DOWNEY BRAND LLP

10
11
12
13
14
15

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

‘DOWNEY BRAND LLP

16
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621 Capitol Mall, 18th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-4686
Telephone: (916) 520-5376

Facsimile: (916) 520-5776

Attorneys for Petitioner

BEFORE THE ‘
CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

| )

In the Matter of the Camarillo Sanitary )
District’s Petition for Review of Action and )
Failure to Act by the California Regional ) ggglaﬁ%i%%%%%%\gkND
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles ) AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF
Region, in Adopting Order Nos. R4-2014-~ ) PETITION (WATER CODE
0062 and R4-2011-0126-A02 for the ) SECTIONS 13320 and 13321 (stay
Camarillo Sanitary District Water Reclamation) - requested))
Plant. )

)

)

Petitioner Camarillo Sanitary District (“District”), in accordance with section 13320 of the
Water Code, hereby petitions the State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB” or “State
Board”) to review Order Nos. R4-2014-0062 and R4-2011-0126-A02 of the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angelés Region (“RWQCB” or “Regional Board”) reissuing the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) Permit for the Camarillo Sanitary
District Water Reclamation Plant (“Camarillo WRP?) andr an accompanying Time Schedule Order
(*TSO”). Copies of Order Nos. R4-2014-0062 and R4-2011-0126-A02 are attached to this Petition
as Exhibits A and B, respectively. A copy of this Petition has been sent to the RWQCB. The
issues and a summary of the bases for the Petition follow. At such time as the full administrative
record is available and any other material has been submitted, the District will file a more detailed

memorandum in support of the Petition.'

! The State Board’s regulations require submission of a memorandum of points and authorities in support of a petition,
and this document is intended to serve as a preliminary memorandum. However, it is impossible to prepare a thorough
memorandum or a memorandum that is entirely useful to the reviewer in the absence of the complete administrative
record, which is not yet available.
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Camarillo WRP discharges wastewater to Conejo Creek, which was previously
regulated by Order No. R4-2003-0079 (as revised by Order No. R4-2004-01 21) and National
Pellutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0053597 adopted on June 5,
2003, and expired on May 10, 2008. Concurrent with adoption of Order No. R4-2003-0079, this
Regional Board adopted TSO No. R4-2003-0080, which prescribed interiny effluent limits for
chloride. The terms and conditions of the current NPDES order were administratively continued
and will remain in effect until the new permit becomes effective on July 1, 2014,

Prior to the permit being issued in 2003, the Distrlict filed a petition for review on April 29,
2002, with the State Board of specific effluent limitations and requested a stay. The State Board
issued Order No. WQO 2002-0017 on October 17, 2002, aﬁproving a “Stipulation for Order
Issuing Stay” staying the chloride effluent limitations. The remaining petition issues, related to the
Regional Board’s failure to extend interim chloride limits, were held in abeyence for three years.

Subsequently, on July 7, 2003, the District filed a petition of the newly adopted permit with
the State Board seeking, z‘nfer alia, review of the chloride effluent limitations in Order No. R4-
2003-0079 and TSO No. R4-2003-0080, and later formally requested that the State Water Board
issue a stay of those limitations.

-~ On October 20, 2003, the District, the City of Thousand Oaks, the City ef Simi Valleyi and

the Reglonal Board entered 1nto a stipulation entitled Stipulation for Further Order Issuing.
Stay, which stayed the final chloride effluent limitations in the NPDES permits, as well as related
provisions pertaining to chloride limits in the TSOs, for those three wastewater treatment plants.
Specific to the Camarillo WRP, the stipulation stayed the ﬁﬁal chloride effluent limitations in
Order No. R4-2003-0079 and the interim chloride effluent limitations in TSO No. R4-2003-
0080. On November 19, 2003, the State Board adopted Order WQO 2003-0019 approving the
stipulation for stay.

On April 2, 2007, the Regional Board’s Executive Officer administratively issued TSO No.

R4-2007-0010 for the Camarillo WRP, The TSO, which expired on January 31, 2011, contained

2

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT PETITION FOR REVIEW




DOWNEY BRAND LLP

10
11
12
13
14

15

16
17
18
19
20

- 21

22
23
24
25
26
27

28

performance-based interim effluent limitations for Total Dissolved Solids (“TDS™) and sulfate,
calculated using the ninety-fifth percentile of the Camarillo WRP’s efﬂueht data from August 2003
through May 2006. An interim effluent limitation for chloride was not provided in TSO No. R4-
2007-0010 because the State Board-stipulated stay for chloride remained in effect.

On April 3, 2008, tentative waste discharge requirerﬁents ﬁrep'ared for the Camarillo WRP ‘
and‘for other wastewater treatment plants in the Calleguas Creck Watersﬁed were provided to
interested persons and comments were solicited. However, Regional Board staff ultimately chose
not to take those tentative waste discharge requirements to the Regional Board for consideration at
that time.

~ On April 14, 2011, the Regional Board held a h'earing to consider adoption of the proposed
tentative NPDES permit for the Camarillo WRP. However, the District testified that the intérim
effluent limits for salts (such as TDS, sulfate and chloride), which were based upon the interim
Waste Load Allocations (“WLAs") in the Calleguas Creck Watershed Salinity Total Maximum
Daily Load (*“Salts TMDL”) set equal to the 95th percentile concentration of available discharge

data (see Order No. R4-2007-016, Attachment A at pg. 6), would be unattainable during the period

-of time in which the Permittee has committed to constructing and finishing capital improvement

projects to comply with the WLAs specified in the Salts TMDL. The District requested higher
performance-based interim effluent limits, stating that the concentrations of chloride, TDS, and
sulfate in their potable water supply have increased since the time that the Salts TMDL was
developed.? The Regional Board directed its staff to pursue alternatives with the Distﬂct to resolve
salts issues while implementing the regional salinity management pipeline solution.

The Regional Board has recognized the District’s conditions are unique because:

a. The District’s dischafge is located a few miles upstream of a tidally-influenced reach of
Calleguas Creek; |

b. The District has worked cooperatively and effectively for many years to develop a

% The Salts TMDL stated that “POTW allocations can be adjusted upwards when imported water supply chloride
concentrations exceed 80 mg/L and discharges from the POTW exceed the WLA.” Order No. R4-2007-016,
Attachment A at pg. 3.
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regional solution to remedy salt and other water quality impairments through the Calleguas Creek
Watershed program — all without being mandated to do so in any permit; and,

c¢. The ultimate watershed solution involves desalting groundwater and building a regional
brine line that will resolve surface water impairments as well as improve groundwater quality in
the watershed. (See accord TSO, Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02 at pg. 6.) A TSO was issued to
the District in 2011 with performance-based interim limits for TDS and sulfate, but not for chloride
since the stipulated stay for chloride remained in place.

