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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

In the Matter of the Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency Petition for Review

of California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Lahontan Region, Order

No. 6-77-27; Alpine Springs County

Water District Petitions for Review of -
California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Lahontan Region, Orders Nos. 6-77-27
‘and 6-76-7; and Alpine Meadows of Tahoe, Inc.
Petition to Intervene in the Alpine Springs
County Water District Petitions; and Squaw.

Order No. WQ 78-8

Valley County Water District Request for
Increased Capacity_in the. Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency Regional Treatment Plant.

Files Nos. A-172, A-I71, A-132 and A-191,

. -
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respectively.
V, ~ BY THE BOARD: ‘
.\‘ ‘ This order 1s in response to three petitions for review of

certaln orders of the California Regional Water Quality Control

Board, Lahontan Region (Regional Board), and a request for

an increaéed'capacity allocation in the Tahoe-Truckee Sanita-

tion Agency'Regioﬁal Sewage Treatment Plant, which have been

submitted by.Various public entities loc§ped'generally in the '
North Lake Tahoe area of California, and a petition to inter-

vene. These matters have been consolidated for our considera-

tion pursuant to Section 2054 of Title 23, California Administra-
tive Code. They are the Petition of the Tahoe-Truckee Sanita-
tion Agency (T-TSA) for Review of Regional Board Order No. 6-77-27

(our File No. A-172); the Petition of Alpine Springs County

e Water District (Alpine Springs) for Review of Regional Board
((. Order No. 6-77-27 (our File No. A-171); the Petition of Alpine a

Springs for Review of Regional Board Order No. 6-76-7 (our




File No. A—l32)§ the Petition of Aipine Meadows of Tahoe,

Inc., (Alpine Meedowe) fo“IhterveeeAin fﬁe.twe Alpine Springs petitions;
and the Squaw Velley éoenty Water Die2;£5£m(éque&m§aiiej) -

request for modification of the Step III State granﬁ contract

with T—TSA (Project No. C-06-1121-0) to increase the

capacity allocation of Squaw Valley'in the T-TSA plant in

order to serveethe ‘Blyth Arena, a U. S. Forest”Sefvice facility

in Squaw Valley (our File No. A-191).

I. BACKGROUND

T-TSA
T-TSA 1s a regional governmental entlty which was
formed in 1972 pursuant to Water Code Appendix, Section 114,

et seq., o0 transport, treat, and dispose of wastewater

delivered to it by the following: North Tahoe Public Utilities

District, Tahoe City Public Utilities District, Alpine Springs,
Squaw Valley, Truckee Sanitary District, and the Truckee River
Corridor. In order to provide for construction of a regional
treatment plant and to comply with state and federal construction
grent program requirements, a project report, application for

state and federal construction grants (P.L. 92-500, Title II
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and California Water Code, Division 7), and an Environmental
Impact Report to. assess the environméntal impacts of project

alternatives were prepared by T-TSA. In addition, the

‘Environmental Protection Agency prepared an Environmental

Impact Statement (EIS), pursuant to the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (42 U.S. Code, Section 4321, et éeq.).

The project which was selected (Alternative "H"caS-discussed
in the EIS), provides advanced waste treatment in a plant
located at the'confluence of the Truckee River and Martis
Creek with dischérgé of effluent to é“ﬁéarby_sﬁﬁsﬁffacé dis—
posal area;v'Constructich of thevpfcject was“compiétéd iﬁrrm
January, 1978.

The total grant eligible capacity of the T-TSA

treatment plant project was established at 4.83 million gallons

per day (mgd) and the EIS did not evaluate a project with a
capacity largefvthan this, although the EIR had evaluated a
project with 630 mgd capacity. By lefters dated March 3, and
April 15, 1975;'the Lake Tahoe Task Force, Northern California

Regional Conservation Committee, Sierra Club, petitioned the

" State Board for review of the Division of Water Quality staff

determination to give concept approval to the T—TSA project
(Alternative "H") with 4.83 mgd capacity, contending, among
other things, that the project as approved would support
excessive urban expansion in the Lake Tahoe Basin. On June 19,

1975, we adopted Order No. WQG 75-15,. which proVided that the
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. , Step III State ‘grant contract for the T-TSA project could be executed
but must be conditioned by the incldégon of an éllocation of éapacity,
to specific T-TSA,member entities based upon population bro-
jection figures for these member entities set forth in the
EIS. The August 4, 1975, Step III State Grant Contract for
this project and the Federal Grant “ontract executed by
T-TSA contain a condition setting forth specific waste capa-
city or flow allocations for communities which wo@ld contribute

wastes to the T-TSA plant. Briefly, those flows are as follows:

Tahoe City and North Tahoe P.U.D.'s f" 2.94 mgad
Alpine Springs C.W.D. o .16 mgd
Squaw Valley C.W.D. .32 mgd
Truckee Sanitary District and Martis Valley 1.16 mgd
Truckee River Canyoh ' .25 mgd

(Each of these limits constitutes the arithmetic average for

any seven consecutive days. The total of the limits equals

4,83 mgd.). . | | o
On May 12, 1977, the Regional Board adopﬁed Order

No. 6-77-27, cOntaining waste discharge requirehents for T-TSA

and including the same flow limitations on wastes from

contributing oommﬁnities, as set forth above. T}TSA and Alpine

Springs filed timely petitions requesting the State Board to

review adoption of the order, and specifically the following

provisions contained therein:




"I. Discharge Speciflcations
B. Flow Limitations
1. The flow of wastewater to the treatment and
disposal facilities during any seven (7) consecutive days
shall not exceed an arithmetic average of 4.83 mgd (212 1/s).

2. The maximum instantaneous flowrate of waste-

‘water to the treatment facilities shall not exceed 8.94 mgd

(392 1/s).

3. The total flow of wastewater from the Tahoe
City and North Tahoe Public Utility Districts for any seven (7)
consecutive days shall not exceed an arithmetic average of 2.94
mgd (129 1/s).

4, The flow of wastewater from the Alpine Springs
County Water District for any seven (7) consecutive days shall
not exceed an arlthmetlc average of 0.16 mgd (7.0 1/s).

5. The flow of wastewater from the Sguaw Valley
County Water District for any seven (7) consecutive days
shall not exceed an arithmetic average of 0.32 mgd (14.0 1/s).

6. The flow of wastewater from the Truckee Sanitary
District and the Martis Valley for any seven (7) consecutive
days shall not exceed an arithmetic average of 1.16 mgd

- (50.8 1/s)."

Alpine Springs

Alpine_Springs owns a secondary treatment plant
with a design Capacity‘of'BO0,000 gallons per day (gpd). On
January 22, 1976, the Regional Board adopted Order No. 6-76-7,
containing wasté.discharge requirements for Alpine Springs
which specify, among other things, that the discharge of waste
from the Alpine Springs facility 1is prohibited after January 1,
1978, the date on which the T-TSA treatment plant was expected
to be available to receive wastes from Alpine Springs;Alpine
Springs requested én extension of “the 30-day filing period specified

in Water Code Section 13320, which was granted, and, on
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March 24, 1976, Alpine Springs submitted a petition for review
of Regional Board Order No. 6-76-T7. Thereafter,ivarious
points and authoritlies in support of‘the-legal issues raised
in the petition were submitted during 1976 and 1977. A
report entitled "Alpine Springs County Water District, Waste-
water Capacity'Needs and Alternative Solutions, August 1977"
was submitted on‘September 9, 1977, in support ef the petition.
The petition takes issue with certain findings of the
Regional Board‘ehd_specifically requests review of the following
portions of Order No. 6=-76=7:
"I. Discharge Specifications
A. Effluent Limitations
2. The flow of wastewater for any seven (7)

consecutlve days shall not exceed an arithmetic average of
0.16 mgd, after January 1, 1978.

* % ¥

"II. Provisions

9. The discharge of waste from this facllity is

prohibited after January 1, 1978."

Squaw Valley

In July, 1977, Squaw Valley notified the Board of
its request for_increased'capacity in the T-TSA treatment
plant. On August 4, 1977, pursuant to the terms.of the
Step IT1I grant contract between the State Board and T-TSA,
described above; Squaw Valley submitted an application for
increased capacity in the T-TSA plant, specifically seeking an

additional 46,500 gpd in order to serve the Blyth Arena, a



U. S. Forest Service facility in the Olympic Village at Squaw
Valley. The grant contract provides the following mechanism
for modification of the specified capacity allocations:

"Should any of* the above areas to be served wish
fo increase its flow over the amount specified
above, it shall request a modification of the
above allocations from the State Water Resources
Control Board at least si» months in advance of
the time it is anticipated that approval will be
given of building permits for projects which will
cause the allocated flow to be exceeded. Flow
from each of the above-listed areas to be served
shall not exceed the flow allocation for that
area without prior approval of the State Water
Resources Control Board."

(At page 2 of the Special Conditions, Step III 1/
State Grant Contract, Project No. C-06-1211-0, )~

Squéw Valley has suggested various possible solutions
by which the State Board could approve an increase in capacity
alldcated‘to Squaw Valley to allow éervice to Blyth Arena.
Sguaw Valley owns'and operates the Olympic Wastewater Treat-
ment and Disposal Plant, which has in thé past provided service

to Blyth Arena.

The Consolidated Proceedings

In NoVember, 1977, consolidation of éil.of these
proceedings was proposed pursuant to State Board regulations
(Title 23, Califo;pia Aq@;gisP?ative Code, Chapter 3,
Section 2054), based on the similarity of certain legal
‘issues raised by thé petitions and the largely shared factual

background of these petitions and the request for capacity.

l/ Identical language appears in the Federal Grant Contract
executed by T-TSA.
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Alpine Springs, Squaw Valley, and T-TSA were provided an
opportunity to'file objections to consolidation. No sub-
stantial prejudice due to consolidation was demonstrated, and
the procéedings3were consolidated in December, 1977.

Also, in December, 1977, three fequests for stay
were submitted: -Alpine Springs requ2sted a stéy of the pro-
hibition portion of Order No. 6-76-7; T-TSA requested a stay
of the flow 1iﬁitations contained in Order No. 6-77-27; and
Squaw Valley requésted a stay of the prohibition portion of
Regional Board Ofder No. 6-76-9, containihg waste discharge
requirements for the Olympic Wastewater Plant.g/ Following a
hearing held on January 11 and 18, 1978, the Board adopted
Order No. WQ 7833, which denied each of the requested stays.
Howevef, noting the potential need for a stay in the case of
Squaw Valley if'certain conditions were to occur Simultaneously,
Order No. WQ 78-3 provided for éonsiderinériMmediate interim

relief for Squaw Valley, if such need arose.

2/ Squaw Valley's Petition for Stay of Reglonal Board Order

No. 6-76-9, was accompanied by a Petition for Review of Order
No. 6~76-9, a Petition for Stay and Review of Order No. 6-77-3,
and a request for stay of certain provisions of Order No. 6-76-10.
Orders Nos. 6-76-10 and 6-77-3 contain waste discharge require-
ments for two other Squaw Valley treatment plants. The Petition
for Review was not filed in a timely manner in accordance with
Water Code Section 13320 (a), and was not accepted by the Board.
Only the Request for Stay of Order No. 6-76-9, related to the
Olympic Wastewater Plant, was accepted for consideration in
connection with Squaw Valley's previously submitted request for
additional capacity in the T-TSA treatment plant.




By letter of February 2, 1978, the parties

1ereto
(and other interested persons) were notified that these con-
solidated proceedings would be decided upon the record and

were provided‘twehty days from the date of the 1etter to submit
all additional argument and comment for the Board to consider
in resolving these'matters. Final comments were received from
T-TSA on Fébruary'22, 1978, and from Alpine Springs and Squaw
Valley on February 27,'1978. A petition to intervene, submitted
on.behalf of Alpine Meadows of Tahoe, Inc., pursuant to Section
2052.1, Title 23, California Administrative Code, was received
on February 27, 1978, along with comments in response to the

Board's letter of February 2, 1978, and was accépted for review.

II. -ISSUES AND FINDINGS

Follow1ng 1s a dlscu381on of the maJor 1ssues

raised by the parties herein.

A, IN ADOPTING ORDER NO. 6-76~7 WAS IT PROPER AND
APPROPRIATE FOR THE REGIONAL BOARD TO PROHIBIT
WASTE DISCHARGES FROM THE ALPINE SPRINGS FACILITY
AFTER JANUARY l 19782
Alpine Springs contends that it was neither proper

nor appropriate for the Regional Board to adopt the prohibition




i 2

-10=

against discharges from the Alpine Springs facility, contained
in Provislon II1.9., Order No. 6-76-7 (set forth herein on

page 6 ). Alpine Springs asserts that it is entitled to relief
from the pfohibition, either by State Board amendment of

Order No. 6—76—7 £o remove the prohibition or by remand to the
Regional Boarad tb-accomplish the sama2 reSult, for the following
reasons: the Regional Board failed to comply with newly enacted
Water Code Sections 13280, 13281, and 13282 in adopting the
prohibition; the Regional Board failed to comply with Water Code
Section 13263 in adopting the prohibition; and the ébandonment

of the Alpine Springs facilities as required by the prohibition
is not necessary or réquired by the T-TSA EIS, the Water Quality
Control Plan fbr the North Lahontan Basin (Basin Plan), or any
failure to meet existing Alpine Springs waste diScharge require-
ments. In the Qpiﬁion of Alpine Springs the préseﬁt facility

is adequate tonprétect beneficial uses and to meet relevant water
quality objectivés? as set forth in the Basin Plan. As a result
of the adoption of Order No. 6-76-7, containing bqth the pro-
hibition againSt discharge from the Alpine Springs facility

and a limitation on flows discharged ﬁo:the T-TSA system,

Alpine Springs Stétéé thaérigAié th;é;fenéd ﬁitﬁ

litigation, since it will be prevented from fulfilling its:
commitments to provide sewage treatment service to properties
within its jurisdiction. Therefore, Alpine Springs contends,

it should be permitted to continue to operate its existing

facilities, consistent with the provisions of the Basin Plan.




-1]-

.The authority of the Regional Board to prescribe

requirements for the discharge of waste 1is set forth in
Water Code, Division 7, commencing with Section 13000.

