Compliance with Mercury Limit
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Hg WQBEL

		PRIORITY POLLUTANT		Mercury (ug/L)

		Basis and Criteria type		CTR/HH

		Lowest WQO		0.051

		Translator (if applicable)		NA

		Applicable Acute WQO		NA

		Applicable Chronic WQO		NA

		Applicable Human Health WQO		0.051

		Background		NA

		Avg bckgrnd (for HH criteria only)		NA

		ECA acute

		ECA chronic		NA

		ECA- Human Health		0.051

		avg		0.0029

		SD		0.0011

		CV		0.3674

		ECA acute mult

		ECA chronic mult

		LTA acute

		LTA chronic

		minimum of LTAs

		AMEL mult95		1.3272

		MDEL mult99		2.1477

		AMEL (aq life)

		MDEL(aq life)

		MDEL/AMEL Multiplier (from Table 2, SIP)		1.6182

		AMEL (human hlth)		0.051

		MDEL (human hlth)		0.083

		Final limit - AMEL (ug/L)		0.051

		Final limit - MDEL (ug/L)		0.083
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Hg mass limit calculation

						Mercury mass limit calculation						Mass trigger calculation

		Date		Hg Conc. (ug/L)		Total Influent Flow (MGD)		mass load (kg/month)		12-month moving average load (kg/month)		Estimated Discharge Flow (MGD)		Mass Load (kg/month)		12-month moving average load (kg/month)				% Mass Loading

		Apr-99		0.003		113.000		0.0390				111.5		0.0385

		May-99		0.004		113.300		0.0522				129.8		0.0598

		Jun-99		0.004		131.800		0.0607				127.1		0.0585

		Jul-99		0.006		128.900		0.0890				122.8		0.0848

		Aug-99		0.005		128.600		0.0740				119.800		0.0689

		Sep-99		0.002		126.400		0.0291				116.600		0.0268

		Oct-99		0.002		124.300		0.0286				112.000		0.0258

		Nov-99		0.002		124.900		0.0288				123.100		0.0283

		Dec-99		0.005		123.900		0.0713				122.400		0.0704								167mgd				120MGD		120MGD		167MGD

		Jan-00		0.005		132.000		0.0760				130.700		0.0752				mass		% Mass		% Design				% Design		Mass		Mass

		Feb-00		0.003		144.300		0.0498				143.4		0.0495				Limit		Loading		Flow				Flow		Limit		Limit

		Mar-00		0.003		142.400		0.0492		0.0540		140.5		0.0485		0.0529		0.0596		88.8114303691		85.2694610778		100		117.0833333333		0.0575		0.0753

		Apr-00		0.003		132.600		0.0458		0.0545		128.2		0.0443		0.0534		0.0596		89.6177097315		79.4011976048		100		106.8333333333		0.0575		0.0753

		May-00		0.002		132.500		0.0305		0.0527		127.2		0.0293		0.0509		0.0596		85.3561772931		79.3413173653		100		106		0.0575		0.0753						Notes:		Performance based limit is .06Kg/Mo based on moving average of data from 4-99

		Jun-00		0.003		131.900		0.0455		0.0515		124.6		0.0430		0.0496		0.0596		83.1900055928		78.9820359281		100		103.8333333333		0.0575		0.0753								through Mar-02.

		Jul-00		0.002		126.900		0.0292		0.0465		113.8		0.0262		0.0447		0.0596		74.995246085		75.9880239521		100		94.8333333333		0.0575		0.0753								Mass Limit- 120mgd, based on flow cap in Summer months.

		Aug-00		0.002		126.300		0.0291		0.0427		117.40		0.0270		0.0412		0.0596		69.1340296421		75.628742515		100		97.8333333333		0.0575		0.0753

		Sep-00		0.0035		126.500		0.0510		0.0446		117.80		0.0475		0.0429		0.0596		72.0163576622		75.748502994		100		98.1666666667		0.0575		0.0753

		Oct-00		0.002		127.100		0.0293		0.0446		121.40		0.0279		0.0431		0.0596		72.3189135906		76.1077844311		100		101.1666666667		0.0575		0.0753

		Nov-00		0.002		126.900		0.0292		0.0447		123.30		0.0284		0.0431		0.0596		72.3253509508		75.9880239521		100		102.75		0.0575		0.0753

		Dec-00		0.004		124.800		0.0575		0.0435		121.30		0.0558		0.0419		0.0596		70.284707774		74.7305389222		100		101.0833333333		0.0575		0.0753

		Jan-01		0.002		127.500		0.0294		0.0396		125.90		0.0290		0.0380		0.0596		63.8199888143		76.3473053892		100		104.9166666667		0.0575		0.0745