In adopting the current Permit and revising the 2011 TSO, the Regional Board ignored this
entire history and fhe proactive approaches taken by the District and the other publicly owned
treatment worké (“POTWs”) in the watershed and the efforts undertaken to create watershed
solutions. Instead, the Regional Board imposed final effluent limitations for which the District
cannot consistently comply. This Petition seeks to undo the adage that “no good deed goes
unpunished.”

The District secks Permit and TSO modifications that recognize the Watershed Approach
touted by the Regional Board (Permit at pg. F-19) and to prevent the District from being in
compliance jeopardy. If these issues are not remedied, the future of the watershed approach in
California may be severely impaired because all benefits to such an approach were eradicated in
this Permit.

1. NAME, ADDRESS, TELEPHONE NUMBER AND EMAIL ADDRESS (IF
AVAILABLE) OF PETITIONER:

Lucie McGovern
Camarillo Sanitary District
" 601 Carmen Drive, P.O. Box 248
Camarillo, CA 93011-0248
Telephone: (805) 388-5334/ Imcgovern@ci.camarillo.ca.us

All correspondence related to this petition should also be sent to:

Melissa Thorme
Downey Brand LLP
621 Capitol Mall, 18th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-4686
- Telephone: (916) 520-5376 / mthorme@downeybrand.com
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2. THE SPECIFIC ACTION OR INACTION OF THE REGIONAL BOARD WHICH
THE STATE BOARD IS REQUESTED TO REVIEW:

Petitioner seeks review of Order Nos. R4-2014-0062 and R4-2011-0126-A02, which
reissue NPDES Permit No. CA0053597 (the “Permit”) and amend a TSO for the Camarillo
Sanitary District. The specific Permit requirements which the District requests the State Board
review include the following: |

(A)  Improper final numeric effluent limitations for salts without necessary compliance
schedules authorized by the applicable TMDLs.

(B) Inclusion of numeric “Pass” and “% Effect” chronic toxicity limits mandating the
use of the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST), which are contrary to State Board
precedent and the implementation provisions of the Calleguas Watershed Toxicity
TMDL.

(C)  Other Improper and Problematic Effluent Limitations.

(D)  Unnecessary and Burdensome Monitoring and Reporting Requirements.

(E)  Improper Miscellaneous Provisions. |

The State Board is also requested to feview the Regional Board’s actions in adopting the
Permit and TSO for compliance with due process, the California Water Code, the Califoria
Administrative Procedures Act (“APA,” Cal. Gov’t Code, section 11340 et seq.), the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA,"’ Cal. Public Resources Code, section 21000 ef seq.) in its
environmental checklists for the TMDLs adopted and implemented in t_hese permits, the Policy for
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface W_aters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of

California (SIP), and EPA regulations, as applicable.

3 THE DATE ON WHICH THE REGIONAL BOARD ACTED, OR REFUSED TO
ACT:

The Regional Board adopted the Permit and TSO on May 8, 2014 in Simi Valley,

California.
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4, A FULL AND COMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE REASONS THE ACTION OR
FAILURE TO ACT WAS INAPPROPRIATE OR IMPROPER:

The District’s preliminary statement of points and authorities 1s set forth in Section 7
below. The District may supplement this statement upon receipt and review of the hearing
transeript and the full administrative record, which must include the records for each of the TMDLs
implemented in this Permit to be able to determine whether the Permit is consistent with the
TMDLs. While Section 7 details the reasons why the actions by the Regional Board were
inappropriate and improper, the two main issues in this Petition relate to salinity and toxicity lifnits.

The reasons that the Regional Board’s action to include final effluent limitations for saﬁnity

in the Permit was inappropriate or improper include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. Inconsistency with the Clean Water Act and Basin Plan provisions, including the
Salts TMDL; |
b, Ignoring the Watershed Appl.'oach to water quality regulation; and
- C. Placing the District in compliance jeopardy unnecessarily by includipg final effluent

limitations without compliance schedules approved in the épplicable TMDL.

The reasons that the Regional Board’s action to include the Permit’s numeric chronic
toxicity effluent limitations based on a Pass/Fail approach using the Test of Significant Toxicity
(TST) gu_idan_ce methodplogy was inappropriate or improper include, but are not limited to, the
following: | '

a. Premature until the State Water Board adopts a statewide Toxicity Plan or Policy;

b. Inconsistent with the applicable Calleguas Creed Watershed Toxicity, Chlorpyrifos

and Diazinon TMDL (April 25, 2005) (“Toxicity TMDL”Y; .

d. Improperly based on EPA guidance, not promulgated EPA regulation and methods;

e. Inclusion of unlawful and inappropriate Maximum Daily limits for Chronic
Toxicity; and

} To the extent that any TMDL discussed in this Petition is itself unlawful or includes requirements contrary to law,
the District also challenges the TMDL as applied for the first time in this Permit.

* The Toxicity TMDL may itself be unlawful, be unsupported by evidence, or include requirements contrary to law.
The Toxicity TMDL was based on listing data from 1992 and 1993, taken long before amonia control technology
was implemented at the local POTWs and before substantial Best Management Practices (“BMPs”) were in place with
municipal stormwater and agricultural discharges. The Toxicity TMDL specifically states that “No additional data
were reviewed during the water quality assessments in 1998 and 2002 for this reach.” Toxicity TMDL at pgs. 17-20.
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f. Improper determination that nﬁmeric limits are required.

In Section 7, the District asserts that provisions of Order Nos. R4-2014-0062 and R4-201 1.-
0126-A02 are inconsistent with the law and otherwise inappropriate for various reasons, including;
failure to comply with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Cal. Water Code;. section
13000 et seq.); failure to comply with CEQA and the APA; inconsistency with the Water Quality
Control Plan, Los Angeles Region (“Basin Plan”), including amendments made to incorporate
various TMDLs; inconsistency with the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 ef seq.) and its
implementing regulations (40 C.F.R. Parts 12_2, 123, 130, 131, 133, and 136); absence of findings
supporting the provisions of the Order; the inclusion of findings not supported by the evidence; and
other grounds that may be or have been asserted by the District or the other permittees'at the same

hearing, whose testimony and comments were incorporated by reference by the District.