Section 13263 provides in pertinent part:

"a) The regional board, after any necessary hearing
shall prescribe requirements as to the nature of

any proposed discharge, existing discharge, or mat-
erial change therein, except discharges into a
community sewer system, with relation to the condi-
tions existing from time to time in the disposal
area or receiving waters upon or into which the dis-
charge is made or proposed. The requirements shall
implement relevant water quality control plans, if
any have been adopted, and shall take into considera-
tion the beneficial uses to be protected, the water
quality objectives reasonably required for that
purpose, other waste discharges, the need to prevent
nulsance, and the provisions of Section 13241."

Section 13241, referenced above, provides:

"Each regional board shall establish such water quality
objectives in water quality control plans as in its.
Jjudgment will ensure the reasonable protection of
beneficial uses and the prevention of nuisance;

however, it is recognized that it may be possible

for the quality of water to. be changed to some degree
without unreasonably affecting beneficial uses.
Factors to be considered by a regional board in
establishing water quality objectives shall include,
but not necessarily be limited to, all of the following:

(a) Past, present, and probable future bene-
ficlal uses of water.

(b) Environmental characteristics of the hydro-
graphic unit under consideration, including the
quality of water available thereto.

- (c) Water quality conditions that could reasonably
be achieéved through the coordinated control of all
factors which affect water quality in the area.

(d) Economic considerations."
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In addition to theSe basicbregulatory provisions,.the authority
of the Regional Boards in prescribing requirements is augmented
by Water Code Section 13243, which explicitly provides broad
power to prohibit‘the discharge of waste. It states:
‘ "A regional board, in a water quality control plan
or in waste discharge requirements, may specify
certain conditions or areas where the discharge of wastes
or certain types of waste, will not be permitted."
The Alpine Springe‘contention that the Regional Board failled to
comply with the’requirements of Section 13263 in adopting
the subject prohibition is without merit. In substance, Alpine
Springs argues that the_Regional Board failed to take into
account "economic considerations" and "water quaiity conditions
that could reasonably be achieved through the coordinated
controi of all factors which affect water quality in the area',
as required by Section 13241. Further, Alpine Springs argues
that by not permitting the continuation of discharge from the
existing Alpine Springs facility the Regional Board failed to
implement properly the. North Lahontan BaSin Plan._;

Section ‘13241 essentially describes the broad enVironmenta

review that a Regional Board must undertake in adopting or reViSing

basin plan, by indicating the factors which must be taken into accou

a minimum, in establishing water quality obJectives. We have previou

held, and it is clear from the legislative history of the Porter-
Cologne Act, that, in prescribing waste discharge requirements to
implement applicable water quality objectives which are contained ir

a properly'adopted basin plan, a Regional Board need not
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reconsider each of the elements set forth in Water Code Section 13241.+

' ~ We have also previously discussed the circumstances

undér_ﬁhiéh the adoption of a prohibition of

discharge of waste would be.appropriate in Order No. WQ 76-11,
concerning the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District. Among
our conclusions in‘Order No. WQ 76-11, we stated:

" . 2. The Regional Boaril may, under appropriate
circumstances, prohibit a proposed discharge, and
may also limit the flow of a proposed discharge.
3. A total prohibition on discharge, or a
| ‘ limit on discharge flow is justified where necessary:
: ‘ (a) To implement properly an approved and
| relevant water quality control plan;
: ' _ - (b) To protect water quality and beneficial
? uses, il.e., to prevent nuisance, pollution or contam-
inationj.
(¢) To protect adequately against environmental
damage, to minimize adverse environmental impacts, or
to insure long-term protection of the environment."

| (Order No. WQ 76-11, page 16) .
® | I we £ind that the adopsion of the
subject prohibitioh was based upon circumstances corresponding
to the criteria set forth above, then the prohibition will be
upheld. We neéd not search far to conclude that the prohibition
in Order No.'6—76-7 is appropriate in aCcordance with the above

criteria.

| 3 / See State Board Order No. WQ 73-4 {"Rancho Caballero®); "Final
‘ Report of the Study Panel to the California State Water Resources
Control Board, Study Project, Water Quality Control Program",

March, 1969, especially Chapter IV; and Hampson v. Superior
Court for County of Inyo (1977) 67 Cal.App.3d—172.

See also_State Board Order No. WQ 77-16 (Pacific Water
Conditioning Association) which contains a lengthy . . ]
discussion of the statutory requisites applicable to prescribing

waste discharge requirements.

3/



-and Chapter 5, "Implementatlon Plan" containing a discussion
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The findings of Order No. 6-T6-7 indicate that the
Alpine Springs facility discharges secondary effluent to per-
colation ponds and‘percolation trenches 1in hydraulic continuity
with Bear Creek, a tributary of the Trnckee River. The findings

of the Order also indicate that a Basin Plan was adopted and

‘that in accordance with the Plan the Tahoe-TruckeevSanitation'

Agency proposeditne construction of a regional facility by
December 31, 1977, to treat waste from Alpine Springs as

well as other communities. That is, "in accordance with the Plan"
the T-TSA regional facility would be prov1ding advanced -

treatment for the wastes received. The T-TSA plant was proposed and

designed to prov1de secondary treatment and nutrient removal in order to
meet water quality objectives specified in the Plan for Lake |

Tahoe and the Truckee River.ﬂ/ After recognizing the avail-

ability date of the regional facility, the Regional Board

essentially adopted interim or short—term requirements-for Alpiﬁe

Springs. The requirements would assure continued efflcient operation

of the eXisting secondary treatment fa01lit1es of Alpine Springs untll

the reglonal fa0111ty was available to provide advanced treatment

for Alpine Springs wastes.é/

i/ See Water Quality Control Plan, North Lahontan Basin (6A),

("Basin Plan"), Part I, Chapter 4, "Water Quality Objectives"

of the pollutant load reduction to be expected from T-TSA
plant for the lower Truckee River,

5/ We recognize that the T-TSA requirements indicate review and’
possible revision of objectives which may affect the treatment
required at the T-TSA plant. However, it remains clear that the
T~-TSA plant provides a significantly higher degree of treatment
than that available via the Alpine Springs facility. The Basin
Plan contains numerous indications of the interim nature of
waste disposal permitted at the existing Alpine Springs

facility and the need for improved waste treatment levels and
reliability. See, e.g., Basin Plan, Part I, Chapters 5 and 6.
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Springs treatment facilities can meet existing waste dis-

~charge requirements is immaterial.

Alpine Springs has submitted voluminous materials to
support its allegations that the existing Alpine Springs
facility does not cause a violation of receiving wéter quality
objectivés for the Truckee River and that the water quality
objectives imposéd by the Basin Plan are not necessary to
protect beneficiél uses. On September 9, as described herein,

a report was submitted concerning Alpine Springs's treatment
needs and capacity. At the January 11, 1978, hearing concerning

thelrequested_stays, Alpine Springs ' submitted materials entitled

the "Truckee River Studies", prepared under the direction of
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Mr. Fred McLaren.é/ As .we have previously stated, attacks on

The validity of the relevant Basin Plan as a part of a petition tfor

our review of individual waste discharge requirements are not

appropriate and to the extent that these materials present an attack on
the provisilons of the North Lahontan Basin Plan, they are not
1/

properly a part of the record of th s proceedlng and are not

accepted as ev1dence relevant to these anpeals.i (See footnote 3 and the
accompanying text, above.)
The challenge to the validity of water quality
objectives contained in tne Plan clearly is covered by these
previously stated principles and no in depth analysis of the
approprlateness of these obJectlves w1ll be conducted as a
part of this rev1ew. ‘We also do not analyze here in depth
the particular effects of the Alpine Springs's discharge on
the attainment or maintenance of objectives in the Truckee
River inasmuch as the Basin Plan clearly contemplates abandon-

ment of the individual treatment plants operated by each of the

6/ These materials had not been submitted to or rev1ewed by the
Regional Board prior to this hearing.

7/ In its final comment T-TSA requested that the ‘Board include
all evidence submitted at the stay hearing in the record to be
considered in the resolution of the merits of these petitions.

We agree to do so, except insofar as the evidence presented at the

stay hearing attempts to indicate that portions of the Basin Plan
are improper or unnecessary.
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1nd1v1dual T- TSA member entltles, includlng Alplne Sprlngs, when

8/

the T-TSA plant becomes available.— The Regional Board clearly

concluded at the time of adoption of its Basin Plan that

abandonment of the individual treatment plants in the North

Tahoe area and treatment of all wastewater from the area at

the T-TSA plant,vwhich would be constructed to treat the
wastewater to a higher level than the individual.plants, was

the appropriate_solution to water pollution control problems

in the area (including potential future problems which might
occur due to increased flows from the area resulting from future

).

population growth To draw a contrary conclusion in the

context of reView of individual waste dlscharge requirements
would undermine the integrity of the planning process. We

have previously concluded that waste discharge requirements must

be con81stent w1th the appllcable Ba51n Plan in order to 1mplement

it as requlred by Water Code Section 13263,-—/ and_we reaffirm that

conclu51on here,

e e - - e

8 See, e.g., Table 5-5 on page I-5-10, Table 16-1 on page II-16-4,
igure 16-9, page II-16-22, and pages II-17-4 - II-17-6.

9/ In fact, for water quality control planning purposes the Truckee
River has been identified as an effluent-limited-1 segment (EL-1).

This means that additional treatment and control measures will be nec-
essary for the Truckee River to achieve and maintain the receiving
water quality objectives established as necessary for the protection

of beneficial uses. The Basin Plan indicates that the Lower Truckee
River has violated nutrient standards, but the installation of advanced
waste treatment for municipal discharges which cumulatively affect the
area should provide the water quality necessary to meet the goals of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L. 92-500). See Water Quality
Control Plan, North Lahontan Basin (6A), Part II, Chapter 15.

10/ See the "Rancho Caballero" decislon, State Board Order No. 73-=4,
(In the Matter of the Petition of Orange County Water District for
Review of Order No. 72-16 of the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Prescribing Waste Discharge Require-
ments for Rancho Caballero Mobilehome Park).
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Alpine Springs contends that the Regional Board was
required to comply with Water Code Sections 13280 through 13282
in adopting the prohibition contained in Order Ne, 6—7677. Since
the referenced code sections were adopted in 1977 (Stats. 1977,
Chapter 1194 [AB-542]), to be effective January 1, 1978, we
disagree. The new sections apply to prohibitiens adopted or
prescribed on'eanfter January 1, 1978. It is a.general rule of
law that statﬁtes operate prospectively, unless specific provision is
made by the Legislature for retroactive application.ll/l The
subject prohibition was adopted January 22;l1976."0rder No.
6-76~7 was effective when adopted. The inclusion of the pro-
hibition to require termination of discharge at a future date
is tantamount £¢ specifying a time schedule for compliance with
requirements,lg/_the application of which is undisturbed.by the

enactment of a later law which has not been explicitly made

retroactive.

11/ DiGenova v. otate Board of Education (1942) 57 Cal.2d 167;
Ity of Sausalito v. County of Marin (1970) 12 Cal.App.3d 550;
Gordon H. Ball, Inc., v. otate of California (1972) 26 Cal.App.3d
162; Sutherland, statutes and Statutory Eonstructigny Lth Ed., 1973,
Section 41.04.

12/ See Water Code Section 13263(c). We note also that in this par-
ticular case the EIS indicates that the subject Alpine Springs pro-
hibition was adopted prior to January 22, 1976, and that the effect of
the Regional Board action of January 22, 1976, was to extend the due
date for compliance with the prohibition. (EIS, pages 98 and 249.) We
also note here that we normally would not consider what is the mere
readoption of a pre-existing discharge requirement provision to be an
appealable action under Section 13320 of the Water Code. However, we
realize that in this particular instance the simultaneous adoption of a
flow limit well below the limit imposed in previous requirements (i.e.,
reduction from .30 mgd to .16 mgd) gave the requirement to terminate dis-
charges from existing facilities new significance and, therefore, we have
undertaken in this order to review the requirement to terminate dis-
charges after January 1, 1978, on its merits.

i
q




lTo the‘extent that the Petition to Intervene submitted
by Alpine Meadows of Tahoe, Inc., incorporates the arguments
and authorities aSserted by Alpine Springs to espablish that the
prohibition in Order No. 6-76-7 is improper, it is addressed by ,
the above discussion. However, Alpine Meadows also asserts that
the adoption of Order No. 6476—7, a’ong with tne inclusion of flow
restrictions inFOrder No. 6-77-27 destroys a vested right of
Alpine Meadows to-continue to receive service‘from Alpine Springs,
by precluding the use of the existing Alpine Springs facility
(for which Alpine Meadows has contributed certain payments) in
order to provide such service, and by limiting Alpine Springs flows
to an amount which will not accomodate all prOJected peak winter
flows from Alpine Springs. Alpine Meadows is a California
corporation which'operates a winter recreation area on U. S.
Forest Service lands for which sewage service is-provided by
Alpine Springs,

California case law makes clear the duty.of a public
entity which prbvides sewage treatment services to meet its
contractual commiﬁments to provide such services without violating

13/

water quality requirements== Of course, even if the adoption
of waste discharge requirements has the effect of limiting the
present abllity of an entity to provide sewage service, this

limitation does not itself preclude the construction of additional

13/ Morshead v. California Regional Water Quality Control Board
(1975), B5Cal.App.3d 442, Fallen Leaf Lake Protection Association
v. South Tahoe Public Utility District (l975)_460al App.3d 816,
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capacity to provide such service consistent with the applica-
ble Basin Plan and othérraptlicabié iegal requirements.
Therefore, Alpine Meadows should take up its need for capacity
with Alpine Springs.

For all of the above stated reasons we uphold the
adoption of Prorision I11.9., of LahOhtan Regionél Board Order
No. 6-76-7.

B. THE INCLUSION OF FLOW LIMITATIONS IN REGIONAL

BOARD ORDERS NOS. 6-77-27 AND 6-76-7.
1. IS IT PROPER AND PERMISSTBLE FOR A REGIONAL

BOARD TO INCLUDE FLOW LIMITATIONS IN WASTE DISCHARGE

REQUIREMENTS ADOPTED PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 4, DIVISION 7,

OF THE WATER CODE?

