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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

Response to Comments


For Item No. 11 

Public Hearing

on

City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco International Airport

Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant

NPDES Permit Reissuance

City and County of San Francisco Comments (dated February 20, 2002)
Fact Sheet

1.
Item 1 Introduction. Change the fourth sentence in the second paragraph to read as follows:

“ Other Airport storm water runoff from terminals, taxiways, tarmacs, and aircraft and vehicle parking is collected in one of four two above ground and two underground detention basins”. 
Response to Comment 1:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  

2. Item IV-3-d Prohibition A.4 (Flow Limit).  Change the second sentence of this paragraph to read as follows:

“Exceedance of the treatment plant’s average dry weather flow design capacity of 1.7 mgd, and after completion of the IWTP expansion, 2.7 mgd, may result in lowering the reliability of achieving…………………”
Response to Comment 2:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  

3.
Item IV-4-a. Basis for Effluent Limitations. Based on historical BOD removal data, which are included in tables 1 and 2 attached to this letter, the Airport believes that the requirement for 85 percent removal of BOD for the IWTP is unreasonable and is not mandated by the Clean Water Act. As indicated by the data shown in Table 1, the average monthly BOD concentration in the influent to the IWTP is generally below 30 mg/L and for the 4 year period from 1997 through 2000 was 29.55 mg/L. During the wet weather months (October through April) for the same 4-year period the average monthly BOD concentration in the influent to the IWTP was 23.36 mg/L, as shown in Table 2. The average monthly BOD concentrations in the effluent from the IWTP for year-round and wet weather periods were 4.4 and 4.16 mg/L for the same period, respectively. Tables 1 and 2 also show the BOD removal efficiency values for the IWTP for year-round and wet weather periods, respectively. During this 4-year period the IWTP removal rate for BOD, as calculated from the average monthly values, was below 85 percent for 50 percent of the time. During the same period the TSS removal efficiency was greater than 85 percent for 98 percent of the time. During the wet weather months in the same 4-year period the BOD removal efficiency was less than 85 percent for 72 percent of the time. 

Based on the above data the Airport believes that the requirement for 85 removal of influent BOD can not be met consistently at the IWTP and should be waived by the RWQCB. This request is supported by the U.S. EPA regulation 40 C.F.R. § 133.103 which allows waiver, reduction or substitution of mass limit for the normal 85% statutory removal rate required under the regulations, where 1) the discharger consistently meets the concentration limits, but cannot meet the removal requirements; 2) discharger’s inability to meet the removal requirement is caused by low concentrations of BOD in the influent; 3) meeting the removal limit would require significantly more stringent limitation than otherwise is required by concentration limits; and 4) low BOD concentrations are not caused by excess infiltration or inflow into the wastewater collection system as defined under the C.F.R. 35.2005(b)(16). The Airport would qualify for a waiver or reduction of the 85 percent BOD removal requirement under all of the above provisions. The discharge of storm water runoff to the IWTP is an intentional measure for preventing storm water pollution and is not covered by the prohibition of excess infiltration and inflow mentioned under 40 C.F.R. § 133.103. Accordingly the Airport requests that this provision be eliminated or modified throughout this section of the Fact Sheet. The Airport suggests the inclusion of a BOD removal rate requirement of 67 percent that represents the performance of the IWTP for 99.9 percent of the time over the 1997-2000 four year period.

Response to Comment 3:  

Board staff agree that the Airport qualifies for the waiver exemption of the requirement for the removal of 85 % of the influent BOD at the IWTP.  This exemption is supported by the U.S. EPA regulation 40 CFR Section 133.103.  Board staff agree the Airport has met the exemption criteria of the Section as stated above.

Board staff will apply the 85 % BOD removal requirement only when the BOD concentration in the water entering the IWTP is greater than 45 mg/l on any given day, the weekly average BOD effluent concentration requirement applied in Effluent Limitation section B.1.a.  Only BOD data points with an influent BOD concentration greater than 45 mg/l will be factored into calculating monthly average influent and effluent BOD concentrations, and then the percent removal value.  

This condition incorporates the technology-based concentration limit of 45 mg/l as a filter to apply the 85 % removal requirement to data points only where the influent is high in organic loading content (may contain a portion of domestic sewage).  This condition retains the 85 % removal rate for BOD and applies it specifically as its intended:  to insure the adequate percent reduction in organic loading for wastewater at the IWTP.  