5. THE MANNER IN WHICH THE PETITIONER IS AGGRIEVED:

The District is aggrieved because the challenged requirements contained in the Permit are
unnecessary, inconsistent with law, infeasible to consistently compty with, and may place the
District in enforcement jeopardy from civil and even criminal enforcement actions or from third
party citizen suits under tfle Clean Water Act. The District has already suffered through a large
Mandatory Minimum Penalties (“MMP”’) complaint and settlement for $864,000,” of which the
majority of the penalties were for salts. The imposition of such penalties when a watershed-based
solution was in the process of being designed and implemented represents a waste of .
taxpayer/ratepayer funds both at the state and local levels. The District is further éggrieved
because many of the effluent limits and requirements were imposed without adequate justification
and legal authority and without any demonstrated water quality or othef public benefit. The
District is also aggrieved by the fact that all of the time, effort, and resources being spent on the

watershed process effectively became a wasted effort by‘the adoption of this Permit, which failed

3 Enforcement is not theoretical in this case. In Settlement Agreement and Stipulation for Order No. $2-2012-0138-M,
$394,500 of the MMP penalties went to the Cleanup and Abatement Account and $469,500 went to a Supplemental
Environmental Program (“SEP”). Of the alleged violations, approximately 114 were for TDS, 45 were for sulfate, 28
were for boron (since there was inexplicably a daily maximum of 1 mg/L for this long-term MCL-based objective), and
3 were for chloride (for daily maximum limit of 190 mg/L prior to the issuance of the stay in 2003).
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to acknowledge the teamwork that went into the TMDL implementation plan and compliance
schedule.

6. THE SPECIFIC ACTION THE PETITIONER REQUESTS THAT THE STATE OR
REGIONAL BOARD TAKE:

Petitioner seeks an Order by the State Board that will modify or remand Order Nos. R4-
2014-0062 and R4-2011-0126-A02 to the Regional Board for revisions that:

A. Remove all final numeric effluent limitations for salinity constituents (chloride,
sulfate, and Total Dissolved Solids (“TDS”)) and insert compliance schedules in the Permit
where authorized by TMDLs to ensure that the watershed approach has time to be fully
implemented.

B. Remove all numeric “Pass” and “% Effect” chronic toxicity limits mandating the
use of the Test of Significant Toxicity (“TST™), along with all related findings and
requirements, and replace those provisions with the previous narrative effluent limitation
for chronic toxicity and trigger of 1 TUc (and related provisions) consistent with State
Water Board precedent and the implementation provisions of the Calleguas Watershed
Toxicity TMDL. :

C. Remove all limits without demonstrated reasonable potential, and other limits
inconsistent with federal law requirements.

D. Remove all unnecessary and burdensome monitoring requirements.
E. Correct the miscellaneous issues raised by the District.

7. ' A STATEMENT OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF LEGAL
ISSUES RAISED IN THE PETITION:

A. Improper Salinity Final Effluent Limits without Compliance Schedules in the
Permit.

The Permits contains final effluent limits for salinity constituents (chloride, sulfate, and
TDS) cquivalent to final WLAs from the Salts TMDL or the water quality objective applied end-
of-pipe. There are several references in the Permit and TSO to the Camarillo WRP’s inability to
comply with these final effluent limits and the need for interim limits. See Permit at pgs. F-25 to F-
26, TSO at pgs. 5-7, 99 16-23. The initial justification for placing these infeasible final limits in the

Permit was because the TMDL was not approved pursuant to Section 303(c) of the Clean Water
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Act.® Then, the justification was changed to be that “the City [sic] has not submitted sufficient
information to justify the inclusion of a compliance schedule for chloride pursuant to the
Compliance Schedule Policy or federal regulations.” (See Regional Board’s response to the
District’s comments at pg. 48). Therefore, interim limits and compliance schedules were included |
in a separate TSO. The District asked that the interim limits established in the District’s TSO, while
higher than the WLAs in the Salts TMDL, be found to be comsistent with the Salts TMDL
requirements and moved from the TSO to the Permit. The District also asked that the final numeric
effluent limitations be removed from the Permit as unattainable in the near term. Neither of these
requests was granted.

1. Salinity Flnal Numeric Effluent Limits Need Not be Included in_the
Permits.

On May 1, 2014, the Regional Board requested supplemental comments on alternatives to
including final limits in order to address the watershed approach for salinity control. The District

provided those comments and cited to the United States Supreme Court case of Arkansas v.

% The Tentative Order’s Fact Sheet at Section VLB.7., Compliance Schedules, stated that “since the Salts TMDL was
approved by EPA under CWA § 303(d), instead of 303(c), the interim WL As and the compliance schedule cannot be
included in the NPDES Order.” This sentence was legally incorrect and ultimately removed because approval under
section 303(c) is not required. See 33 U.S.C. §1313(e)(3)(A) and (F){compliance schedules under the non-
discretionary EPA approval [“shall approve”] requirements of the Continuing Planning Process in section (e), not
section {(c}). Federal rules (40 CF.R. §122.47(a)), Regional Board Basin Plans, and the State Water Board’s
Compliance Schedule Policy, Res. No. 2008-0025, expressly allows compliance schedules, including those for
TMDLs, in permits. In addition, implementation plans for TMDLs are not subject to EPA review and approval as
water quality standards (see 40 C.E.R. §131.5(a)), approval is required only of the TMDL itself (33 U.S.C.
§1313(d)INDH2), (eX3)(C) )

6) c) A Water Board may establish a compliance schedule that exceeds ten years in a permit that ... has a
permit limitation that implements or is consistent with the waste load allocations specified in a TMDL that is
established through a Basin Plan amendment, provided that the TMDL implementation plan contains a
compliance schedule or implementation schedule. (See State Water Resources Control Board Res. No. 2008-
0025, POLICY FOR COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES IN NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM PERMITS at pg. 5. (italics added).)

Finally, the State Board Compliance Schedule Policy came after many of the TMDLs at issue in this Petition and did

' Tot supersede “existing compliance schedule provisions in TMDL implementation plans that are in effect as of the

effective date of Resolution No. 2008-0025. {See SWRCEB Res. No. 2008-0025 at pg. 7, para. 11; see also
Administrative Update of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region — Chapter 3: “Water Quality
Objectives”, Los Angeles Regional Board, February 19, 2013 at pg. 10.) Because implementation plans are created
under state law, these plans become effective when approved by the Office of Administrative Law and have
independent applicability as regulations.
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Oklahoma, where the Court recognized “the Clean Water Act vests in the EPA and the States broad
authority to develop long-range, area-wide programs to alleviate and eliminate existing pollution.”
Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 503 U.S. 91, 108 (1992).