		Feb-01		0.003		131.400		0.0454		0.0392		129.8		0.0448		0.0376		0.0596		63.1633780761		78.6826347305		100		108.1666666667		0.0575		0.0753

		Mar-01		0.004		131.800		0.0607		0.0402		129.2		0.0595		0.0386		0.0596		64.6970791387		78.9221556886		100		107.6666666667		0.0575		0.0753

		Apr-01		0.002		124.700		0.0287		0.0388		120.9		0.0278		0.0372		0.0596		62.3989415548		74.6706586826		100		100.75		0.0575		0.0753

		May-01		0.0025		124.000		0.0357		0.0392		114.1		0.0328		0.0375		0.0596		62.8954229586		74.251497006		100		95.0833333333		0.0575		0.0753

		Jun-01		0.002		122.100		0.0281		0.0378		110.6		0.0255		0.0360		0.0596		60.4395700503		73.1137724551		100		92.1666666667		0.0575		0.0753

		Jul-01		0.0025		118.900		0.0342		0.0382		106.9		0.0308		0.0364		0.0596		61.0776733781		71.1976047904		100		89.0833333333		0.0575		0.0753

		Aug-01		0.003		119.300		0.0412		0.0392		107.40		0.0371		0.0372		0.0596		62.4842365772		71.4371257485		100		89.5		0.0575		0.0753

		Sep-01		0.002		117.400		0.0270		0.0372		107.60		0.0248		0.0354		0.0596		59.312227349		70.2994011976		100		89.6666666667		0.0575		0.0753

		Oct-01		0.003		117.100		0.0404		0.0381		109.20		0.0377		0.0362		0.0596		60.6769477069		70.119760479		100		91		0.0575		0.0753

		Nov-01		0.002		119.100		0.0274		0.0380		114.20		0.0263		0.0360		0.0596		60.3840478188		71.3173652695		100		95.1666666667		0.0575		0.0753

		Dec-01		0.003		123.900		0.0428		0.0367		120.30		0.0415		0.0348		0.0596		58.3836381432		74.1916167665		100		100.25		0.0575		0.0753

		Jan-02		0.002		123.000		0.0283		0.0367		119.10		0.0274		0.0347		0.0596		58.1647678971		73.6526946108		100		99.25		0.0575		0.0753

		Feb-02		0.003		119.300		0.0412		0.0363		115.5		0.0399		0.0343		0.0596		57.4743610179		71.4371257485		100		96.25		0.0575		0.0753

		Mar-02		0.002		120.400		0.0277		0.0336		114.9		0.0264		0.0315		0.0596		52.8555550895		72.0958083832		100		95.75		0.0575		0.0753

								Mass Limit																												Notes:

								average		0.0419				average		0.0402																				ADWF Values: % of Dry weather design flows

								std. Dev		0.0059				std. Dev		0.0061																				100%: is both of mass loading and of Dry Weather design flow

								Mean+3SD		0.0596				Mean+3SD		0.0584

		Notes:   Total Flow is SJPCP Influent (Diverted + Effluent)

		Multiple samples- Average Monthly

		Non-Detects:  shaded cells
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Hg mass limit calculation
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Hg Mass Loading

Mass Limit-Performance (.06)

Mass Limit- 120MGD

Mass Limit-167MGD
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Mass Loading (kg/mo)

Mercury Mass Loading-   San Jose
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Hg mass limit calc-120MGD
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Mass Loading
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Hg mass limit calc-167MGD

						Mercury mass limit calculation						Actual Loading

		Date		Hg Conc. (ug/L)		Total Effluent Flow (MGD)		mass load (kg/month)		12-month moving average load (kg/month)		Estimated Discharge Flow (MGD)		Mass Load (kg/month)		12-month moving average load (kg/month)				% Mass Loading

		Apr-99		0.003		113.000		0.0390				111.5		0.0385

		May-99		0.004		113.300		0.0522				129.8		0.0598

		Jun-99		0.004		120.000		0.0552				127.1		0.0585

		Jul-99		0.006		120.000		0.0829				122.8		0.0848

		Aug-99		0.005		120.000		0.0691				119.800		0.0689

		Sep-99		0.002		120.000		0.0276				116.600		0.0268

		Oct-99		0.002		120.000		0.0276				112.000		0.0258

		Nov-99		0.002		124.900		0.0288				123.100		0.0283

		Dec-99		0.005		123.900		0.0713				122.400		0.0704								167mgd				120mgd

		Jan-00		0.005		132.000		0.0760				130.700		0.0752				mass		% Mass		% Design

		Feb-00		0.003		144.300		0.0498				143.4		0.0495				Limit		Loading		Flow

		Mar-00		0.003		142.400		0.0492		0.0524		140.5		0.0485		0.0529		0.0596		88.8114303691		85.2694610778		100		117.0833333333