This.issue is raised by the pétitions of Alpine
Springs and T-TSA, and the Squaw Valley request for capacity.
T-TSA contends~thét the inclusion in Order No. 6-77-27 of flow
limitations which'govern waste flows coming into_the T-TSA
plant was improper for both total flows and flows from contribu-
ting communities. T-TSA contends that the adopted flow
limitations violate Water Code Section 13263(a) in that they
constitute the prescription of waste dischargevrequirements
for a discharge into community sewer system; that the flow
limitations violate Water Code Section 13360 by specifying
the manner of compliancej that no authority exists in State or

Federal law for the prescription of waste discharge requirements
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which are unrelated to water quality; énd that no authority
exists in the California Environmental Quality Act for the
inclusion of flow limitations in waste discharge requirements.
It is also T-TSA's contention that the inclusion of the flow
limitations in Order No. 6=77-27 constitutes interference with
contractual rights and obligations inder the T-TSA State

Grant contract. T-TSA 1s joined in these contentions by
Alpine Springs, which also contends, with respectvto Order

No. 6-77-27, that the flow limitations constitute an improper
limitation and unaﬁthorized restriction of the authority of
T-TSA to operate facilities for the collection,»treatment and

disposal of sewage delivered to T-TSA by Alpine Springs.

With respect to Order No. 6-76-7, Alpine Springs
raises substantially the same contentions as those stated |
above relative to Order No. 6-77-27, and asserts that the
limitation on total flows from the Alpine Springs treatment
plant after January 1, 1978, was also adopted in violation of
Water Code Section 13263 due to the Regional Board's failure

to take into account economic consilderations and faillure to make

findings concerning the'elements required to be_éonsidered by
Water Code Sections 13241 and 13263. |
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL:QUALITY ACT
We address first the argument that the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not provide authority
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for the inclusion of flow limitations in waste diecharge
requirements.-we_find that pursuant to CEQA the
Regional Board had a duty to consider the broad environ-
mental effects of the T-TSA project in prescribing waste discharge
requirements, end that this duty included the obligation to pre-
scribe mitigation measures for identified potentially s1gni—
ficant env1ronmental effects or, albernatively, to determine .
such measures to be infeasible or the duty of another agency.
In performing its duties under CEQA tbe Reglonal Bcard had the
authority to prescribe waste flow limitations as an approprilate
mitigation measure,

CEQA contains a clear direction to stéte agencies to
consider the broad environmental effects of projects which

they approve or carry out. 1&/

It therefore supplements the
authority of the”State and Regional Boards to protect the
environment by prescribing and enforcing waste discharge
requirements.‘ At the time of the adoption of Order No. 6-77-27,
containing the T-TSA waste discharge requirements, CEQA
regquired state égencies in reviewing é project both to

consider the broad environmental effects the project could

have and to adoptAfindings providing for mitigation of adverse

ienvironmental effects. Thus, when Order No. 6-77-27 was adopted

14/ See CEQA, Public Resources Code, especially Sections 21000(d),
21002.1.
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by the Lahontan Reglonal Board the Board had the rlght and the

unmlstakable 1eglslat1ve mandate to con81der the effects 7

of permlttlng a waste dlscharge on the total env;ropment
as well as on water quallty.lé/

The T-TSA sewage treatment plant construction
constituted a‘project subject to CEOA which required the
approval of the Reglonal Board, through the prescfiption of
waste discharge,requirementso (See Public Resources Code
Section 21065.) Although our regulations implementing CEQA
list issuance»ef'waste discharge requirements»pure;ant to
Article 4, Chapter 4, Division 7 of the Water Code as
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA, (Title 23,

California Administrative Code, Chapter 3,'Section 2714(4))

15/ This conclusion is supported by the determination of the
California Supreme Court that the Legislature intended CEQA "to

be interpreted in such manner as to afford the fullest possible
protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the
statutory language". Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors,
(19) 8Cal.3d 247, 259; Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (1976) 1l7/Cal.3d
768, as modified 18Cal.3d 190, 198. Also, the California Attorney
General has concluded:

"Because of the unmistakable legislative mandate that
all public agen01es consider the effect of their actions
on the environment...the state and regional boards

must consider the effects of waste discharges on
factors of the environment other than those strictly
related to water quality."

(See Attorney General's Oplnlon No. S0 73~ L,
emphasis added.)
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these regulations were adopted prior to the California Supreme

Court's decision in Wlldllfe Alive v. Chickering (supra at footnote 15).

Subsequent to the Wlldllfe Allve de0181on we gave our Reglonal

Boards instruction on compllance w1th CEQA in the issuance
of such requirements.lé/

In addition, we have also held in a number of previous

. orders that, when considering controversial projects for which

environmental documents have been prepared, the Regional Board
should consider such documents prior to its approVal in order

to comply with the policies of CEQA. Consistent with this

interpretation are the State Board's CEQA regulations, effective

when Order No. 6-77-27 was adopted, contained in Title 23,
California Admihistrative'Code, Chapter 3, Subchapter 17,
especially Section 2718, which provides:

"The state board or a regional board may prohibit
or condition the discharge of waste and may condi-
tion water reclamation in order to protect against
environmental damage, to minimize adverse environ-
~mental impacts, or to ensure long-term protection
of the environment."l17/

Based upon the above discussion and cited authorities, the
Regional Board had the ability to consider the broad environ-

mental effects of the T-TSA project in adoptlng ‘Order No. 6- 76 7,

1nclud1ng those effects unrelated to water quallty.

Moreover, the flow limitations specified in Order No. 6—77—27,

and partlcularly the total flow permitted (4.83 mgd) relate
specifically to capa01ty available in an identified treatment
plant, and we cannot agree that these llmltatlons are in facttotally

unrelated to water quality. At least with respect to the total

16/ April 1, 1977, Memorandum from W. R. Attwater, Chief Counsel, to. all
1. Bd. Executive Officers, Subject: IMPLFMENTATION OF CEQA.
,§~-Ihls -State-Board -poilicy-applies-toali— W&S%G“*dﬁﬂh&l”%ﬁ"i‘é(}ﬂrr‘ea
ments, whether they are issued under Chapter 4 or Chapter 5.5 of Division
7, Water Code. See the following orders previously adopted by this
Board: Nos. WQ 75-4 (Diamond A Ranch), 75-8 (Kirtlan), 76-5 (City of
Arcata), and 77-11 (Pacific Water Conditioning Association).
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flow limitation, we have previously discussed the ability of

the Regional Board to adopt a prohibition in our Order No. WQ 76-11,
referenced gggzg. The need to prevent nuisance, pollution, or
contamination which may occur due to waste discharges in excess of
the design capacity of a treatment plant, which may not receive
adequate tfeatment,'can Jjustify the adoption of a flow limitation

and is directly related to water quality;lg/ Consistent with these

- water quality concérns, the distribution of total available capacity

by assignment'or'allocation»among several contributing public entities
may be viewed as a sharing or distributing of responsibility in

maintaining proper waste treatment.

Having discussed the ablility of the Regiohal-Board
under CEQA to consider and prescribe appropriate mitigation
measures, we must now determine whether thé sﬁctions of the
Water Code brought to our attention by Alpine Springs and
T-TSA preclude.the Regional Board from adopting flow limitations,
such as those contained in Order No. 6-77-27, as a mitigation
measure for idéntified environmental impacts of the T-TSA
project. For the reasons stated below, we conciudé that they
do not.

 PROSCRIPTION AGAINST SPECIFYING THE

MANNER OF COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS

(WATER CODE SECTION 13360)

18/ 1In Order No. WQ 76-11, the Las Virgenes decision discussed
above, we 1llustrated our conclusion that pursuant to Water Code
Section 13243, Tlow restrictions could be properly adopted, by
saying: "We need not search too far to find an example of what

we would consider an appropriate limitation on flow. Assume, for
example, a discharger proposing a discharge flow of 8 mgd with
disposal facilities, including reclamation, spray disposal fields
and percolation ponds, of a limited capacity of 4.5 mgd. Is there
any real question that, under these circumstances, a Regional
Water Quality Control Board would have any alternative except to
limit the effluent flow to 4.5 mgd?" (Order No. WQ 76-11, page 11.)
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Petitionerscontend that by pfescribing flow limita-
tions applicablé to waste flows to the T-TSA plant from
member entities and to the total inflow to the plant
the Regionél Board has improperly specified the manner of
compliance with‘Wéste dischargé requirements. We diségree.

Water dode Section 13360, cited by Alpine Springs and
.T—TSA, wasué product of the change in the regulaﬁory approach
to water pollutién‘control adopted by the Legislature in 1949. The
predecéssor to Section 13360 (formerly Section 1306h),;2/ was adopted
as part of the Dickey Water Pollution Act which changéd
the process of regulating.waste discharges frém_specifyiné
facilities to be constructed to specifying conditions to be

maintained. Section 13360 provides:

"No waste discharge requirement or other order of a
regional or state board or decree of court issued under
the provisions of this division shall specify the
design, location, type of construction or particu-
lar manner in which compllance may be had with such
requirement, order or decree, and the person so ordered
shall be permitted to comply therewith in any lawful
manner; provided, however, that if the court, in an
action for an injunction brought under this division,
finds that the enforcement of an injunction restraining
the discharger from discharging waste would be impra-
cticable, the court shall have the power to issue any
order reasonable under the circumstances requiring
specific measures to be undertaken by the discharger
go comply with the discharge requirements, order or
ecree. '

19/ Former Water Code Section 13064 provided: "No order
issued under the provisions of this article shall specify the
desigp, location, type of construction or particular manner
in which an operation causing or threatening to cause a
condition of pollution or nuisance is to be corrected, and the

person so ordered shall be permitted t
in any lawful manner." p © correct the copdition

TR
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A flow limitation_doés not constitute a limitation upon the method by
ﬁhiéh watéf quality results are achieved. Rather,-it should be
viewed as a partial prohibitioh prescribed pursuant to Water

Code Sectioh 13243 (set forth above, at page 12). As discussed

above (at pages 13 and 24), in Order No. WQ 76-11 we held that Regional

Boards have ample authority to adopt limitations on the volume

. of wastes discharged as a part of waste discharge requirements,

under appropriate circumstances, and that such requirements would

not violate Water Code Section 13360, but would constitute a

prohibition pursuant to Water Code Section 13243.°

T-TSA has contended that the only authority of the State
and Regional Boards to restrict waste discharge flows exists in
the enforcement:sections of the Porter-Cologne Act, specifically
in Wéter Code Section 13301. Section 13301 permits the adoption

of a "connection ban", i.e., a prohibition or restriction against

_new discharges to a community sewer system, until violations of

applicable requirements or prohibitions are terminated. T-TSA's
COntentioh is not correct. Water Code Section 13243 clearly
permits a total’prohibition against discharge, ahd, therefore,

by definition a,iesser limitation, i.e., a restriction of flows,

in both planning and regulation. That is,-a préhibition may be
adopted in eiﬁhef a water quality control plan ér in waste discharge
requirements, or'invboth. 1t is appropriate to note here the

breadth of Water Code Section 13243. No-restrictions of. Regional
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Board regulatory authority, such as the restriction regarding
dischafgés to a community sewer system which appears in Water
Code Sections 13260 (regarding reports of waste discharge) and
13263 (regarding waste discharge requirements as to the nature
of dlscharges to be permitted), appear in Section 13243.
The flow limltatlons contained in Revlonal Board Order No.
6-77-27 constitute prohibitions and do not violate Water Code
Section 13360.'.Wé reserve for thebmoment our discussion of
the volume flow“limitation contained in Regional Board Order
No. 6-76-7.

REGULATION OF DISCHARGES INTO A COMMUNITY

SEWER(SYSTEM (WATER CODE SECTION 13263)

T-TSA and Alpine Springs argue that the flow

limitations in Ofder No. 6-77-27 constitute waste discharge

requirements prescribed for discharges into a community sewer

- system, and are therefore contrary to Water Code Section 13263.

Water Code Section 13263 directs that ﬁﬂéﬁﬁeéiéhéi—ébardhéﬁall
prescribe requirements as to the nature of waste discharges
"except dischargéé into a community sewer system”. (Water Code
Section 13263(a), set forth at page 11, herein.)

As petitioners correctly note, Division 7 of the Water
Code contains no definition of "community sewer éyétem" to guilde
in the implementation of this section. The definitions of
"community" and "sewer system" set forth in State Board regulations
and guidance for purposes of determining the eligibllity of

projects for funding under the construction grants program do not
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apply to the question at hand.gg/

Instead, it is necéssary to
review the language of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act and 1its legislative history.

The Porter-Cologne Act passed by the California
Législature in.1969, became effective January 1, 1970, super-
ceding the Dickéy.Water Pollution Act. As petitioners note,
it is a generalvrule that when a statute repeals and re—-enacts
an older statute essentlally for purposes of consolldation and
clarlficatlon and without substantial change, then the statutory

revision effects the continuation of the older statute, In

Re Dapper (1969) 61lCal.2d 1842/

‘29/ Even if we were to apply the State Board regulations and

provisions applicable to the construction grants program to these
petitions, as suggested by the petitioners herein, the flow limi-
tations contained in Order No. 6-77-27 for the T-TSA treatment

plant would not constitute requirements regulating discharges to

a community sewer system. The T-TSA constructlon grant project,

as funded in part by the State and the Federal Government, included
1nterceptors, a treatment plant and an effluent disposal system.

A definition of "interceptor" is provided by regulatlion (23 Cal. Admin.
Code Section 2102(y)). The definitions provided for the program apply
for purposes of determining the priority and eligibility of a

project competing with other projects to receive funds and the

elements of the project that will be funded. Since "interceptor"

is8 defined as "a closed conduit...whose primary purpose is to transport
wastewater from an entire community...", had the members of T-TSA

not been considered separate communities, it is highly unlikely that
grant funds would have been used to support construction of the

Truckee River Intercepton since the sewer line connecting the member
entities would then have been considered a "collector sewer"., As such
it would normally not have been fundable pursuant to State Board ’
grant regulations.