The District also pointed to Communities for a Better Environment, where the court found

that an enforceable “schedule of compliance” leading to the adoption of final effluent limitations

designed to achieve water quality standards (such as at the completion of a TMDL) constituted an |

acceptable WQBEL for purposes of the Clean Water Act. (Communities for a Better Environment,
supra, 109 Cal.App.4th at pp.1106-1107.}) Since a TMDL is adopted because water quality
standards are not being met and includes a plan and a process for coming into compliance with
those standards at the end of the TMDL compliance schedule, it is not appropriate to inclu.de final
numeric effluent limitations that are essentially the water quality objective -at end of pipe unﬁl the
plan and the process included in the TMDL is complete. Therefore, the final numeric effluent
limitations should be referenced in a finding and a narrative effluent limitation could be imposed
requiting participation in the implementation of the TMDL that, along with the interim limits in the
TMDL, would work to héld the status quo on the point sources while the other components of the
plan and the process for improvements on a watershed level scale are implemented. As previously
stated, the definition of “effluent limitation” in the Clean Water Act refers to “any restriction,” and
may include a “schedule of compliance.” (33 U.S.C. § 1362(11); 40 CF.R. §122.2))

The Communiriés Jor a Better Environment case also held that “numeric effluent limitations
are not legally required.” 109 Cal. App. 4th at 1106. So a narrative effluent limitation to maintain
the status quo along with a compliance schedule implementing the interim limits while the TMDL
schedule is completed is “consistent with the assumptions” of the TMDL that has a long term
schedule, understanding that the issues of addressing salinity holistically in the watershed will take
time. Imposing final numeric effluent limitations based on the standard that is acknowledged
won’t be met until TMDL implementation is complete will impose liability and/or extraordinary
treatment requirements on the permittees that “may become unnecessary” because the watershed
programs ultimately are inténded to “provide assimilative capacity for the point source discharges.”

109 Cal. App. 4th at 1103. “The TMDL program considers all pollutant sources within a
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watershed and focuses on a watershed-wide solution to the impairment.” SWRCB Order No.
2001-0006 at 23, “A TMDL is ‘derived from and complies with’ the applicable water quality
standard.” Id. at 24 (emphasis added). Thus, it only makes sense that “[p]ermit findings ... reflect
that final water qﬁality—based eftluent Hmitations oo will Be derived from wasteload allocations in
the applicable TMDL” after completion of the compliance schedule (id. at 25), and that those
allocations apply after the plan and the process have been implemented on a watershed basis.

“The continuing planning process established by section 303(e) of the CWA provides a
good framework for implementing - TMDLs....” See EPA HQ Memorandum from Robert
Perciasepe to Regional ‘Administrators on “New Policies for Establishing and Implementing Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs),” (1997); see also 33 U.S.C. §1313(e}(3)(A) and (F)(compliance
schedules under the non-discretionary EPA approval [“shall approve”] requirements of the
Continuing Planning Process in section (¢), not section (c)). According to the Ninth Circuit Court
of Appeal, Section 303(¢), requires each State to have a “continuing planning process,” and gives
some operational force to the prior information-gathering provisions [under §303(d)]. Pronsolino
v. Nastri, 291 F.3d 1123, 1128 (9th Cir. 2002). The EPA must'approve a State's continuing
planning process if it “will result in plans for all navigable waters within such State” that include,
inter alia, effluent limitations, TMDLS, area-wide waste management plans for nonpoint sources of
pollution, and plans for “adequate implementation, including schedules of compliance....” Id

citing 33 U.S.C. §30.3(e)(3). The Court held that the upshot of this intricate scheme is that the

CWA leaves to the States Ithe responsibility of developing plans to achieve water quality standards,
while providing federal funding to aid in the implementation of the state plans. 4. at 1128-29
citing Dombeck, 172 F.3d at 1097; 33 U.S.C. §303(e); 33 U.S.C. §319(h), 33 U.8.C. §1329(h)
{(providing for grants to States to combat nonpoint source pollution). TMDLs are primarily
informational tools that allow the States to proceed from the identification of waters requiring
additional planning to the required plans. Id. at 1129 citing Alaska Center for the Environment v.
Browner, 20 F.3d 981, 984-85 (9th Cir.1994). As such, TMDLs serve as a link in an
implementation chain that includes federally-regulated point source controls, state or local plans

for point and nonpoint source pollution reduction, and assessment of the impact of such measures
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on water quality, all to the end of eventually attaining water quality goals for the nation's waters. Id.
at 1129, 1137 (*the basic purpose for which the § 303(d) list and TMDLs arec compiled, the
eventual attainment of state-defined water quality standards.” {emphasis added}). |

States must implement TMDLs onlf to the extent that they seek to avoid losing federal |
grant money; no pertinent statutory provision otherwise requires implementation of Section 303
plans or providing for their enforcement. Id. at 1140 citing CWA §309, 33 US.C. §1319; CWA
§505, 33 U.S.C. §1365. The nature of the allocations and of the implementing controls remains up
to the States. Id. at fn. 19; see also Water Code §13242 (requiring implementation plans, including
time schedules for complianée, for all water quality objectives). EPA has no authority for approval
of TMDL or Water Code section 13242 implementation plans and has no say as to whether States
include compliance schedules authorized under those plans in the permits.

The State Water Board’s Compliance Schedule Policy expressly allows compliance
schedules, including those for TMDLs, in permits “provided that the IMDL implementation plan
contains a compliance schedule or implementation schedule.” (See State Board Res. No. 2008-
0025, Compliance Schedule Policy at pg. 5 (italics added).)

“If a compliance schedule is within the term of the permit, the final effluent limitations aré
included in the permit provisions. If the compliance schedule exceeds the length of the permit, the
final effluent limitations are included in the permit findings. In the latter case, the findings include:
(1) the water quality to be achieved, (2) the reason the final water quality-based effluent limitation
is not Being incorporated into the permit as an enforceable effluent limitation at this time; (3) a
statement that it is the intent of the Regional Board to include, in a subsequent permit revision, the
final water quality-based effluent limitations as an enforceable limitation.... The permit findings
also state the appropriate enforcement actions that may be taken by the Regional Board if the
interim limitations and requirements are not met.”I SWRCB, Report 'in Suppo#r of U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s Review of California’s Continuing Planning Process (May
2001) at 30. Since under the Salinity TMDL, compliance with the TMDL targets will be based on
a 15-year implementation schedule, this exceeds the length of a permit and justifies inclusion of a

compliance schedule in lieu of final limits. SWRCB Res. No. 2008-0033, para. 6.
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The TMDL resolution (No. R4-2007-016) for the Salinity TMDL expressly recognized that:

Economic considerations were considered and are reflected in an implementation program
that is flexible and allows 15 years for POTWs... to comply with the final allocations.”
(Para. 19.) '

Interim limits are included to allow time for dischargers to put in place implementation
measures necessary to achieve final waste load allocations. (Attachment A at 6.)