		Apr-00		0.003		132.600		0.0458		0.0529		128.2		0.0443		0.0534		0.0596		89.6177097315		79.4011976048		100		106.8333333333

		May-00		0.002		132.500		0.0305		0.0511		127.2		0.0293		0.0509		0.0596		85.3561772931		79.3413173653		100		106

		Jun-00		0.003		120.000		0.0414		0.0500		124.6		0.0430		0.0496		0.0596		83.1900055928		71.8562874251		100		103.8333333333

		Jul-00		0.002		120.000		0.0276		0.0454		113.8		0.0262		0.0447		0.0596		74.995246085		71.8562874251		100		94.8333333333

		Aug-00		0.002		120.000		0.0276		0.0419		117.40		0.0270		0.0412		0.0596		69.1340296421		71.8562874251		100		97.8333333333

		Sep-00		0.0035		120.000		0.0483		0.0437		117.80		0.0475		0.0429		0.0596		72.0163576622		71.8562874251		100		98.1666666667

		Oct-00		0.002		120.000		0.0276		0.0437		121.40		0.0279		0.0431		0.0596		72.3189135906		71.8562874251		100		101.1666666667

		Nov-00		0.002		126.900		0.0292		0.0437		123.30		0.0284		0.0431		0.0596		72.3253509508		75.9880239521		100		102.75

		Dec-00		0.004		124.800		0.0575		0.0425		121.30		0.0558		0.0419		0.0596		70.284707774		74.7305389222		100		101.0833333333

		Jan-01		0.002		127.500		0.0294		0.0387		125.90		0.0290		0.0380		0.0596		63.8199888143		76.3473053892		100		104.9166666667

		Feb-01		0.003		131.400		0.0454		0.0383		129.8		0.0448		0.0376		0.0596		63.1633780761		78.6826347305		100		108.1666666667

		Mar-01		0.004		131.800		0.0607		0.0393		129.2		0.0595		0.0386		0.0596		64.6970791387		78.9221556886		100		107.6666666667

		Apr-01		0.002		124.700		0.0287		0.0378		120.9		0.0278		0.0372		0.0596		62.3989415548		74.6706586826		100		100.75

		May-01		0.0025		124.000		0.0357		0.0383		114.1		0.0328		0.0375		0.0596		62.8954229586		74.251497006		100		95.0833333333

		Jun-01		0.002		120.000		0.0276		0.0371		110.6		0.0255		0.0360		0.0596		60.4395700503		71.8562874251		100		92.1666666667

		Jul-01		0.0025		120.000		0.0345		0.0377		106.9		0.0308		0.0364		0.0596		61.0776733781		71.8562874251		100		89.0833333333

		Aug-01		0.003		120.000		0.0414		0.0388		107.40		0.0371		0.0372		0.0596		62.4842365772		71.8562874251		100		89.5

		Sep-01		0.002		120.000		0.0276		0.0371		107.60		0.0248		0.0354		0.0596		59.312227349		71.8562874251		100		89.6666666667

		Oct-01		0.003		120.000		0.0414		0.0383		109.20		0.0377		0.0362		0.0596		60.6769477069		71.8562874251		100		91

		Nov-01		0.002		119.100		0.0274		0.0381		114.20		0.0263		0.0360		0.0596		60.3840478188		71.3173652695		100		95.1666666667

		Dec-01		0.003		123.900		0.0428		0.0369		120.30		0.0415		0.0348		0.0596		58.3836381432		74.1916167665		100		100.25

		Jan-02		0.002		123.000		0.0283		0.0368		119.10		0.0274		0.0347		0.0596		58.1647678971		73.6526946108		100		99.25

		Feb-02		0.003		119.300		0.0412		0.0365		115.5		0.0399		0.0343		0.0596		57.4743610179		71.4371257485		100		96.25

		Mar-02		0.002		120.400		0.0277		0.0337		114.9		0.0264		0.0315		0.0596		52.8555550895		72.0958083832		100		95.75

								Mass Limit

								average		0.0412

								std. Dev		0.0054

								Mean+3SD		0.0575

		Notes:    Total Flow is SJPCP Influent (Diverted + Effluent)

		Multiple samples- Average Monthly

		Non-Detects:  shaded cells

		Effluent values:  120MGD in summer months only, other months actual influent



Limit = 0.012

Date

Mercury Concentrations (ug/L)

Figure 1: Mercury Compliance
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Hg mass limit calc-167MGD

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Mass Limit

Sample Date

Mass Loading (kg/mo)
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Mass Loading