21/ See Alpine Springs supplemental points and authorities
submitted by letter of April 12, 1977, (revised May 11, 1977),

page 8, and T-TSA Statement of Points and Authorities in Support
of Petition, page 2.
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In the case of Water4Code Sections l3260}and 13263,
both of which except discharges to a community sewer system
from their application, the Legislative Committeé Comment
contained in the'Water Code indicates that they wefe intended
to coﬁtinue inweffect former Section 13054, 1In fact, former
Section 13054 contains language similar to that of the present
Water Code which excepts discharges to a community sewer system
from its application. We find discussion of the rationale
for explicitly exceptiﬁg discharges to a community sewer system
from waste discharge requirements in the "Preliminary Report of
the Interim Fact-Finding Committee on Water Pollution", which
was presented to the Legislature on January 19, 1949, This
report describes the work of the Committee, summarizing its pre-
liminary proposals for amendments to the Water Code and their
underlying intent. This report indicates that the intent of the
Committee was to:strengthen existing state laws to insure
effective abatémént of water pollution and equitable control of
waste-disposal practices under conditions of rapid growth in
California. Among othervtﬂ{ngs; éhé substarnce O£-the amendmenté

proposed embodied this purpose:

"f. To provide in the law that prime respon-
sibility for proper disposal of waste rests

with any agency operating a community or cooperative
waste collectlion system; and to provide that

action against contributors to such system may be
taken only after fallure of action against the
responsible agent, and only in matters of imminent
hazard to the public health, or permanent damage to
a natural resource;" (Emphasis added.)

(Preliminary Report, Interim Fact-Finding Committee
on Water Pollution, published by the Assembly of the
State of California, January 19, 1949, at page 5.)




The legislative intent

(_
!
]
D
><l
o
[l
-
[o N
[
ja

0
(o}
e
1)}
(@]
o
©
=

oQ
[0]
)]
ct
o]
¥

~community sewer system from regulation by waste discharge require-

‘ments was to prevent regulation by the issuance of requirements to

' persons actually discharging wastes into a sewer system maintained

he public entity was given the prime
responsibility for proper disposal of the wastes.- "Contributor",

as used in the above description, means the ultimate source of

_l

wastes We cannot find
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ive hist ory any intent

to excuse local public agencies with responsibility to treat

and dispose of sewage, such as the T-TSA member entities, from
their responsibilities in the event that a regional agency is
formed to share those responsibilities. Rather, the creation of
the regional agency WHich assumes waste disposal obligations of a
local governmental entity or entities muet be viewed as creating
a joint resonsibility and obligation to treet and dispose of
wastes. The regional ageney acts as the'ageﬁt‘bf the local
entities, Whieh’femainvultimately respensible for the proper
disposal of wastes.genefated}inwtheif-ceﬁmuﬁities. Thus, even
if iﬁdividual fequirements are not prescribed for'each public
entity cohtributiﬁg wastes to a regional treatment plant, the
contributing cohmﬁnities Will have a shared respdnsibility to
meet waste discharge requirements of the‘regional agency‘and to

prctect water quality.22/

gg/ Although there may be-a situation in which the creation of

a reglonal agency will result in the removal cf certain powers
from the member entities of the agency, there is no such indica-
tion in the case of T-TSA. Rather, according to Water Code
Appendix Sections 114, et seq., the powers of T-TSA are exercised
permissively and are not in derogation of any of the powers of
any member agency.
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In any-case, the flow limitations contained in Regional
Board Order No. 6-77-27, are included in waste discharge require-
ments for T-TSA. They are not requirements prescfibed directly

against the T-TSA member entities,

Our decision on this issue turns on the intent of
the Legislaturéfiﬁ revising water pollution conﬁrol laws, and
in this case we cannot find that Order No. 6-77-27 prescribes

requirements for a discharge to a community sewer system. It is not,

therefore, necessary to define f

urther either "community" or "sewer

system". Neither does the description of the physical configuration.

of Alpine Sprihgs'Awaste collection and disposal system persuade.
us that,theAflow,iimitatiQHS_impr0perly regulate discharges
to a community séwer system.

~ FLOW LIMITATIONS CONTAINED IN

© REGIONAL BOARDiﬁaDER NO. 6-76-T

Alpine Springs has asserted that in adopting Order

No. 6-76=7 the Regional Board failed to follqw.thefmandate of
Section 13263 by_not considering economic factors, and,
specifically, tﬁe‘economic impact to Alpine Springs of having
waste flows reducéd from the .3 mgd permitted by:previous
requirements to .16 mgd, the flow limitation applicable after
January 1, 1978. As previously discussed herein, it is not
necessary for the Regional Board to reconsider each of the

elements set forth in Section 13241 in adopting waste discharge

requirements to implement a properly adopted basin plan.
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Section I.A.2 of Regional Board Order No. 6=76-7
specifies a volume limitation on discharges from the Alpine
Springs facility after January 1, 1978. This section should
be construed te'be.consistent with Section II.9. of the
same order whieh prohibits any discharge from the facllity after
Jenuary 1, 1978. We do not read Section I.A.2-as'intended to
regulate waste discharges of Alpine Springs after its connection
to the T-TSA plant. In order to make the requirements internally

consistent, it must be read only to limit maximum waste flows

from Alpine Springs untll the conveyance of its wastes to
the T-TSA plant for treatment. Section I.A.2 of Regional Board
Order No. 6-76-=7 is no longer effective when Alplne Springs conveys

its wastes to T—TSA for treatment
Based'upon the above discussion and cited
authorities, we cannot conelude that 1s was per se improper
for the Regional'Board to include flow limitatiens in waste
discharge requirements edopted pursuant to Chapter 4, Division 7,
of the Water Code} We must now consider whether the flow
limitations of Orders Nos. 6-77-27 and 6-76-7 were adopted
under appropriate circumstences. ‘
2. ARE THE FLOW RESTRICTIONS CONTAINED IN
REGIONAL BOARD ORDERS NOS. 6-77-27 AND 6-76-7 REASONABLE
AND APPROPRIATE?
Alpine Springs and T-TSA contend that‘the adopted
flow limitations, of both Order No. 6=77-~27 and Order No. 6-76-7

are in fact inappropriate and are supported by neither the
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evidence which was before the Regilonal Board, nbr the findings
contained in the Orders. In partlcular, they cbntend that
both the EIS and the Step III Grant Contract fdr_the T~-TSA
projeot,‘upon which the adopted limitations were in part based,
in fact support a different flow restriction (capacity allocation),
if any, i.e., ohe which permits larger winter waSte flows than
those providéd; In effect, T-TSA, Alpine Springs and Squaw Valley.
seek recognition of historical seasonal differences in waste
volumes produced_by the T-TSA member entities (as indicated in the
T-TSA project'EIS), acknowledgement that the flow allocation of the
T-TSA Step III State Grant Contract was based upon summer population
and flow projeétions, and clarification that such éllocation was not
intended to restrict winter discharges. Similarly, T-TSA asserts
that it was not the intent of the parties to the contract to specify
a year-round flow'allocation, and that the subject flow allocation
was based on and intended to apply to summer flows only.

The assertion concerning the intent of the parties to the
state grant contract ignores the express basis of Order No. WQG 75-15,
upon which the grant offers were based. The petitioner involved in
Order No. 75-15 did not limit its concern to excessive growth in summer-
time populationlbnly and, as a result, the flow limitations adopted as a
part of the resolution of the petition were intendéd to apply year-round.
For the reasons expressed below, we have concluded that the Regional
Board actions were appropriate. We affirm herein our decision in Order
No. WQG 75-15. However, taking into account evidence in the EIS pre-
pared for the T-TSA project which gndicates the péak population for
Alpine Springs ahd'Squaw Valley occurs during winter and which is not
reflected in the Capacity allocation set forth in Order No. WQG 75-15,

we find that the capacity allocation should be interpreted to permit

¢ mm————
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increased winter time flows for Alpine Springs and Squaw Valley, pro-

vided that certain conditions are met.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FLOW LIMITATIONSgi/

The T-TSA regional treatment facilities were con-
structed with the assistance of state and federal grant funds.
A system of determining eligibility To receive funds was developed
pursuant to Stete and Federal Law as a regulatoryimechanism for
the division of’ limited funds among competing applicantsgﬁf
An assessment of the environmental impacts of any
proposed_treatment plant project to be grant funded must
be conducted and may result in limitations on the»grant
assistance provided. In the case of the T-TSA project,
the grant eligible‘capacity was determined to be 4.83
mgd. An EIS was nreparediby the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency assessing the environmental impacts of a

treatment plant of 4.83 mgd. Our Order No. WQG 75 15 approved a

‘plant size of b, 83 for the T-TSA regional project, conditioned

upon capacity allocations for the communities contributing

/ The flow limitations are set forth in this Order at page 4
Tirant contract allocations) and page 5 (T-TSA discharge requirements).
24/ For a more detailed explanation of the procedure by which
eligibility to receive grant funds is determined, see State Board
regulations contained in Title 23, California Administrative
Code, Chapter 3, Subchapter 7.

%
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waste to T-TSA for treatment. The capacity allocation which
we devised, and which TeTSA accepted, was set forth in Order
No. WQG 75-15 which states:

"These figures represent the capacity necessary

to serve the peak summer equivalent populations

set forth at page 84 of the EIS."

"It is anticipated that cupacity could be redis-

tributed upon agreement of the district which

- would lose capacity. However, such a redistri-

bution could necessitate preparation of an addi- .

tional environmental impact analysis."

(Order No. WQG 75-15, page 14.)

The flow limitations indicated in Order No. WQG 75-15
were developed, based upon the summer time population projections
for T-TSA member entities contained in Appendix O of the EIS,
to mitigate potential adverse.environmental effects of the
project due to excessive urbanization in the Lake Tahoe Basin. As
- contained in thé'Step IIT State Grant Contract and the EPA grant
offer, (i.e., Without indication that they were'based
upon summer time'flow projections or were otherwise intended
only to apply to summer time flows), they formed the basis of
the limitations set forth in the T-TSA waste discharge require-
ments, Regional Board Order No. 6-77-27.

Although we are not formally reviewing our Order

No. WQG 75-15, the issues raised by petitioners and Squaw

Valley occasion a discussion of our intent expressed therein.
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The Regional Board application of the allocation in Ordef

No. 6-77-27 is consistent with the plain meaning of the

Step III State Grant Contract language. Faced with the duty

of reviewing the broad environmental effects of the T-TSA
project and noting the potential for adverse environmental
impact, the Regioﬁal Board essentially adopted a measure
prescribed by ﬁhe'State Board to mitigate the identified impact,
and it was reasonable in doing so. As alternatives to this
action, consistent with CEQA, the Regional Board had

the opportunity to consider other mitigation measures,

if any were available,_or to find it was infeasible to mitigate
the identified~impacts. (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1)
HoWever, the Regional Board has a duty to act cbnsistent with
State Board'policy expressed in water quality orders. We cannot

find fault with the course of action chosen.

It was our inﬁent, expressed in Order No. WQG 75—15,
to require a yéér—round capacity allocation based on pro jected
peak summer flow levels for each of the communities contributing
waste to T—TSA. Our recent reevaluation of the EIS (particularly
Appendix 0) hdwever, indicates that as opposed to the other T-TSA
members Alpine Springs and Squaw Valley historically had their
peak populationiand high flows in the winter time. As a result,
a flow allocation based upon summer time flows inéquitably affects
these two entitieé., Therefore, we are willing tq.interpret the
allocation of capacity in our contract with T-TSA in the

following manner:
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During winter only, i.e., between November 1 and

May 1, there may be waste flow from Alpine Springs which is in
excess of its Specified allocation but not more than 190,000 gpd
7-day average, and waste flow from Squaw Valley Which is in
excess of its sbecified ailocetion but not more fhan 540,000 gpd
7-day average,.and, therefore, total flow to the T-TSA plant
of not more than 5.08 mgd 7-day average; provided, however,
that the T-TSA plant must meet all other discharge specifications
contained in pert I of Lahontan Regional Board Order No. 6-77-27.
These Specified:flows represenﬁ the capacity necessary to serve
the peak winter equivalent populations for Alpine Springs and
Squaw Valley;gé/ Since these two areas have beenfprimarily
winter recreation areas, the increased allocations essentially
avoid the hardship that could result from flow limitations based
on summer or "off—seasoﬁ" population pro jections. |

This interpretation permits accomodation of the historic
fluctuation in seaSonal population experienced.by Alpine Springs
and Squaw Valley, which was not specifically reCOgnized in the
allocations, without contravening the objective of minimizing
adverse envirenmental impacts. It is consistent with both the EIS
for the T-TSA treatment plant project and the North Lahontan Basin
Plan (64).

- 25/ These limitations are derived from the winter population

projections for Alpine Springs and Squaw Valley, contained in
Appendix O of the EIS, and the growth rates used in Table 21
of the EIS. They provide that the T-TSA plant may receive

peak use flows from Squaw Valley and Alpine Springs in accordance
with their winter needs as set forth in Appendix O. .
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With the above-stated qualifications, and if T-TSA ‘and its member
entities concur in the rellef provided Alplne Sprlngs and Squaﬁ—Valley
by this interpretation, varlatlon in the Alplne Sprlngs and Squaw Valley
winter flows and in the total flow into the T—TSA.plant above
the present capacity allocations is permissible;

We mustsemphasize that we make the above interpretation
of the T-TSA capébity allocations only as a result of compelling
indications that the use which would be permltted in the Alpine
Springs and Squaw Valley service areas as a result was anticipated
by the EIS and that such use would not result ;n any environmental
- impacts substantially different from those analyzed in the EIS.
Further, in the future we will not accepﬁ for consideration
.any requests for.reinterpretation or modification of the T-TSA
contract without Eg1g§ concurrence of any T-TSA member entity
which would,loseléapacity,as we originally statédiin our earlier
Order No. WQG 75-15. | |

At a very late stage in these proceedings (i.e., at the
April 4, 1978 wbrkshop concerning the draft order in this matter)
several member entities of T-TSA raised the argument that the State
Board should provideAsome'rélief to T-TSA and its member entities other
than Squaw Valley and Alpine Springs with respect to their winter

flow limitations to provide for infiltration and ihflow.




~L0-

As discussed above, our revised interprefation
of the T-TSA capacity allocations is limited to providing a
winter flow increase for Alpine Springs and Squaw Valley
consistent with their projecﬁed populations as set forth
in Appendix O of the EIS. It is not intended to provide for
increased infiltfatibn or inflow in the Squaw Valiey or Alpine
Springs area.