Finally, the schedule states that 15 years from the effective date of the TMDL. ..

The TMDL was incorporated into the Basin Plan as required by federal regulation, as was
the associated implementation schedule. 40 C.F.R. §130.6(c)(1) and (6). All NPDES permits must

“ensure consistency with the requirements of a Water Quality Management Plan [Basin Plan].” 40

C.F.R. §122.44(d)(6). Thus, all permits must be consistent with the TMDL and schedules adopted

therein that were made part of the Los Angeles Region’s Basin Plan.’

Each of these citations argues strongly against the Regional Board’s assertion that final
numeric effluent limitations for TMDL-controlled constituents need to be imposed and met before
the end of the TMDL compliance schedule. Such an interpretation renders the TMDL’s
compliance schedule completely superfluous.® The Regional Board clearly agreed in the Salinity
TMDL to provide the POTWs in the Callegnas Watershed with adequate time for compliance. The
Regional Board should not now renege on that agreement by violating the express terms of the
Basin Plan amendment it specifically agreed upon and adopted.

2. Ample Authority Exists to Include the Compliance Schedule in the Permit.

Providing compliance schedules based on an approved TMDL in a TSO rather than in the
Permit contradicts the established policies and laws discussed above, and places the District in

compliance jeopardy for infeasible final numeric effluent limitations. Because TSOs do not amend

7 Only when reasonable potential exists do the effluent limitations need to be “consistent with the.assumptions and
requirements of any available wasteload allocation for the discharge prepared by the State and approved by EPA
pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7.” 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)(vii). Regional Board staff’s contrary iterpretation ignores that
this section only applies “[w]hen developing water quality based effluent limits under this paragraph.” 7d.

® “It is an accepted canon of statutory interpretation that we must interpret the statutory phrase as a whole, giving effect
to each word and not interpreting the provision so as to make other provisions meaningless or superfluous.” U, v.
144,774 pounds of Blue King Crab, 410 F.3d 1131, 1134 -1135 (9th Cir. 2005); see also Northwest Environmental
Advocates v. City of Portland, 56 F.3d 979, 983 (9th Cir, 1995)(rejecting plaintiffs’ proposed permit interpretation in
part because “this reasoning would require the court to read [certain provisions] out of the permit aitogether.”)
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the Permit, the District could sﬁll be subject to liability for failure to comply with final effluent
limitations if the interim limits are not included or reference.d in the permif. To avoid this
unnecessary liability, the Pefmit should be modified to include all interim limits and compliance
schedules within the Permit. Compliance schedules are allowed if a State has clearly authorized
them in its water quality standards or indicated in its implementing regulations (e.g., basin plan
amendments) that it intends to allow them. See In the Matter of Star-Kist Caribe, Inc., 3 E.AD.
172, 175-77 (1990); see also EPA Memo from James Hanlon, EPA Office of Wastewater
Management to Alexis Strauss, Water Division, EPA Region 9 (May 10, 2007} at pg. 1.

California has clearly authorized compliance schedules as Water Code sectién 13050
mandates that water quality control plans (i.e., Basin Plans) include a program of implementation
needed for the achievement df water quality objectives. Water Code section 13242(b) makes clear
that every implementation plan must include “a time schedule for actions to be taken” and sectioh
13263(c) expressly authorizes time schedules in permits. Many TMDLs, including the Salts
TMDL, are created as implementation plans under section 13242 for water qﬁahty objectives that
have not been attained. See State Board Res. No. 200.8-0033 (Salts TMDL, at para. 4 - “The State
Water Board finds that in amending the Basin Plan to establish this TMDL, the Los Angeles Water
Board complied with the requirements set forth-in sections 13240, 13242,. and 13269 of the
California Water Code.”); State Board Res. No. 2006-0078 (Metals TMDL at para. 13 — “The State
Water Board finds that the Basin Plan amendment is in conformance with Water Code section
13240, which specifies that Regional Water Quality Control Boards may revise Basin Plans; and
section 13242, which requires a program of implementation of water quality standards.”) Because
these compliance schedules are authorized by State law, and the TMDLSs and implementation plans
have been approved under State law, the compliance schedules are authorized for inclusion in the
Petmit.

.Each TMDL is adopted and incorporated into the Basin Plan as an amendment o that plan,
becoming a State regulation and law. As a part of State law, the Basin Plan, the TMDL, and its
schedule provisions must Be implemented in NPDES permits. See EPA v. California ex rel.

SWRCRB, 426 U.S. 200, 221, n. 36 (1976) (implicitly sanctioning a State’s individualized effluent
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limitations and permit conditions, such as compliance séhedules); 33 U.S.C. §1362 (defining the
term “effluent limitation” to include “schedules of compliance”). An implementation schedule in a
TMDL reflects the Board’s determination (with full opportunity for public participation) of what is
reasonable for that pollutant after a focused analysis on the complexity of the pollutant problem
and the feasibility of compliance. Thus, the implementation schedule in a TMDL provides the
authority for inclusion of a compliance schedule in an NPDES permit. See id.; see also Santa Ana
Regional WaterrBo'ard, Basin Plan Amendment Workshop packet atrpage 9 — Authorization for
Schedules of Compliance in NPDES permits (Item 10, February 25,'2000).

| For these reasons, interim limits associated with TMDL compliance schedules must be
included within the Permit instead of in the TSO. A failure to do so unreasonably subjects the
Disfrict to federal enforcement (by EPA or citizen groups) for non-compliance with final effluent

limitations that should be time deferred under the TMDL’s adopted implementation plan.

3) The Permit Ignores the Watershed Approach Adopted into the TMDL.

The Regional Board’s action to-ignore the. requirements and _implmﬁentation plan for the
Salts TMDL ignores the outcomes of the robust and complex stakeholder process spearheaded by
the District and other POTWS in the area to develop a meaningfuI watershed solution to the various
water quality concerns facing the Calleguas Creek Watershed. One of the goals of the Salts TMDL
was to establish a procedure to address dfought conditions and to reasonably protect beneficial uses
while still accounting for increased salt loads in the incoming water supply. The process allows for
the POTWs to offset increased effluent concentrations by removing salt load from another source
(like groundwater desalting) and the wasteload allocations included an adjustment factor (“AF”)

that allows for consideration of this process. However, implementing this AF pi‘ocess requires the

development of watershed infrastructure and projects that are not yet in place. Until those projects

are completed, an AF cannot be calculated and the final limits cannot be met or appropriately

| adjusted. The Salts TMDL provided a compliance schedule that would allow time to implement

these pi‘ojects and develop a watershed solution to bring the entire watershed into a salt balance at

the end of the schedule.
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The POTW discharges cannot be considered independently of the watershed solutions.
Until the full watershed solution is implemented and the infrastructure addressing source water is
constructed, the current drought conditions will cause increased salt concentrations in POTW
effluent that cannot be predicted or be reasonably or feasibly addressed through éctions conducted
at the water reclamation plants. The purpose of the TMDL was to provide the time and structure
neceésary to develop the watershed solutions and POTWs should be given the time provided in the
TMDL to ensure they do not exceed final effluent limitations, particularly during the current
drought conditions, prior to the construction of watershed solutions needed to offset increased salt
loads and reasonably protect beneficial uses.