AADWF, % of Capacity

100 percent

Date

Percentage

Mercury Mass Loading- San Jose

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



						Mercury mass limit calculation						Actual Loading

		Date		Hg Conc. (ug/L)		Total Effluent Flow (MGD)		mass load (kg/month)		12-month moving average load (kg/month)		Estimated Discharge Flow (MGD)		Mass Load (kg/month)		12-month moving average load (kg/month)				% Mass Loading

		Apr-99		0.003		167.000		0.0577				111.5		0.0385

		May-99		0.004		167.000		0.0769				129.8		0.0598

		Jun-99		0.004		167.000		0.0769				127.1		0.0585

		Jul-99		0.006		167.000		0.1153				122.8		0.0848

		Aug-99		0.005		167.000		0.0961				119.800		0.0689

		Sep-99		0.002		167.000		0.0384				116.600		0.0268

		Oct-99		0.002		167.000		0.0384				112.000		0.0258

		Nov-99		0.002		167.000		0.0384				123.100		0.0283

		Dec-99		0.005		167.000		0.0961				122.400		0.0704								167mgd				120mgd

		Jan-00		0.005		167.000		0.0961				130.700		0.0752				mass		% Mass		% Design

		Feb-00		0.003		167.000		0.0577				143.4		0.0495				Limit		Loading		Flow

		Mar-00		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0705		140.5		0.0485		0.0529		0.0596		88.8114303691		100		100		117.0833333333

		Apr-00		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0705		128.2		0.0443		0.0534		0.0596		89.6177097315		100		100		106.8333333333

		May-00		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0673		127.2		0.0293		0.0509		0.0596		85.3561772931		100		100		106

		Jun-00		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0657		124.6		0.0430		0.0496		0.0596		83.1900055928		100		100		103.8333333333

		Jul-00		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0593		113.8		0.0262		0.0447		0.0596		74.995246085		100		100		94.8333333333

		Aug-00		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0545		117.40		0.0270		0.0412		0.0596		69.1340296421		100		100		97.8333333333

		Sep-00		0.0035		167.000		0.0673		0.0569		117.80		0.0475		0.0429		0.0596		72.0163576622		100		100		98.1666666667

		Oct-00		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0569		121.40		0.0279		0.0431		0.0596		72.3189135906		100		100		101.1666666667

		Nov-00		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0569		123.30		0.0284		0.0431		0.0596		72.3253509508		100		100		102.75

		Dec-00		0.004		167.000		0.0769		0.0553		121.30		0.0558		0.0419		0.0596		70.284707774		100		100		101.0833333333

		Jan-01		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0505		125.90		0.0290		0.0380		0.0596		63.8199888143		100		100		104.9166666667

		Feb-01		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0505		129.8		0.0448		0.0376		0.0596		63.1633780761		100		100		108.1666666667

		Mar-01		0.004		167.000		0.0769		0.0521		129.2		0.0595		0.0386		0.0596		64.6970791387		100		100		107.6666666667

		Apr-01		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0505		120.9		0.0278		0.0372		0.0596		62.3989415548		100		100		100.75

		May-01		0.0025		167.000		0.0481		0.0513		114.1		0.0328		0.0375		0.0596		62.8954229586		100		100		95.0833333333

		Jun-01		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0497		110.6		0.0255		0.0360		0.0596		60.4395700503		100		100		92.1666666667

		Jul-01		0.0025		167.000		0.0481		0.0505		106.9		0.0308		0.0364		0.0596		61.0776733781		100		100		89.0833333333

		Aug-01		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0521		107.40		0.0371		0.0372		0.0596		62.4842365772		100		100		89.5

		Sep-01		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0497		107.60		0.0248		0.0354		0.0596		59.312227349		100		100		89.6666666667

		Oct-01		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0513		109.20		0.0377		0.0362		0.0596		60.6769477069		100		100		91

		Nov-01		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0513		114.20		0.0263		0.0360		0.0596		60.3840478188		100		100		95.1666666667

		Dec-01		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0497		120.30		0.0415		0.0348		0.0596		58.3836381432		100		100		100.25

		Jan-02		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0497		119.10		0.0274		0.0347		0.0596		58.1647678971		100		100		99.25

		Feb-02		0.003		167.000		0.0577		0.0497		115.5		0.0399		0.0343		0.0596		57.4743610179		100		100		96.25

		Mar-02		0.002		167.000		0.0384		0.0465		114.9		0.0264		0.0315		0.0596		52.8555550895		100		100		95.75

								Mass Limit

								average		0.0547

								std. Dev		0.0069

								Mean+3SD		0.0753

		NOTES:				Total Flow is SJPCP Influent (Diverted + Effluent)

		Multiple samples- Average Monthly

		Non-Detects:  shaded cells
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Mass Loading

AADWF, % of Capacity
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