Althoﬁgh some small percentage of infiltration/inflow
will exist in almost any collection and conveyance system,

it was determined by T-TSA's own consultants at the time the

T-TSA plant was designed that with reasonable control of

infiltration/infiow summer waste flows would be the peak flows
at the plant. The design (and construction) of the plant was
accordingly based upon projected summer peak wasteflows without

adding capacity for infiltration/inflow;gé/ We see no reason

to draw a contrary conclusion from that drawn by T-TSA's own studies.
We have'determined that the Regional Board's action in

including flow limitations applicable to individual communities in the

T—TSAvwaste diSéharge requirements was proper, but these limitations

must be interprefed and épplied consistent with this order. We likewise

conclude that the findings of Order No. 6-77-27 are adequate to

support the wéSté discharge requirements contained therein, since

they demonstrate sufficiently the reasoning of the Regional Board

26/ Jee the T-TSK Amended Project Report (referenced by the EIS
and contained in the State Board files related to the T-TSA
grant project) and the T-T8A Preliminary Design Report.
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in reaching the conclusions contained in the Order.gz/

SQUAW VALLEY REQUEST FOR INCREASED CAPACITY
IN THE T-TSA PLANT, IN ORDER TO PROVIDE
SERVICE TO BLYTH ARENA |

The flow‘allOCation contained in the grant contract
represents an equitable distribution of available capacity in
the T-TSA treatméht plant, although it neither recognizes seasonal
flow variations, nor provides for (or réquires) capaclity to be
distributed furthef to individual customers of the communities
served by the plant. Based upon Water Code Sectidn 13260 and as
indicated in our discussidn abové related to Alpine Meadows of
Tahoe, Inc., it is inappropriate for us or for the Regional
Board to recogﬁize'SPecific customers, such as the Blyth Arena,
as entitled to a:separate capacity allocation or tb direct a
public agency to provide service to a specific individual.

It is asserted that the waste treatment needs of. Blyth
Arena were overlodked by the EPA in the preparation of the EIS
for the T-TSA_tfeatment plant project. It is neither appropriate
nor permissible for us to create a capacity allocation in the T-TSA
plant for serviéé'requested by Blyth Arena or to direct that Squaw
Valley provide such service. Neither is it productive to speculate

as to specific uses and users included in the base population figures

27/ See Order No. WQ 77-16, concerning legal issgeg ralsed
By the Pacific Water Conditioning Association Petl?lon ?or
Review of Orders Nos. 75-105 and 75-107 of the Callfornla
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Regilon.
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for the population projections found in Appendix O of the EIS.
It would be extremely difficult and unproductive to try to
determine at this time what particular individual users were or-

were not included in the base population figures at the time the

I, m-
.ULOUIIO WEei't pl epdaiecu,. 11l

EIS does not contain raw population

(]

survey data, any detailed explanation of the method of population

ena. The
population projedfions were not intended to be a mechanism for
determining which customers within an area would receive service, or
for providing service to customers whose uses changed in the future.gg/
Significant capacity for growth over and above population levels at
the time the plant was designed was included in the design of the
T-TSA treatment plant and in the corresponding flow limitations.

The member entities of T-TSA have the sole responsibility of
determining how they will permit their capacity allocations to be
used. SQuaw Vailey has the option of serving Blyth Arena with a part
of its capacity~ailocation. Neither our previous order, nor the

EIR, nor the T-TSA grant contracts assign the Squaw Valley
allocation to individual users. In addition, other options

exist for obtaining treatment capacity to serve Blyth Arena.

28/ The Squaw Valley request for capacity indicates that capacity

1s desired in order to provide year-round waste service to Blyth Arena
to accomodate expanded use of the Arena. In accordance with State

and Federal Grant Regulations, the EIS projections were based upon
existing and historic populations rather than on wastewater
production projections related to planning underway in the area.
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Among them are improvement in control of infiltration and inflow,
obtaining capacity from another T-TSA member entity, and planning
for capacity in anexpansion of the T-TSA plant. This order

does not preclude obtaining capacity by any of these means.
Certainly, any expansion of facilities at Blyth Arena will require
extensive environmental and financial analysis, which should

include analysis of waste treatment alternatives.

For the above-stated reasons we deny the Squaw Valley Request
for Capacity to serve Blyth'Arena. This denial, however,
would not preclude our approval of an increase in Squaw Valley's
allocation if capacity is obtained from another member entity
with its consent, in accordance with this order and Order No. WQG 75-15.
C. OTHER CONTENTIONS |
Although some additional issues were raised by the
parties to these proceedings, we find it unnecessary to consider
and discuss in detail each of the remaining conténtions.since the

resolution of several of the issues as set forth above is

dispositive of thése proceedings.
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" | Among them are improvement in control of infiltration and inflow,
obtaining capacity from another T-TSA member entity, and planning
for capacity in anexpansion of the T-TSA plant. This order

does not preclude obtaining capacity by any of theée means.
Certainly, any.expansion of facilities at Blyth Arena will require
ekteﬁsive environmental and financial analysis, which should

include analysis of waste treatment alternatives.

For the above-stated reasons we deny the Squaw Valley Request

for Capacity to serve Blyth‘Arena. This denial, however,

would not preclude our approval of an increase in Squaw Valley's
allocation if capacity is obtained from another member entity

with its consent;'in accordance with this order' and Order No. WQG 75=15.

. C. OTHER CONTENTIONS

"_\" Although some additional issues were raised by the

parties to these proceedings, we find it unnecessary to consider
and discuss in detail each of the remaining conténtions since the

resolution of several of the issues as set forth above is

dispositive of these proceedings.
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@ III. CONCLUSIONS

3 After review of the record, and for the reasons
% heretofore expreésed, we Have reached the following concluslons:
1. The_Regional Board properly adopted Provision II.9.
of Order No. 6476—7; prohibiting the discharge of waste from the
g ' ‘Alpine Springs Cbunty Water Distfict tréatﬁent-fécility after | ;
é : January 1, 1978} |
2. Thé:Regional Board's inclusion of flow

limitations‘in waste discharge requirements for T-TSA adopted pursuént

to Water Code, Division 7, Chapter 4, did not violate pro-

visions of the California Environmental Quality Act or

Sections 13260, 13263 and 13360 of the Water Code.
. 3. The Regional Board properly adopted the flow
| limitations specified in our Order No. WQG 75-15, in Order

No. 6-77-27, containing waste discharge requirements for the

regional treatment plant of the Tahoe—Truckee'Sanitation Agency.
However, we have found it necessary to clarify herein the

intent of Order. No. WQG 75-15.

b, The Regional Board properly adopted Discharge
Specification I.A.2. of Order No. 6-76-7, containing a flow
restriction on waste discharges from the Alpine springs
County Water District Treatment Plant effectiVe for the period
until the date that the T- TSA reglonal treatment plant became

available to receive wastes from Alpine Springs.
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5. Information contained in the EIS for the T-TSA
treatment plant project indicates that Alpine Sprihgs and Squaw
Valley have higher winter wastewater flows than summer flows

(up to the limits specified herein), and that our'grant contract

3

et Al Mo
witn i-

[

'SA should be read to permit an equitable adjustment in
the winter flow limits only for Alpine Springs.énd‘Squaw Valley,
so long as.the T-TSA plant meets all other applicable discharge
Specifications; |

| IV. ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. Thé Alpine Springs County Water District Petition
for Review of Order No. 6-76=7 of the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, is denied.

2. The Alpine Springs Counﬁy Water District and the
Tahoe—Truckee'Sanitation Agency Petitions for Review of Order
No. 6-77-27 of thé Califbrnia Regional Water Quaiity Control
Board, Lzahontan Region, are denied.

3. The Alpine Meadows of Tahoe, Inc., Petition to

-Intervene in the Alpine Springs County Water District Petitions

for Review of Orders Nos. 6~76-7 and 6-77-27 of the California

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan'Region, is accepted

for review but denied on its merits.

L. We intend to interpret our cohtract with T-TSA as
set forth at page 38, above; énd the California'Regionai Water
Quality'Control Board, Lahontan Region, is directed to administer
Order No. 6-77-27 in accordance with the terms of this Order

regarding increased winter flows for Alpine Springs and Squaw Valley,
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and the correspdnding increase in total flows to the T-TSA
plant, unless on or before thirty days from the date of
adoption of this order T-TSA or one of its member entities
files with the State Water Resources Control Board written
notice of objection to the relief provided to Alpine Springs
and Squaw Vélle& by our revised interpretation, éccompanied
by a statement of the grounds for such objection.

5. Upon the filing of a written objection as des-
cribed in paragraph 4 the State Water Resqurces Control Board
will within thirty days from the date of filing modify this
order if appropriate. If no such modification occurs, this

order shall take effect on the thirty-first day after the

date objection is filed and shall be served upon the parties hereto.

Dated: APR 20 1978

Eon ﬁaughag, ; Chal

[iie /e sy,

W. W. Adams, Member

Effective: MAY 22 1978

—_—

STATEMENT OF JOHN E. BRYSON
CONCURRING IN PART AND DISSENTING
IN PART FROM THE BOARD ORDER
I concur in the Order of the Board except insofar as
it permits flow to the T;TSA treatment plant in excess of 4.83
mgd. In my opihibn, based on data contained in the EIS prepared

for the T-TSA project, Squaw Valley and Alpine'Springs are

entitled to some relief from their capacity allocations during

4

5 B
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the winter time. I dissent, however, from providing that
relief in such a way that total waste flows to the T-TSA
plant are perﬁitted in excess of u.83 mgd prior to conducting
a new environmental impact analysis to comply with the
California Envifohmental Quality Act and to supplement or

amend the EIS.

/)

E. Bryson, Chairman /4
rring in part, dissenting in part.
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Exhibit A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROI BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric Company, )
Potrero Powerplant to Cease and Desist from
Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge )
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by )
the California Regional Water Quality Control )
Board, San Francisco Bay Region (NPDES CA0005657))
)

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On May 18, 1976, the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board; San Francisco Bay Region, adopted Order No. 76-61, an [W
NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the
discharge from Pacific Gas and Electric Companyls Potrero
steam generating electric powerplant, hereinafter referred to
as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows;

"A., Effluent Limitations

2. Waste 003 shall not contain constituents in excess

of the following limits:

30-day Maximum
Constituent Units Average Daily
a. Total Suspended Solids mg/1 30 100
1b/day 1.5 5.0
c. Total Copper* mg/1 1.0 1.0
lbs/day 0.05 0.05
d. Total Iron* mg/1 1.0 1.0

lbs/day 0.05 0.05

* Tncremental increase above levels in low volume waste stream."




"'Board Order No. 76-61.

Self-monitoring and other reports and testimony before this
Board indicate that the discharger is violating or threatens

to violate the requirements listed in Finding B. of this Order.
On October 9, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory. requirements
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutants
from steam-generating electric powerplants. The FWPCA requifed
adherence with said standérds by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained

in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Regional

On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due
notice to the discharger and all other affected persons, this
Board conducted a public hearing at which the discharger appeared
ahd evidence was received concerning the discharge.

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No. 76-61 as shown in Finding B.
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be
duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirementé of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water

Code Section 13389.




Exhibit B

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric Company,)
Hunters Point Powerplant to €ease and Desist )
from Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge )
Westes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the)
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, )

San Francisco Bay Region (NPDES CA0005649)

— —

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A.

On May 18, 1976, the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Fransico Bay Region, adopted Order No. 76-60, an
NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the
discharge from Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Hunters
Point steam-generating electric powerplant, hereinafter
referred to as the discharger.

The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"pA., Effluent Limitations

2. Wastes 003a. and 003b. shall not contain constituents
in excess of the following limits:

30-day Maximum

- Constituent Units Average Daily
a. Total Suspended Solids mg/1 30 100
: lbs/day 12 25
c. Total Copper mg/1 1.0 1.0
- 1bs/day 0.3 0.3
d. Total Iron mg/1 1.0 1.0
1bs/day 0.3 0.3"

Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger and
testimony before this Board indicate that the discharger
is violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed

in Finding B. of this Order.

Ty .
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On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutant
from steam-generating electric powerplants. The FWPCA required
adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 76-
On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California fter due

notice to the discharger and all other affected persons, this

-Board -conducted. a public hearing at which the discharger_

appeared and evidence was received concerning the discharge.
The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in‘Order No. 76-60 as shown in Finding B.
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be
duly diligent.

This action is exémpt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water

Code Section 13389.

IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes
contrary to requirements listed in Finding B. above.

The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 76-60
Sections A.Z.a., A.2.c., and A.2.d4. in so far as they apply
to.boilef blowdown and low volume wastes in accordance with

the following time schedule:

-2

S

60.



‘ ‘. IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

A. The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding B. above.

B. The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 76-61
sections A.2.a., A.2.c., and B.2.d4. in so far as they apply
to boiler blowdown wastes and low volume wastes in accordance

with the following time schedule:

Compliance Report of
Task Date Compliance Due
a. Complete construction
and achieve full
compliance August 1, 1978 August 15, 1978

C. The discharger shall submit to the Regional Board with a copy
to the State Board by not later than April 15, 1978, a report
on the feasibility of discharging some or all of the boiler

' blowdown and low volume wastes to the San Francisco City sewer
system on an interim basis pending completion of freatment
facilities.

D. This Order applies only to that portion of Waste 003 that
consists of boiler blowdown wastes and low volume wastes.

E. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board
by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under
penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the
provisions of this Order.

F. 1If the Regional Boafd Executive Officer finds that the discharger
has failed to comply with the provisions of this Order, he is
dirécted to request the Attorney General to take the appropriate
‘action against the discharger, including injunction and civil‘

monetary remedies, if appropriate.
@




I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,
true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California

Water Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978.

Executjyve Director

%iﬂ%—\
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. Report of
Task Compliance Date Compliance Due

Complete construction

and achieve full

compliance December 1, 1978 December 15, 1978
This Order applies only to that portion of Wastes 003a. and
003b. that consists of boiler blowdown.

The discharger shall submit to the Regional Board with a copy
to the State Board by not later than April 15, 1978, a report
on the feasibility of discharginé some or all of the boiler
blowdown and low volume wastes to the San Francisco City sewer
system on an interim basis pending completion of treatment
facilitiés.

The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board
by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under
penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with‘the
provisions of this Order.

If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the dis-
charger has failed td comply with the provisions of this
Order, he is directed to request the Attorney General to take
the appropriate enforcement action against the discharger,
including injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appro-

priate.

Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

Executfive Director

& ar s







Exhibit C

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, Oleum Power Plant to Cease and
Desist from Discharging and/or Threatening
to Discharge Wastes Contrary to Require-
ments Prescribed by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco
Bay Region (NPDES CAO005631)

Nt et s et et st st e

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On May 18, 1976, the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region, adopted Order No. 76-62, an
NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the
discharge from Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Oleum steam-—
generating power plant, hereinafter referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"A, Effluent Limitations:

2. Waste 002 shall not contain constituents in excess of

the following limitss
30-day Maximum

Constituent Units Average Daily
a. Total Suspended Solids mg/1 30 100
lbs/day 8L 185
c. Total Copper* mg/1 1.0 1.0
lbs/day 1.9 1.9
d. Total Iron¥* mg/1 1.0 1.0
lbs/day 1.9 1.9

*Incremental increase above low-volume water concentration



C.

. E.

F.

H.

Self-Monitoring and other reports from the discharger and

testimony before this board indicate that the discharger is

violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed in

Finding B of this Order.

On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection

Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements of

the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (FWPCA),

best practicable control technology currently available (BPCTCA)
standards for the discharge of specific pollutants from steam-

generating electric power plants. The FPWCA required adherence _

with said standards by July 1, 1977. ~ |
The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained .

in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 76-62.

On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources Building,
1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due notice to

the discharger and all other affected persons, this Board conducted
a public hearing at which the discharger appeared and evidenée was
received concerning the discharge.

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA standards
required in Order No. 76-62 as shown in Finding B above, by the
July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of thé California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000

et seq. 1in accordance with the provisions of California Water

Code Section 13389.




IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:
- A. The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding B. above.
B. The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 76-62,
~insofar as they apply to boiler blowdown and laow volume wastes,
Sections A.2.a., A.2.c., and A.2.d. in accordance with the

following time schedule:

Report of
Task Compliance Date Compliance Due
a. Complete construction and April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979

achieve full compliance

C. This Order applies only to that portion of Waste 002 that
consists of boiler blowdown and low volume wastes.

D. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board by
April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under penalty
of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the provisions
of this Order.

E. If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the discharger
has failed to comply with the provisions of this Order, he is
directed to request the Attorney General to take the appropriate
enforcement action against the discharger, including injunction
and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

’

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Resources Control Board on MAR 16 1978

2 L

Executi¥ve Director







| : Exhibit D

; ' STATE OF CALIFORNIA
o STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, Avon Power Plant to Cease and Desist
from Discharging And/Or Threatening to
Discharge Wastes Contrary to Requirements
Prescribed by the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region (NPDES CAOOO4871)

N e et e N N e e

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On December 17, 1974, the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region, adopted Order No, 74-202, an NPDES
permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the discharge
from Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Avon steam-generating
electric power plant, hereinafter referred to as the discharger.
B. On July 20, 1976, the Regional Board adopted Order No. 76-73,
‘ amending Order No. 74-202.
C. The amended waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as
follows:
"A. Effluent Limitations to be met by July 1, 1977, or as
otherwise specified below:
1. The discharge of Waste OOl containing constituents in
Lo . excess of the following limits is prohibited:

30-Day  Maximum

Constituent Units Average Daily

b. Iron, total% 1b/day 0.260 1.62
kg/day 0.117 0.735

mg/1 0.10 0.39

*Limitations incremental with respect to intake water from Contra
Costa Canal." ‘




G.

30-Day Maximum

Constituent Units Average Daily
c. Copper, total¥* 1b/day 0.260 1.62
kg/day 0.117 0.735
mg/1 0.10 0.39
d. Total suspended 1b/day 56.3 324
solids* kg/day 25.5 147
me /1 22 78

Higy/ -

Self-Monitoring and other reports from the discharger and testimony
before this board indicate that the discharger is violating or
threatens to violate the requirements listed in Finding C of this
Order.

On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection

_Agency _established, in accordance with statutory requirements of

the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (FWPCA),

best practicablve control technology currently available (BPGTCA) .
standards for the discharge of specific pollutants from steam-
generating electric power plants. The FWPCA required adherence
with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained

in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Orders Nos. 74L-202
and 76-73.

On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources Building,
1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due notice to the
discharger and all other affected persons, this Board conducted a
public hearing at which the discharger appeared and evidence was

received concerning the discharge.

*Limitations incremental with respect to intake water from Contra ,
Costa Canal.™ (.

-2



The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA standards
required in Orders Nos. 74-202 and 76-73 as shown in Finding C
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be duly
diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000

et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water

Code Section 13389.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

A.

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding C above.

The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 74-202
(as amended by Order No. 76-73) Sections A.l.b., A.l.c., and A.l.d.

in accordance with the following time schedule:

Task Compliance Date Report of
Compliance Due
a. Complete construction April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979
and achieve full
compliance

The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board by
April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under penalty

of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the provisions of

“this Order.

If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the discharger
has failed to comply with the provisions of this Order, he is
directed to take the appropriate enforcement action against the
discharger, including injunction and civil monetary remedies, if

appropriate.




I, Bxecutive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

ExecutfZve Director

%%M




Exhibit E

STATE OF CALTFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric )
Company, Martinez Power Plant to Cease )
and Desist From Discharging And/Or )
Threatening to Discharge Waste Contrary )
to Requirements Prescribed by the )
California Regional Water Quality Control )
Board, San Francisco Bay Region (NPDES )
CAOOOL049) : g

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On December 17, 1974, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, adopted Order No. 74~203,
an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the
discharge from Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Martinez steam-
génerating electric power plant, hereinafter referred to as the
discharger..

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"A., Effluent Limitations

1. The discharge of Waste OO0l containing constituents in
excess of the following limits is prohibited: .

Constituents Units 30-Day  Maximum
Average Daily

b. Iron, total¥ 1b/day 0.260 1.74
kg/day 0.117 0.789
mg/day 0.10 0.42
c. Copper, total* 1b/day 0.260 1.74
kg/day 0.117 0.789

ng/day 0.10 0.42
d. Total suspended solids* 1b/day 52.8 324
kg/day 24.0 147
.« . mg/1 21 78

*Limitations incremental with respect to intake water from Contra Costa
Canal." -




__E._

F.

G.

Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger and testimony
before this Board indicate that the discharger is violating or
threatens té violate the requirements listed in Finding B of this
Order. |

On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (FWPCA),
best practicable control technology currently available (BPCTCA)
standards for the discharge of specific pollutants from steam-
generating electric power plants. The FWPCA required adherence

with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The..BPCTCA standards and 1977 .compliance. deadline are contained

in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 74-203.
On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources Building,
1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due notice to the
discharger and all other affected persons, this Board conducted a
public hearing at which the discharger appeared and evidence was
received concerning the discharge. _

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA standards
required in Order No. 74-203 as shown in Finding B above, by the
July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000

et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water Code

Section 13389.




IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

A.

C.

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding B above. |
The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 74-203,
Sections A.l.b., A.l.c., and A.l.d. insofar as they apply to
boiler blowdown and low volume wastes in accordance with the
following time schedule: .

Task Compliance Date Report of
Compliance Due

a. Complete construction and April 1, 1979 April 1, 1979
achieve full compliance

This Order applies only to that portion of Waste 00l consisting
of boiler blowdown and low volume wastes.

The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board by
April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under penalty
of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the provisions of
this Order. |

If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the discharger
has failed to comply with the provisions of this Order, he is
directed to request the Attorney General to take the appropriate
enforcement action against the discharger, including injunction

and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing as a full,

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Resources Control Board, on AR 16 1978

Execut§Ze Director







Exhibit K

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Southern California Edison Company, )
Mandalay Generating Station to Cease and Desist
from Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region (NPDES CA0001180)

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A, On February 28, 1977, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No. 77-51,
an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for
the discharge from Southern California Edison Company's
Mandalay stream-generating electric powerplant, hereinafter
referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"A Effluent Limitations:

2. Effluent Limitations for Discharge Serial No. 001:

c. The discharge of an effluent from Discharge Serial
No. 001 in excess of the following limits after

July 1, 1977, is prohibited:

Discharge Rate Concentration
(1lbs/day) Limit
Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Free
Available
Chlorine * * 0.2 0.5

* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the
tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of once-through

cooling water.




"Neither free available chlorine nor total residual

. chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more

than two hours in any one day and not more than one
unit in any plant may discharge free available or

total residual chlorine at any one time unless the

utility can demonstrate to the Board that the units

in a particular location cannot operate at or below
this level of chlorination (such as at times when red

tide conditions create excessive corrosion effects).

"B, Effluent Limitations for Inplant Waste Streams:

1.

The discharge of an effluent for the following waste

‘categories in excess of the following limits after

July 1, 1977, is prohibited. If the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency concurs regarding
fundamental difference as discussed in Findings 16,
17,.18, and 19 the effluent limitations in Items B.l.a.,

B.1.b., and B.l.c. are not applicable.




. b. Boiler Blowdown:

Discharge Rate Concentration Limit
(lbs/day) (mg/1)
Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-Day Average 30-Day Average Maximum
Copper * : * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0
* The’discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the
tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of the specified
wastes.
C. Receiving Water Limitations:

2. The pH shall not be changed at any time more than 0.2 units
. | ' from that which occurs naturally. Compliance with this
limitation shall be determined ffom samples collecfed at
stations representative of the area within the waste field
where initial dilution is completed."
Cc. Self-monitoring and other reporté from tﬁe discharger and
testimony before this board indicate that the discharger
is violafing or threatens to violate the requirements listed
~in Finding B of this Order.
D. On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements
of the Federal Water Pollutidh Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently available

(BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutants
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A.

from steam-generating electric power plants. The FWPCA

required adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained

in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 77-52.

On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources Building,

1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due notice to

the discharger and all other affected persons, this Board

conducted a public hearing at which the discharger appeared and

evidence was received concerning the discharge.

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA standards

required in Order No. 77-52 as shown in Finding B above, by the

July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California

.Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000

et seqg.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water

Code Section 13389.

1S HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary

to requirements listed in Finding B above.

The discharger shall comply with Regional'Board Order No. 77-52.

Sections A.2.c., B.l.a. (copper and iron limitations), B.l.b.

(copper and iron limitations), and C.2. in accordance with the

following time schedule:

Task

Compliance Date Report of
Compliance

Complete construction
and achieve compliance April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979

C.

This Order applies to the boiler blowdown from the two
small auxiliary boilers described in the discharger's letter
to this Board dated October 13, 1977 and to no other boiler .

blowdown.
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he discharger is required to provide t

o]
Board by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a

report, under penalty of perjury, on progress toward
compliance with the provisions of this Order.

If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the dis-
charger has failed to comply with the provisions of this
Order, he is directed to request the Attorney General to
take the appropriate enforcement action against the dis-

charger, including injunction and civil monetary remedies,

if appropriate.

Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California

Water Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

Executfive Director

«M;;é‘?/éé%«_







Exhibit L

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROIL BOARD

Order Requiring Southern California Edison Company, )
Long Beach Generating Station to Cease and Desist )
from Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge )
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the )
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, )
Los Angeles Region (NPDES CA0001171) ;

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On February 28, 1977, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No. 77-49,
an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements
for the discharge from Southern California Edison Company's
Long Beach steam generating electric powerplant; hereinafter
referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part,
as follows:

"A, Effluent Limitations:

2. Effluent Limitatiohs for Discharge Serial No. 001:

c. The discharge of an effluent from Discharge Serial
No. 001 in excess of the following limits after

July 1, 1977, is prohibited:

Discharge Rate Concentration
(lbs/day) Limit
Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Free
Available: : . c
Chlorine * , * 0.2 0.5

* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined
using the tabulated concentration limits and flowrate
of once through cooling water.



"Neither free available chlorine nor total residual

chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more
than two hours in any one day and not mofe than one
unit in any plant may discharge free available or
total residual chlorine at any one time unless the
utility can demonstrate to the Board that the units
in a particular location cannot operate at or below
this level éf chlorination (such as at times when
red tide conditions create excessive corrosion

effects).

"B, Effluent Limitations for Inplant Waste Streams:
1. Thé discharge of an effluent for the following
waste categories in excess of the following limits
after July 1, 1977, is prohibited. If the Adminis- ‘
trator of the Environmental Protection Agency concurs
regarding fundamental difference as discussed in
Findings 19, 20, and 21 the effluent limitations in
Items B.l.a., B.1l.b., and B.l.c. are not applicable.
b. Boiler Blowdown:
Discharge Rate Concentration
(lbs/day) Limit
: ~Maximum _ . Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Suspended * : * 30 100
Solids .
0Oil and Grease * * ) 15 20
Copper * * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0

the tabula

specified wastes.

The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using

ted concentration limits and flow rate of the
-2



C. Receiving Water Limitations:

-

2. The pH shall not be changed at any time more than 0.2
units from that which occurs naturally. Compliance
with this limitation shall be determined from samples
collected at stations representative of the area within
the waste field where intial dilution is completed."
Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger
and testimony before this board indicate that the discharger
is violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed
in Finding B. of this Order.
On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently available
(BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutants
from steam-generating electric power plants. The FWPCA required

adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The‘ﬁfCTCA séanéardéméﬁd 1979 éompliancé-ééédlinérare contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 77-49.
On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after.due
notice to fhe discharger and all other affected persons, this
Board conducted a public hearing at which the discharger éppeared
and evidence was received concerning the discharge.

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA standards
required in Order No. 77-49 as shown in Finding B. above, by

the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to have been duly diligent.

~3-
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This action is exempt from the requirements of the California

Tlever i amamrnem o a1l N ]
Environmental Quali

et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water
Code Section 13389.

IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes

contrary to requirements listed in Finding B. above.

The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 77-49.

Sections A.2.c., B.1l.b. (copper and iron limitations only for

' Units B8R and 9), and C.2. in accordance with the following time

schedule: ' Report of
"Task Achieve Compliance Compliance Due

Complete construction : .
and achieve compliance April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979
TheAboiler"blqwdownnf:om Units 8R and 9 shall be directed to

a retention basin for partial treatment prior to discharge in

accordance with the committment made in the discharger's letter

to this Board dated October 13, 1977.

The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board

by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under
penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the
provisions of this Order.