The watershed effort is complicated and will take time. “There are four key structural
elements to the regional imblementation plan: Regional Salinity Management Conveyance
(:RSMC”), water conservation, water softeners, and Best Management Practices for irrigated
agriculture. Sub-Watershed implementation includes Renewable Water Resource Management
Program for the Southern Reaches and Northern Reach Renewable Water Management Plan.
Responsible parties must comply with load and waste load ailocations for salts in the Calleguas
Creck Watershed within 15 years of approval.” See accord SWRCB Staff Report for Resolution
No. 2008-0033; Res. No. 2008-0033 at para. 6 (“Compliance with the targets lel be based on a
15-year implementation schedule.”)

Based on the increasing salts effluent concentrations due to the drought and changing water
supply, and for consistency with the Salts TMDL, the District requested interim limits and a
compliance schedule be included in .ther Permit for chloride, TDS, and sulfate. Interim limits are
required “to allow time for dischargers to put in place implementation measures necessary to
achjeve final waste load allocétions.” See Attachment A to Regional Board Res. No. R4-2007-016

at pg. 6. The requested schedule was as follows:
!/
i

1
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Description End Date

Build a connection from CSD’s WRP to the Calleguas Municipal
Water District brine line under Phase 2A

Discharge from CSD to Brine Line December 2015

December 2014

Improve water supply through construction of Northeast Pleasant
Valley (NPV) Desalter and its connection to SMP

Evaluate effectiveness of the NPV Desalter and the connection
to the SMP for reducing salts in the effluent

December 2015

December 2017

If necessary, implement water softener outreach and source | December 2020, if
control strategies : necessary

Only part of this schedule was included, and only in the TSO? not in the Permit. In
addition, the TSO requires the District to “Achieve full compliance with the final effluent
limitations as soon as possible, but no. later thén December 31, 2015, the date by which Camarillo
SD committed to achieve compliance for TDS and sulfate contained in Order No. R4-2014-0062.”
Although the District anticipates that it can comply with the schedule above, the District cannot
meet final effluent limitations until at least the time that the District can implement more recycling
and move the remaining discharge to the RSMC. While flows remain to the creek, the final
numeric effluent limitations in the Permit are inappropriate and should be removed until the Salts
TMDL is fuﬂy implemented.

The interim limits required adjustment as well because the interim WLAs in the Salts
TMDL should not have been set at the 95th percentile of Aistoric discharge data. That conservative
estimate does not leave enough of an allowance to take into account recent water conservation and
drought conditions. Additionally, the assumptions of the TMDL authorize the use of recent and

current performance data to calculate interim limits. The Salts TMDL recognizes that: “The

monthly average interim limits are set based on the 95% percentile of available discharoe data.” See
Aftachment A to Regional Board Res. No. R4-2007-016 at pg. 6. Thus, the interim limits in the
Salts TMDL are unreasonable and unsupportable and should be modified to account for more

recent data and current facts related to the drought and changing water supply.
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4) The TMDL dogs not Require Wet Weather or Concentration-Based
Limits for Salts.

The wet weather effluent limitations for TDS, sulfate and chloride in Table 4 should be
deleted because there is no reasonable potential for the effluent to cause or contribute to an
exceedance of the applicable water quality obj ectives for salts durihg wet weather. See Permit Fact
Sheet, Se_ction IV.C2.b.vi. and vii. on pages F-25 and F-27. The Permit states that, during wet
weather, the limits for TDS, sulfate, boron, and chloride are based on the water quality objectives
found in Basin Plan Table 3-8 on page 3-12. Id. However, as noted in the dry weather definition
of the Permit states that: “Any discharges from the Facility during wet weather would be

assimilated by these large storm flows and ‘would not cause exceedances of water quality

objectives.” See Permit at Section VIL.O. on page 30 (emphasis added). Therefore, no reasonable
potential exists during wet weather for the applicable water quality objectives to be exceéded and
no effluent limitation is required during wet weather. 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)(i) and (iii). These
limits must be temoved.

Additionaily, the Salts TMDL specifically identified that only dry weather allocations were
needed to address any identified impairments. See Order No. R4-2007-016, Attachment A at pg. 6

(“WLASs shown in table below apply to POTWs during dry weather when the flows in the receiving

water are below the 96th percentile flow.”). Therefore, only dry weather effluent limitations are
needed to implement the Salts TMDL WLAs. Inclusion of wet weather limits was an abuse of
discretion as unnecessary and not authorized by the TMDL or federal regulations if no reasonable
potential exists. 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1).

In addition, the Salts TMDL does not require final concentration-based limits. The Salts

TMDL stated that “The POTWSs and non-storm water NPDES permits shall achieve WLAS, whicii
shall be expressed as NPDES mass-based effluent limitation n accordance with federal regulations
and state policy on water quality control” at the completion date “15 years after effective date of |
the TMDL,” (No. R4-2007-016 at pg. 22, Table 7-22.2 (emphasis added).) Notwithstanding this
clear statement, the Permit contains concentration—based wet weather limits. See Permit at pg. 6,

Table 4. Inclusion of concentration-based limits is not required by federal law. See 40 C.F.R.
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§122.45(f). Although such inclusion is discretionary, the Regional Board failed to provide
adequate findings and evidence and to conduct the requisitc Water Code section 13263/13241
analysis speciﬁcally targeted at imposing these limits, which are more stringént than required by
federal law.” For these reasons, the wet weather concentration-based limits must be removed from
the Permit.