Draft NPDES Permit

4. Finding 8b. Permit Coverage. Change the “Chevron Tank Farm” in the second sentence from the end of this paragraph to “Fuel Tank Farm”.

Response to Comment 4:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  

5. Finding 8c. Storm Water Discharge Descriptions and Locations. Please make the following changes in this item.


E008- Modify the second sentence in this item to read as follows:

“Runoff is not collected in a detention pond, however, some runoff is pumped from this area to the IWTP.”


E009- Modify the last two sentences in this paragraph to read as follows:

“Runoff is not collected in a detention pond and is discharged directly into San Francisco Bay.” 

Response to Comment 5:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  

6. Finding 21- Technology Based Effluent Limitations. Delete or modify the reference to 85% BOD removal in the third bullet under this finding, as discussed under Comment No. 3.

Response to Comment 6:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 3.

7. Finding 41- 4,4-DDE and Dieldrin. The City and County objects to the imposition of an effluent limit for 4,4-DDE and Dieldrin because as the RWQCB acknowledges, neither of these compounds have been detected in the IWTP’s effluent. The proposed WQBELs for Dieldrin and 4,4-DDE are several orders of magnitude lower than the current analytical method detection limits for these compounds. Therefore, it would be infeasible to meet the proposed WQBELs for Dieldrin and 4,4-DDE in the IWTP effluent.

Also even though the permit allows Dieldrin and 4,4-DDE concentrations in the effluent up to their respective Minimum Level (0.01 (g/L for Dieldrin and 0.05 (g/L for 4,4-DDE), the Airport would be unable to meet these limits on a consistent basis. The Airport demonstrated this situation in a Compliance Feasibility Study submitted to the board on January 7, 2002. On page 2 of Table 4 of the Feasibility Study it is shown that for 15 sampling events over the four year period from 1997 through April 2001 Dieldrin was reported on 13 different occasions at analytical method detection limits that were above 0.01 (g/ L and 4,4-DDE was reported on 3 different occasions at analytical method detection limits that were above 0.05 (g/L. Therefore the City and County requests that interim effluent limits be established for Dieldrin and 4,4-DDE that could be met under current IWTP performance conditions and for generally available analytical methodologies.

Response to Comment 7:   

Following is the rationale used in applying Minimum Levels (MLs) as final effluent limits for Dieldrin and 4,4-DDE.  The Minimum Levels included in Appendix 4 of the State Implementation Policy (May, 2000) were derived from data for all priority pollutants through a State survey of numerous analytical laboratories in 1997 and 1998.  This section of the Policy states that, “These MLs shall be used until new values are adopted by the SWRCB and become effective.”  The State has surveyed a representative sample of laboratories and has determined that the Minimum Levels specified in the SIP are achievable using EPA approved methods.  Therefore compliance determination based on these MLs is reasonable.  It is the responsibility of the Discharger to improve detection limit accuracy for any parameters in its effluent that are not currently meeting the prescribed levels of accuracy stated in these appended lists of MLs (Tables 2a through 2d of the Policy).  

However, as stated in Provision 24, Permit Reopener, of the Tentative Order, if analytical methodologies improve and the detection levels decrease to a point that show discharge concentration above these final limits in this Order, the Board will re-evaluate the discharger’s feasibility to comply with the Dieldrin and 4,4-DDE limits and determine the need for a compliance schedule and interim performance limits at that time.

8. Finding 63- Mercury. The City and County objects to the imposition of “performance based” interim effluent limitations for mercury that are, in fact, based on pooled data gathered from other dischargers.  Section 2.1 of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) requires interim limits to reflect “current treatment facility performance or existing permit limitations, whichever is more stringent.”  Interim average monthly effluent limitations for mercury for the IWTP should therefore be based on the lower of: 1) the past three years of actual performance (0.49 (g/L) or 2) the limit set in the existing permit (0.21 (g/L), which would result in an average monthly effluent limit of 0.21 (g/L.

Response to Comment 8:  

The rationale for determining a “performance-based” interim effluent limitation for mercury based on pooling ultraclean mercury data from numerous dischargers is explained in the Executive Summary of the following report:  Statistical Analysis of Pooled Data From Regionwide Ultraclean Mercury Sampling for Municipal Dischargers, prepared by Ken Katen, P.E. of the SFBRWQCB, dated June 11, 2001. 