If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the
~discharger has failed to comply with the provisions of this
Order, he is directed to request the Bttorney General to

take the appropriate enforcement action against the discharger,

including injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appro-

3




. I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,
true, and correct copy of #n Order adopted by the California

Water Resources Control Board on MAR 16 1978

ve Director

Z. YUethbur







Exhibit M

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Southern California Edison Company,
Ormond Beach Generating Station to Cease and Desist
from Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region (NPDES CA0001198)

R N

The:Célifornia Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On February 28, 1977, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No. 77-52,
an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for
the discharge from Southern California Edison Company's
Ormond Beach steam generating electric power plant, herein-
.after referred to as the discharger. '

B. The waste discharge requirements proVide, in part, as follows:

"A. Effluent Limitations

2. Effluent Limitations for DiSchargé'Sériél No. 001:

C. The discharge of an effluent from Discharge Serial
No. 001 in excess of the following limits after

July 1, 1977, is prohibited:

‘Discharge Rate . . Concentration Limit
(1bs/day) (mg/1)
: Maximum . Daily
Constituent Daily 30-Day Average ' 30-Day Average Maximum
Free Available '
chlorine * * 0.2 0.5

* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the
tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of once-through
cooling water.




) @; o
"Neither free available chlorine nor total residual
chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more '
than two ﬂours in any one day and not more than
one unit in any plant may discharge free available
or total residual chlorine at any one time unless
the utility can demonstrate to the Board that the
units in a particular location cannot operate at
or below this level of chlorination (such as ét
times when red tide conditions create excessive
corrosion effects).

B. ‘Effluent Limitations for Inplant Waste Streams:

1. The discharge of an effluent for the following waste

' categories in excess of the following limits after
July 1, 1977, is prohibited. If the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency concurs regarding funda—.
mental difference as discussed in Findings 23, 24, 25,
and 26 the effluent limitations in Items Bla, Blb, and Blc,
are not applicable.

a. Metal Cleaning Wastes:

Discharge Rate Concentration Limit
(1bs/day) (mg/1) Daily
Maximum _ Maximum “
Constituent Daily 30-Day Average 30-Day Average
Copper * * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0
* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the

tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of metal cleaning
wastes.




Exhibit N

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Southern California Edison
Company, El Segundo Generating Station to
Cease and Desist from Discharging And/Or
Threatening to Discharge Wastes Contrary to
Requirements prescribed by the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, los
Angeles Region (NPDES CAOO01147)

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On February 28, 1977, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No., 77-48, an
NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the
discharge from Southern California Edison Company's El Segundo
steam—-generating electric power plant, hereinafter referred to

.‘ as the discharger.
B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"B, Effluent Limitations

2. Effluent Limitations for Discharge Serial Nos. 001 and 002:

c. The discharge of an effluent from Discharge Serial
Nos. OOl and 002 in excess of the following limits
after July 1, 1977, is prohibited:

Concentration
Discharge Rate (1bs/day) Timit
MaxImum 30-Tay ily
Constituent Daily 30-Day Average Average Maximum
Free available * * 0.2 0.5
chlorine
‘ *¥The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the tabulated

concentration limits and flowrate of once through cooling water.




.
*Neither free available chlorine nor total residual '
chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more

than two hours in any one day and not more than one

unit in any plant may discharge free available or

total residual chlorine at any one time unless the

utility can demonstrate to the Board that the units

in a pérticular location cannot operate at or below

this level of chlorination (such as at times when

red tide conditions create excessive corrosion

effects).

it ... . Co Effluent Limitations for Inplant Waste Streams:

2. The discharge of an effiuent for the following waste | ‘
categories in excess of the following limits after July 1,
1977, is prohibited. If the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency concurs regarding fundamental
difference as discussed in Findings 16, 17, and 18, the
effluent limitations in Items C2a, C2b, and C2c are not
applicable.

b. Boiler Blowdown:

Discharge Rate (lbs/day) Concentration Limits (mg/1)

Maximum . 30-Day Daily
Constituent Daily Average 30-Day Avg. Maximum
Copper * * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0

*The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the tabulated
concentration limits and flowrate of the specified h

—2-




E.

F.

H.

Self-Monitoring and other reports from the discharger, and testimony
before this board indicate that the discharger is violating or

threatens to violate the requirements listed in Finding B of this

order.

- On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection

Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments o
best practicable control technology currently availablé (BPCTCA)
standards for the discharge of specific pollutants from steam—
generating electric power plants. The FWPCA required adherencé
with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained

in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 77-48.
On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1311 of the Resources Building,
1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due notice to

the discharger and all other affected persons, this Board conducted
a public hearing at which the discharger appeared and evidence was
received concerning the discharge.

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA standardsl
required in Order No. 77-48 as shown in Finding B above, by the
July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000

et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water

Code Section 13389,




IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: '
A. The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding B above.
B. The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 77-48,
Sections B.2.c. and C.2.b. (copper and iron limitations) in
accordance with the following time schedule:

Task Compliance Date Report of
Compliance Due

a. Complete construction and April 1, 1979' April 15, 1979
’ achieve compliance -

C. The discharger shall direct all boiler blowdown to retention basins
for partial treatment prior to discharge in accordance with the
commitment contained in the discharger's letter to this board
dated October 13, 1977.

D. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board by .
April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under penalty
of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the provisions of
this Order.

E. If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the discharger
has failed to comply with the provisions of this Order, he is
directed to request the Attorney General to take the appropriate
enforcement action against the discharger, including injunction
and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Exe cut%‘ e Director '

Resources Control Board. MAR 16 1978




Exhibit ©

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring City of Los Angeles, Department)
of Weter and Power, Scattergood Generating . )

Station to Cease and Desist from Discharging )
and/or Threatening to Discharge Wastes Contrary)
to Requirements Prescribed by the California )

Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los BAngeles Region (NPDES CA0000370)

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A.

on April 25, 1977, the California Regional Water Quali ty
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No. 77-72,

an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for
the discharge from the City of Los Angeles, Department of Water
and Power's Scattergood steam-generating electric'powerplant,
hereinafter referred to as the discharger.

The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

. - -

"B, Effluent Limitations for Inplant Waste Streams:

1. The discharge of an effluent for the following waste
categories in excess of the following limits after
July 1, 1977, is prohibited. If the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency concurs
regarding fundamental difference as discussed in
Findings 19, 26, and 21, the effluent limitations in
Item B.l.a., B.1.b.,, B.l.c., and B.l.d. are not

applicable.




¢c. Boiler Blowdown:

Discharge Rate Concentration
(1lbs/day) - Limit (mg/1)

. Maximum Dailly
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Suspended
Solids * * 30 100
0il and Grease * * 15 20
Copper * * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0

d. Low Volume Wastes

- Discharge Rate Concentration
(lbs/day) Limit (mg/1)
Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30—day Average Maximum
Suspended .
Solids = TR * oo : -30 100
0il and Grease * * 15 20

C. Self-monitoring and other reports from fhe discharger and
testimony before this Board indicate that the discharger is
violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed
in Finding B. of this Order.

D. On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance Qith statutory requirements
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific bollutants
from steam-generating electric powerplants. The FWPCA fequired

adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the
" tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of the specified .
wastes.
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The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 77-72.
On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due
notice to the discharger and all other affected persons, this
Board conducted a public hearing at which the dischafge appeared
and evidence was received concerning the discharge.

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No. 77-72 as shown in Finding B.
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be duly
diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resouréeé Code Section 21000
et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California

Water Code Section 13389.

IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes
contrary to requirements listed in Finding Bf above.
The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 77-72

Sections B.l.c. and B.l.d. in accordance with the following

time schedule:

Repbrt of
Task Compliance Date Compliance Due
Complefe construction
and achieve compliance April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979

The discharger shall route most of the low volume wastes to
holding ponds and those low volume wastes requiring oil treatment
through an o0il water separator for partial treatment prior to dis-
charge in accordance with the committment made by Mr. Gladbach

in testimony before this Board.
-3.




D. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board

by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under

penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the

provisions of this Order.

E. If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the dis-

areaanr hag £ailad + v with +h
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he is directed to request the PAttorney General to take the
appropriate enforcement action against the discharger, including
injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.
I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,
true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California

Water Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

Exm;:wﬁ | \

e Director




Exhibit P

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring the City of Los Angeles, )
Department of Water and Power, Haynes Generating)
Station to Cease and Desist from Discharging )
and/or Threatening to Discharge Wastes Contrary )
to Requirements Prescribed by the California )
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los )
Angeles Region (NPDES CA0000353) )

)

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A. On Ppril 25, 1977, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No. 77-70,
an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for
the discharge from the City of Los Angeles, Department of
Water and Power's Haynes steam-generating electric powerplant,
hereinafter referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"B. Effluent Limitations for Inplant Waste Streams:

1. The discharge of an effluent for the following waste
categories in excess of the following limits after
July 1, 1977, is prohibited, If the Administrator

vof the Environmental Protection Agency concurs
regarding fundamental difference as discussed in
Findings 18, 19

20, and 21, the effluent limitations

14 ’

in Items B.l.a}, B.1l.b., and B.l.c. are not applicable.




W .
b. Boiler Blowdown:
Discharge Rate Concentration
(1bs/day) Limit
Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Suspended
Solids * * 30 100
0il and Grease * * 15 20
Copper * * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0
c. Low Volume Wastes .
(except secordary treated municipal wastewater):
Discharge Rate Concentration
(1bs/day) Limit
Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Suspended S : -
Solids * * 30 : 100
0il and Grease * * 15 20"
C. Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger and

testimony before this Board indicate that the discharger is
violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed

in Finding B. of this Order.

On October 8, 1974, the United.States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements

of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutants
from steam-generating electric powerplants. The FWPCA required

adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

*

The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using.the
tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of the specified P
wastes. .
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The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained

in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 77-70.

On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after

due notice to the discharger and all other affected persons,
this Board conducted a public hearing at which the discharger
appeared and evidence was received concerning the discharge.
The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No. 77-70 as shown in Finding B..
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be
duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seqg.) in accordance with the provisions of California Weter

Code Section 13389,

IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging.wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding_B. above.

The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 77-70.
Sections B.1l.b. and B.l.c. in accordance with the following

time schedule:

Report of
Task Compliance Date Compliance Due
‘Complete construction
- and achieve compliance April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979

The discharger shall route all boiler blowdown and low volume

wastes through a settling basin and those low volume wastes
requiring oil treatment through an o0il water separator for
partial treatment prior to discharge in accordance with the
committment made by the discharger in its written testimony

before the Board. ~3-




D. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board
by Bpril 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under
penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the
provisions of this Order.

E. If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the discharger
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directed to request the Attorney General to take the appro-
priate enforcement action against the discharger, including
injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

1

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California

Water Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

Director
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D. If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the
discharger has failed to comply with the provisions of this
Order, he is directed to request the Attorney General to
take the appropriate enforcement action against the discharger,
including injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a

full, true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California

Water Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

Execuyive Director
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[ (. discharger, including injunction and civil monetary
remedies, if appropriate.
I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,
true, and correct copy of an Order adopted.by the California

Water Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

2 st

Executfve Director

‘i
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Exhibit F

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
Pittsburg Power Plant to Cease and Desist from
Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
San Francisco Bay Region (NPDES CA0004880)

R A T RN N

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A, On May 18, 1976, the California Regionai Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region, adopted Order No. 76-63, an
NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the
discharge from Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Pittsburg
steam generating electric power plant, hereinafter referred
to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"A. Effluent Limitation

2. Wastes 002, 005, and 006 shall not contain con-

stituents in excess of the following limits:

30-Day © Maximum
Constituent Units Average Daily
a. Total Suspended Solids mg/1 30 100
1bs/day(002) 15 50
lbs/day (005) 45.1 100.1
lbs/day(006) 3.2 7.0

3. Wastes 003, 004(a), and 004(b) shall not contain

4 constituents in excess of the following limits:



30-Day Maximum
Constituent Units Average Daily
a. Total Suspended Solids mg/1 30 100
lbs/day(003)23.7 52.6
lbs/day(004) 0.9 2.0
c. Total Copper* mg/1 1.0 1.0
lbs/day(003) 0.8 0.8
lbs/day(004) 0.04 0.04
d. Total Iron%* mg/1 1.0 1.0
lbs/day(003) 0.8 0.8
1bs/day(004) 0.04 0.04

* Incremental increase above low volume waste concentration"

Self-monitorihg and other reports from the discharger and

v testimony before this Board indicate that the discharger

is violating or threatens to violate the requirements

listed in Finding B of this Order.

On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection ‘
Agency established, in accordance with statutory require-

ments of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments

of 1972 (FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently
available (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific
pollutants from steam-generating electric power plants. The
FWPCA required adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 76-63.
On Monday, Octéber 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources Build-
ing, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due notice
to the discharger and all other affected pefsons, this Board

conducted a public hearing at which the discharger appeared

' l




and evidence was received concerning the discharge.

G. The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No. 76-63 as shown in Finding B above,
by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be duly diligent.

H. This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water
Code Section 13389.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

A, The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding B above.

B. The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 76-63.
Sections A.2.a., A.3.a., A.3.c., and A.3.d. ip so far as they
apply to boiler blowdown and low volume wastes, if any, other
than air preheater wash, fireside wash, and hot process softener

sludge in accordance with the following time schedule:

Task Compliance Report of
Date Compliance Due

a. Complete construction and achieve
full compliance September 1, 1978 September 15, 1978

c. This Order applies only to that portion, if any, of Wastes 002, 003,
004, 005, and 006 consisting of boiler blowdown wastes and low
volume wastes other than air preheater wash, fireside wash, and
hot process softener sludge.

D. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board by
April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under penalty
of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the provisions

of this Order.




~
E. If the Regional Board Officer finds that the discharger

has failed to comply with the provisions of this Order,

he is directed to request the Attorney General to take
the appropriate enforcement action against the discharger,
including injunction and civil monetary remedies, if
appropriate.