B. Improper Chronic Toxicity Limits

Numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations are listed in Provision IV.A.1.a., Table 4, on
p. 8 of the Permit as “Pass™ as a Median Monthly Effluent Limitation (“MMEL”) and “Pass ot
%Effect <50” as a Maximum Daily Effluent Limitation (“MDEL”). These terms are defined in
Provision VILJ. (i.e., Compliance Determination, Chronic Toxicity) on pg. 29 of Permit and are
said to be determined based on the Test of Si gniﬁcant Toxicity (TST) approach as described in a
2010 EPA guidance document (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systeni Test of
Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010), which is not part of an
approved, promulgated Part 136 method. These effluent limitations are not consistent with State
Board Or ders or the Toxicity TMDL and the District requests that they be removed and replaced by
a narrative toxicity effluent limitation consistent with State Board precedential orders and with the
Toxicity TMDL. |

1) The Clu onic Toxicity Limits are Premature untll the State Water Board
Adopts a Statewide Toxicity Policy.

On September 16, 2003, the State Water Board adopted Order No. WQO 2003-0012, in
response to petitions .ﬁled by the County Sanitation Districts No. 2 of Los Angeles County and
Santa Monica Baykeeper for the Los Coyotes and Long Beach Water Reclamation Plant NPDES
?ermits [SWRCB/OCC File Nos. A-1496 and A-1496(a)]. In 2003, in its precedential Order No.

WQO. 2003-0012, the State Water Board found that the use of final numeric .efﬂuent limitations in

? While the Regional Board added a new section VIII to the Fact Sheet, this analysis is very generic and although it
discusses the factors in Water Code section 13241 generally, there is no analysis of any particular limit that is being
reviewed or justified.
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permits for POTWs, particularly those that discharge to inland surface waters, is an issue of

statewide importance that should be addressed in a statewide plan or policy. In addition, the State

|| Water Board replaced the numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations with a narrative chronic

toxicity limitation until a statewide toxicity policy is adopted. The District’s 2003 Permit was
modified to coincide With the requirements of State Board Order No. WQO 2003-0012.

The State Water Board has not yet adopted its anticipated statewide policy for chronic
toxicity. As such, the inclusioﬁ of new numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations using a new
test method (the TST) lacks adequate authority, violates State Water Board precedeht, and
represents an abuse of discretion.

The Regional Board alleges on page 8§ of the response to comments for Camarillo that
because more than ten years and two permit cycles have passed, the Regional Board can “exercise
its own discretion” to ignore SWRCB precedential orders. Although the main issue on whole
effluent toxicity (“WET”) limits was decided by the State Board in WQO 2003-0012 in 2003, this
decision Wés later upheld and followed in subsequent State Board Orders, No. WQ 2008-08 (City
of Davis) and WQ 2012-0001(City of Lodi). The 2012 Lodi order at page 22 recognized that

“[t]he Board previously addressed this issue in a precedential decision” and has “concluded that a

numeric effluent limitation for chronic toxicity was not appropriate in the permit under review, but

that the permit had to include a narrative effluent limitation for chronic toxicity.” In the Lodi case,
the State Water Board determined that the discharge had the reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to an excursion above the Basin Plan’s narrative toxicity objective. Thereforé, on
remand, the Central Valley Water Board was ordered to “amend Order No. R5-2007-0113 to add
an appropriate narrative chronic t_oxicity limitation.’; See also State Water Board Order No. WQ
2008-0008 at pgs. 5-7 (concluding that a numeric effluent limitation for chronic toxicity is not
appropriate at this time}.)

Thus, at least three (3) precedential State Water Board orders mandate a narrative chronic
toxicity limit, all of which are being violated by the Permit. All the District and the other
permittees asked for was that the Regional Boafd follow this binding precedent and include a

narrative effluent limitation, consistent with the Basin Plan’s narrative objective, along with a
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trigger for additional testing based on 1 TUc, which is consistent with the Toxicity TMDL (which
does not require that either a numeric effluent limitatioh or the TST methodology be prescribed).
Doing otherwise unnecessarily places the permittees in compliance jeopardy.

Moreover, the fact thét the Regional Board has included numeric toxicity limits and the
TST in other permits does not de facto maké this action legal. In faét, one of the permits cited by
the Regional Board as “precedent” was the ﬁermit for Calleguas Municipal Water District, which is
currently pending review by the State Board and cannot be used as authority for the current permits
(particularly when that was an Ocean Plan, not Basin Plan, based permit). The other permits cited
are not permits for POTWs and have different influent and effluent that are not comparable to
domestic wastewater. State Board Order No. WQQ 2003-0012 held at page 10 (emphasis added):

“Because the influent can consist largely of domestic wastewater over which the District
has little or no control, we find that a numeric effluent limitation should not have been used
... for chronic toxicity. It is not feasible, at least initially, to impose numeric effluent
limitations since it will result in a permit violation whenever there is toxicity in the effluent,
even if the cause were from the domestic influent, the District had no basis for knowing the
cause, and the District was pursuing the cause and its elimination through vigorous
compliance with stringent TRE requirements.

Thus, stormwater or boatyard discharge permits are not exactly comparable to POTW
permits and were not the subject of Order No. WQO 2003-0012. For these reasons, because
numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations based on “Pass/Fail” and “% Effect” are inconsistent
with binding State Board precedent, these limits should be removed from the Permit and replaced
with a narrative chronic toxicity limit.

2} The Chronic Toxicity Limits are Inconsistent with the Calleguas
Watershed Toxicity TMDL..

The Toxicity TMDL Was developed through a collaborative, stakeholder-led procéss, which
created the technical analyseslleading to the Regional Board staff’s recommended TMDL. This
TMDL addresses water quality impairments of Calleguas Creek, including its tributaries, segments
and Mugu Lagoon, caused by toxicity, sediment toxicity, and two organophosphate pesticides,
chlorpyrifos and diazinon. See accord Calleguas Creek Watershed Toxicity TMDL Staff

Memorandum at pg. 1. EPA approved the TMDL on March 14, 2006, and in its approval letter
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stated that EPA was not taking action on the implementation plans provided with the TMDLs, but -
generally concurred with the State’s proposed implementation approaches.

The Permit attempts to regulate chronic toxicity through “Pass/Fail” or “% effect” limits
based on the TST methodology, even though the definitions contained in the Toxicity TMDL
clearly mandate the use of chronic toxicity units (TUc) using the NOEC, as follows:

“To meet the narrative toxicity objective, a numeric toxicity target of 1 chronic toxicity unit
(1 TUc) is established.... Equation 1 describes the calculation of a TUc.

Equation 1 TUc=Toxicity Unit Chronic = 100/NOEC (no observable effects
concentration)

The NOEC (no observable effects concentration) is defined in USEPA’s Technical Support
Document (TSD) as ‘the highest concentration of toxicant, in terms of percent effluent, to
which the test organisms are exposed, that causes no observable effect, with the sample
concentration expressed as a percentage.... [NOEC] was the selected alternative as it is
consistent with current Los Angeles Regional Board and USEPA NPDES permitting
practice. If the Regional Board revises NPDES permits to calculate a TUc using inhibition
concentrations (ICs) or other point estimate methodology, the Regional Board may
reconsider the numeric target.” (Toxicity TMDL at pg. 53.)