In summary, pooled ultraclean mercury data is used to calculate a performance-based limits for two reasons.  First, ultraclean data results in a much higher percentage of meaningful numerical results (detects), whereas pre-ultraclean data has many non-detects with high detection limits.  For this reason, ultraclean data better represent actual treatment plant performance.  Secondly, staff pooled the data, because, when the study was initiated, most individual dischargers had only 12 or 13 ultraclean sample results, too few data points for a robust statistical analysis.  Pooling the ultraclean data generated over 400 total data points for generally similar treatment processes.  This allowed for the determination of an interim performance-based limit for mercury for two general treatment categories:  secondary treatment (like the IWTP), and advanced-secondary treatment.  

This is the rationale Staff utilized in applying the 0.087 (g/L mercury concentration effluent limit for the IWTP, rather than the existing limit of 0.210 (g/L, in the Tentative Order.

Since the beginning of ultraclean mercury sampling in November 2000 at the IWTP, the effluent concentrations have ranged from 0.001 (g/L to 0.021 (g/L.  It therefore, appears that it is feasible for the Airport to comply with the interim limit of 0.87 (g/L, especially when combined with plant improvements and pollution prevention efforts.  

9. Finding 84. Storm Water Requirements. Change the first sentence in the third paragraph to read as follows:

“Within 1 year of permit issuance  By September 15, 2003, the Discharger……….”

Response to Comment 9:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  

10. Discharge Prohibitions, Item 5. Change  “Provision 12” to “Provision 13” at the end of the first sentence.

Response to Comment 10:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  

11. B. Effluent Limitations - Conventional Pollutants- Item 3. 85 Percent Removal, BOD and TSS. As discussed in detail under the Fact Sheet comment No. 3 the Airport believes that the 85% removal requirement for BOD should be waived or modified for the IWTP.

Response to Comment 11:  See response to comment 3.
12. E. Provisions, Item 9. SWPPPs and BMPs, Subitem b-7. Change the first sentence in the second paragraph to read as follows:

“The Discharge will continue to implement the six seven minimum control measures….”

Response to Comment 12:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  


    13.
E. Provisions. Item 10- Metals and Mercury Study. Change the last sentence in this item to read as follows:


“Proposed BMPs must be included in the revised industrial SWPPP to be completed by September 15, 20022003.” 

Response to Comment 13:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  Staff expect the Discharger to continue implementing the current stormwater Best Management Practices until this date.

14. Self Monitoring Program- I. Description of Sampling and Observation Stations, B-     Effluent.  Please change the following station descriptions as indicated below:



E-003. At the point of discharge from Pump Station No. 1.



E-004. At the point of discharge from Pump Station No. 2.



E-013. At the point of discharge from Pump Station No. 6.

Response to Comment 14:  Comment noted.  The revised Tentative Order reflects this requested change.  

15.  Self Monitoring Program- II. Schedule of Sampling, Analyses, and Observation of Non-Storm Water. The Airport has the following comments on this section. 

(1) The current permit’s twice-weekly sampling frequency for influent and effluent BOD and TSS at E-001 should be maintained because the low concentrations of BOD and TSS in the IWTP effluent (6.13 and 4.16 mg/L, respectively over the last 4 years) do not indicate the need for increased monitoring frequency.

Response to Comment 15 (1):   
It should be noted that the existing permit, Order # 92-110, requires three times weekly influent and five times weekly effluent TSS monitoring. 

The monitoring frequencies in the revised Tentative Order for the IWTP (three times weekly influent and effluent sampling for BOD;  three times weekly influent and five times weekly effluent sampling for TSS) are adequate to insure compliance with the technology-based secondary treatment standards imposed in Effluent Limitation B.1 of the permit.  These monitoring frequencies are appropriate considering the importance of TSS sampling, and given that settleable matter sampling has been reduced from daily to monthly, and that staff proposes the relaxation of the BOD 85 % removal requirement.    

(2) The C-24 sampling method rather than the continuous sampling method should be specified for ammonia nitrogen and unionized ammonia in the IWTP effluent.

Response to Comment 15 (2):   
Comment noted.  The sample type has been changed for these constituents in the revised Tentative Order.