I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

1

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California

Water Resources Control Board, on MAR 16 1978

G bl

Executive Director




Exhibit G

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
'STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric Company, )
Contra Costa Powerplant to Cease and Desist from )
Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge )
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by
the Cslifornia Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Central Valley Region (NPDES CA0004863)

R N

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

A, On May 28, 1976, the California Regional Water Quality Control

Board, Central Valley Region; adopted Order No. 76-133, an

NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for the

discharge from Pacific Gas and Electric Company's Contra
Costa steam-generating electric powerplant, hereinafter

referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"B, Effluent Limitations:

1. The discharge of an effluent in excess of the
following limits after July 1, 1977 is prohibited:

a) Discharge 001 and 002:

30-day Daily
Constituent Units Average Maximum
Total Residual Chlorine mg/1 0.0

b) Discharge 004A, 004B, 006 and 007:

30-day Daily
Constituent Units 2verage Maximum
Total Suspended Solids* mg/1 30 100

* Allowable mass emission rates shall be calculated by multiplying

the allowable concentration times the actual flow."




d) Discharge 003, 005, and 008:

30-day Daily
Constituent Units Average Maximum
Total Suspended Solids*  mg/l 30 100 v

Self-monitoring and otﬁer reports from the discharger and
testimony before this Board indicate that the discharger is
violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed in
Finding B. of this Order.

On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements

of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Bmendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharée of specific pollutants
from steam—generating electric powerplants. The FWPCA

required adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 76-133.
On Monday,.dctober 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after
due notice to thé discharger and all othér affected persons,
this Board conducted a public hearing at which the discharger
appeared ahd evidence was received concerning the discharge.
The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No. 76-133 as shown in Finding B.
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be

duly diligent..

Allowable mass emission rates shall be calculated by multiplying
the allowable concentration times the actual flow.

-2




This action is exempt fromtthe requirements of the California

Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000

et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water

’ Code Section 13389.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary

to requirements listed in Finding B. above.

Sections B.l.a., B.1l.b.,

following time schedules:

4.
B.
a)
®
b)
c)

Task

Discharge 005 & 008-
Effluent Limit B.l.d.-
Total Suspended Solids

Complete construction
and achieve full
compliance

Discharge 004A, 004B,
and 007 Effluent Limit
B.1.b.-Total Suspended

- Solids

Begin construction

Complete construction
and achieve full
compliance

Discharge 001 & 002-
Effluent Limit B.l.a.-
Total Residual Cnlorine

Achieve full compliance

and B.1.d.

The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 76-133.

in accordance with the

Compliance Report of
Date Compliance Due
10/1/78 10/15/78
5/1/78 5/15/178
1/1/79 1/15/79
]
7/1/79 7/15/79




The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board

by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under
penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the
provisions of this Order.

Tf the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the discharger
has failéd to comply with the provisions of this Order, he is

directed to request the Attorney General to take the appro-

priate enforcement action against the discharger, including

injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

I. Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Resources Control Board, on pma 16 1978

ExecutSZevDirector




Exhibit H

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE ;WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Pacific Gas and Electric Company, )
Morro Bay Powerplant to Cease and Desist from
Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge )
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the)
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, )
Central Coast Region (NPDES CA0003743) )
)
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On April 9, 1976, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Central Coast Region, adopted Order No. 76-10,
an NDPES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements

for the discharge from Pacific Gas and Electric Company's
Morro Bay steam—-generating electric powerplant, hereinafter
referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

*B. Discharge Limitations

Discharge 002, ... and 008

1. Effective July 1, 1977, the discharge shall not

contain constituents in excess of the following limts:

30-day
Constituent Units Average Maximum
Total Nonfiltrable .
Residual mg/1 30 100
0il and Grease mg/1 15 20
Copper, Total mg/1 1.0 1.0
Iron, Total mg/1 1.0 1.0

2. Metal cleaning wastes, including rinses, shall be dis-
charged at a rate which allows for a dilution of at

least 1:1500 with the once-through cooling watexr."
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Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger and
testimony before this Board indicate that the discharger is
violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed

in Finding B. of this Order.

On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requirements

of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutants
from steam-generating electric powerplants. The FWPCA required
adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 76-10.
On Monday, Octobef 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due
notice to the discharger and all other affected persons, this
Board conducted a public hearing at which the discharger appeared
and evidence was received concerning the discharge.

The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No..76-10 as shown in Finding B.
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be

duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California

Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000

et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water

Code Section 13389.
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IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes contrary
to requirements listed in Finding B. above.
The dischérger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 76-10

as it applies to Discharges 002 and 009 in accordance with the

following time schedule:

S _ Report of

Task Compliance Date Compliance Due
Complete construction
and achieve full
compliance December 1, 1978 December 15, 1978

The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board
by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under
penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the

provisions of this Order.

" If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the discharger

has failed to comply with the provisions of this Order, he is
directed to request the Attorney General to take the appro-
priate enforcement action against the discharger, including

injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Resources Control Board, on pMAR 16 1978

Execuyive Director
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Exhibit I

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Southern California Edison Company,)
Alamitos Generating Station to Cease and Desist
from Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge
Wastes Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region (NPDES CA0001139)

N e e et N

The California Water Resources Control’Board finds that:

A. On February 28, 1977, the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No. 77-47,
an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for
the discharge from Southern California Edison Company's
Alamitos steam generating electric powerplant, hereinafter
referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"B, Effluent Limitations:

2. Effluent Limitations for Discharge Serial Nos. 001,

002, and 003:

c. The discharge of an effluent from Discharge Serial
Nos. 001, 002, and 003 in excess of the following

limits after July 1, 1977, is prohibited:

Discharge Rate Concentration
(1bs/day) Limit _
Maximum _ Daily
Constituent Daily - 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Free Available
Chlorine * * 0.2 0.5

limitation éhall be determined using the

* The discharge rate
tion limits and flowrate of once through

tabulated concentra
cooling water.




"Neither free available chlorine nor total residual .
chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more

than two hours in any one day and not more than one

unit in any plant may discharge free available or

total residual chlorine at any one time unless the

utility can demonstrate to the Board that the units

in a particular location cannot operaté at or below

this level of chlorination (such as at times when red

tide conditions create excessive corrosion effects.)

"C., Effluent Limitations for Input Waste Streams:

2. The discharge of an effluent for the followihg Waste
categories in excess of the following limits after
July 1, 1977, is prohibited. 1If the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency concurs
regarding fundamental difference as discussed in
Findings 17, 18, 19, and 20 the effluent limitations
in Items C.2.a., C.2.b., and C.2.c. are not applicable.

b. Boiler Blowdown:

Discharge Rate Concentration
(1bs/day) Limit
Maximum : Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Copper * * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0

* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the
tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of the specified ‘
wastes.




b. Boiler Blowdown:

Discharge Rate Concentration
{1bs/day) Limit

Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum
Suspended
Solids * * 30 100
Copper * * 1.0 1.0
Iron * * 1.0 1.0
- 3 . n
C. Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger and

testimony before this Board indicate that the discharger is
violating or threatens to violate the requiremeﬁts listed in
Finding B. of this Order.

On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
2gency established, in accordance with statutory requirements

of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutants
from steam-generating electric powerplants. The FWPCA required
adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.

The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirementsg Order NO. 77-51.
On Mondéy, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources

Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due

The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the
tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of the
specified wastes.

e AN
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notice to the discharger and all other affected persons,

this Board conducted a public hearing at which the discharger
appeared and evidence was received concerning the discharge.
The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No. 77-51, as shown in Finding B.
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be
duly diligent.

This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Wafer
Code Section 13389.

IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes
contrary to requirements listed in Finding B. above.

The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 77-51. ‘
Sections A.2.c. and B.1l.b. in accordance with the following
time schedule:

v Report of
Task Compliance Date Compliance Due

Complete construction

and achieve compliance

with the suspended

solids limitations in

Section B.l.b. _ November 1, 1978 November 15, 1978

Complete construction

and achieve full

compliance April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979
The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board
by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under

penalty of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the

provisions of this Order.




"D. Receiving Water Limitations:

2. The pH shall not be changed at any time more than
0.2 units from that which occurs naturally. Compliance
with this limitation shall be determined from samples
collected at stations representative of the area within
the waste field where initial dilution is completed."
C. Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger and
testimony before this board indicate that the discharger is
violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed in
| Finding B. of this Order.
D. On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmentél Protection
. Age.ncy established, in accordance with statutory requirements
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-
able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific
pollutants from steam-generating electric powerplants. The
FWPCA required adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977.
E. The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are contained
in the discharger's waste discharge requirements, Order No. 77-47.
F. On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, after due
notice to the discharger and all other affected persons, this
Board conducted a public hearing at which the discharger

appeared and evidence was received concerning the discharge.




G. The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA

standards required in Order No. 77-47 as shown in Finding B.
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadline, cannot be found to be
duly diligent.

H. This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resburces Code Section 21000
et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California
Water Code Section 13389.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

A. The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes
contrary‘to requirements listed in Finding B. above.

B. The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order No. 77-47.
Sections B.2:c.,- C.2.b., and D.2.- in' accordance with the

following time schedule:

Report of
Task Compliance Date Compliance Due
a. Complete construction
and achieve full
compliance : April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979

C. The discharger shall, in accordance with their letter to
this Board dated‘Octbber 13, 1977, retain and partially treat
the boiler blowdown from Units 1 and 2.

D. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board
by Ppril 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under
penalty of perjury, on progress toward'compliance with the
provisions of this Order. |

E. If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the dis-
charger has failed to comply with the provisions of this

Order, he is directed to request the Attorney General to

take the appropriate enforcement action against the

-4




‘Wastes .Contrary to Requirements Prescribed by the

Exhibit J

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Order Requiring Southern California Edison Company, -
Redondo Generating Station to Cease and Desist
from Discharging and/or Threatening to Discharge

California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Los Angeles Region (NPDES CA0001201)

The California Water Resources Control Board finds that:

a, 6n February 28, 1977, the California Regional Water Quality
Controi Board, Los Angeles Region, adopted Order No. 77-53,
an NPDES permit prescribing waste discharge requirements for
the discharge from Southern California Edison Company's
Redondo steam generating electric power plant, hereinafter
referred to as the discharger.

B. The waste discharge requirements provide, in part, as follows:

"A, Effluent Limitations:

2. Effluent Limitations for Discharge Serial Nos. 001
and 002:

c. The discharge of an effluent from Discharge Serial
Nos. 001 and 002 in excess of the following limits

after July 1, 1977, is prohibited:

Discharge Rate ' Concentration
(1bs/day) Limit
Maximum (mg/1) . Daily
Constituent Daily 30-Day Average 30-Day Average Maximum
Free
Available .
Chlorine * * 0.2 0.5

* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the tabulated
concentration limits and flowrate of once through cooling water.




"Neither free available chlorine nor total residual
chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more
than two hours in any one day and not more than one
unit in any plant may discharge free available or
total residual chlorine at any one time unless the
utility can demonstrate to the Board that the units
in a particular location cannot operate at or below
this level of chlorination (such as at times when-
red tide conditions create excessive corrosion

effects).

. . . -

"B. Effluent Limitations for Inplant Waste Streams:

1.

Constituent

The discharge of an effluent for the following
waste categories in excess of the following limits
after July 1, 1977, is prohibited. If the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Profection Agency conéurs
regarding fundamental difference as discussed in
Findings 17, 18, and 19 the effluent limitations in
Items B.l.a., B.l.b., and B.l.c. are not applicable.

Boiler Blowdown:

Discharge Rate Concentration
(1bs/day) Limit (mg/1)

U

Maximum o Daily
Daily 30-day Average 30-day Average Maximum

‘Suspended
Solids

Copper

Iron

* * 30 100




C. Low Volume Wastes:

Discharge Rate Concentration Limit
‘ ' - (1bs/day)- . (mg/1)
Maximum Daily
Constituent Daily 30-Day Average 30-Day Average Maximum
Suspended
Solids _ * * 30 100

* The discharge rate limitation shall be determined using the
tabulated concentration limits and flowrate of the specified wastes.

"In the event that waste streams from various

sources (a, b, and c) are combined for treatment or
discharge, the guantity of each pollutant or pollu-
tant property controlled in Item Bl above attributable
to each controlled waste source shall not exceed the

specified limitation for that waste source.

. C. Receiving Water Limitations

2. The pH shall not be changed at any time more than 0.2
units from that which occurs naturally. Compliance with
this limitation shall be determined from samples collect-
ed at statiéns representative of the area within the
waste field where initial dilution is completed.”

C. Self-monitoring and other reports from the discharger, and
testimony before this board indicate that the discharger is
violating or threatens to violate the requirements listed
in Finding B of this Order.

D. On October 8, 1974, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency established, in accordance with statutory requiremenﬁs
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972

. (FWPCA), best practicable control technology currently avail-

able (BPCTCA) standards for the discharge of specific pollutants
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from Steamfgenerating electric power plants. The FWPCA
required adherence with said standards by July 1, 1977. ‘

E. The BPCTCA standards and 1977 compliance deadline are
contained in the discharger's waste discharge require-
ments, Order No. 77-53.

F. On Monday, October 3, 1977, in Room 1131 of the Resources
Building, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, Califdrnia, after
due notice to the discharger and all other affected persons,
this Board céﬁducted a public hearing at which the discharger
appeared and evidence was received concerning the discharge.

G. The discharger's past attempts to comply with the BPCTCA
standards required in Order No. 77-53 as shown in Finding B
above, by the July 1, 1977 deadliné, cannot be found to be
‘duly diligent.

H. This action is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 .
et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of California Water
Code Section 13389.

IS IS HEREBY bRDERED THAT:

A. The discharger cease and desist from discharging wastes
contrary to requirements listed in Finding B above.

B. The discharger shall comply with Regional Board Order
No. 77-53. Sections A.2,c., B.1.b., B.l.c., and C.2. in

accordance with the following time schedule:

Report
Task. Achieve Compliance Compliance Due
a. Complete construction
and achieve compliance
with the suspended solids
limitations in Sections
B.l.b. and B.l.c. November 1, 1978 Novenmber 15, 1978




| ) Report
! . v Task Achieve Compliance Compliance

b. Complete constructiocn
and achieve full
compliance with all
requirements April 1, 1979 April 15, 1979
C. The discharger is required to provide to the Regional Board
by April 15, 1978, and monthly thereafter, a report, under penalty
of perjury, on progress toward compliance with the provisions
of this Order.
D. If the Regional Board Executive Officer finds that the dis-
charger has failed to comply with the provisionélof this
~Order, he is directed to request the Attorney General to
take the appropriate enforcement action against the discharger,
including injunction and civil monetary remedies, if appropriate.

I, Executive Director, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full,

’

. true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Water

Resources Control Board on pyaR 16 1978

/ovflél&%o\

Executve Director