As noted above, “the toxicity target in water is set to equal a toxicity unit.” (Toxicity |
TMDL at pg. 107.) EPA approved of this approach. See EPA Letter, June 9, 2005 (“In particular,
the proposal to set 1 TUc (Toxicity Unit Chronic) as the target to explain unknown tdxicity isin
accordance with 40 CFR 130.2(i).”") Regional Board staff agreed. See Response to Comments
Total Maximum Daily Load for Toxicity, Chlorpyrifos, and Diazinon in Calleguas Creek its
Tributaries and Mugu Lagoon, June 10, 2005 at Comment 2.2 (“Staff agree that the target of 1TUc
is appropriate for this TMDL.”).

Although the Regional Board’s response to comments on the Permit claimed that “The
[Toxicity] TMDL imposes numeric WLAs for chronic toxicity on POTWs” (Response to
Comments at pg. 9 (April 30, 2014)), the Toxicity TMDL Technical Report that provides the |

scientific and technical support for that TMDL states that it does not include any Waste Load

Allocations (“WLAs”) for chronic toxicity. Instead, the Toxicity TMDL Technical Report states
that “[t]hese toxicity targets can not be divided into portions and allocated to sources.” (Toxicity

TMDL Technical Report at pgs. 107 and 114; see also Response to Peer Review by Dr. Mel Suffit
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dated May 11, 2005, at pg. 18 (*The authors realized the futility of the use of a TMDL for water
column toxicity. The reviewer wholeheartedly agrees...””) “Additionally, the loading capacity of a
stream with regard to a toxicant causing unknown toxicity in water and/or sediment is inherently
unknown and can not be allocated. As such, a toxicity allocation equal to the numeric targets will
be set at the base of each of the subwatersheds'’... [which] provides a mechanism to address all
dischargers contributing to in-stream toxicity as individual dischargers may additively cause an in-
stream exceedance of the toxicity targets.” (Toxicity TMDL Technical Report at pg. 114.) Ifno
wasteload allocation for each POTW exists, then no effluent limitations are required to be
“consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any available wasteload allocation.” (See
Response to Comments at pg. 9 (April 30, 2014) citing 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)}[(vii)(B)].) The
Regional Board apparently mistakenly presumed that the discussion in the Toxicity TMDL that the
“WLAs established for the three mé.j or POTWs in this TMDL will be implemented through
NPDES permit limits” applied to toxicity, not just diazinon and chlorpyrifos. (Toxicity TMDL -
Téchm'cal Report at pg. 122.) However, the previous discussion demonstrates that there was not
intended to be a WLA for toxicity. Instead, the Toxicity TMDL anticipated that “[t]he toxicity

numeric target [of 1 TUc] will be implemented as a trigger mechanism for initiation of the

| TRE/TIE process as outlined in USEPA’s Understanding and Accounting for Meihod Variability in

Whole Effluent Toxicity Applications Under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Program (2000b) and current NPDES permits held by dischargers to the CCW.*!! (Toxicity

| 10 This intent was not made clear in the TMDL Resolution, which states: “A wasteload allocation of 1.0 TUc is

allocated to the major point sources (POTWs) discharging to the Calleguas Creek Watershed.” (Regional Board Res.
No. R4-2005-009 at pg. 4. The District believes that the Resolution must be read to be consistent with the findings and
evidence contained tn the TMDL Technical Report and applied at the base of each of the sub-watersheds. Otherwise,
there is no technical basis for these WLAs and they are subject to challenge as applied.

" The Regional Board tries to argue that the language in the Implementation Plan, which states: “The toxicity WLAs
will be implemented in accordance with US EPA, State Board and Regional Board resolutions, guidance and policy at
the time of permit issuance or renewal” (Res. R4-2005-009 at pgs. 7-8), trumps the mandate that the target be
implemented as a trigger. However, guidance and policy cannot supersede adopted regulations and Basin Plan
amendments. In addition, the TMDL Resolution itself states that “if other information supporting other methods [for
evaluating toxicity] becomes available, the Regional Board may reconsider this TMDL and revise the water toxicity
numeric target.” (Res. R4-2003-009 at pgs. 8-9.) This language, included at the request of the District and others (see
Letter from the Camarillo Sanitary District, Thousand Oaks, Simi Valley, Camrosa Sanitary Distret, and Ventura
County Water Works District #1 {June 10, 2005)}, was intended to address the situation present here; namely where the
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TMDI. Technical Report at pgs. 122 and 114; Regional Board Res. No. R4-2005-009 at pg. 7;
Response to Peer Review by Dr. Mel Suffit dated May 11, 2005, at pg. 21 (“Water column toxicity
targets are included to provide é.method for triggering future investigations of the causes of
toxicity.”), Responsé to Comments Total Maximurﬁ Daily Load for Toxicity, Chlorpyrifos, and
Diazinon in Calleguas Creek its Tributaries and Mugu Lagoon, June 10, 2005 at Comments 5.1 and
16.8 (“The toxicity target will be incorporated into NPDES permits according to current policy
which is to use toxicity exceedances as a trigger to conduct further toxicity tes:uing and TIEs as
warranted.”) This trigger approach is also consistent with the express terms 0; the Los Angeles
Basin Plan’s narrative toxicity objective, which specifies that “Effluent limits for specific toxicants
can be estabiished by the Regional Boards to control toxicity identified under Toxicity
Identification Evaluations (TIEs).” (Toxicity TMDL Technical Report at pg. 15; Basin.Plan at 3-
17.)

Thus, for the reasons provided, the Regional Board adopted effluent limits in the Permit for

chironic toxicity that are inconsistent with the Toxicity TMDL and Basin Plan. For this reason, the

Permit’s chronic toxicity provisions must be modified to be consistent with the intent of the

_Toxicity TMDL and implemented as a trigger for a TIE/TRE.

3) The Chronic Toxicity Requirements are Improperly Based on EPA
Guidance, Not Promulgated EPA Regulations.

The Permit-makes it very clear that the monitoring mﬁst use only approved Part 136
methods, properly promﬁlgated by EPA. (Permit at pg. D-4, Provision IILA. (“Monitoring results
must be conducted according to test procedures under 40 C.F.R. part 136.. .”)(emphasisr added),
Permit at pg. E-6, note 2 to Table E-2 (“Pollutants shall be analyzed us_ing the analytical methods
described in Part 136.”)(elnphasis added); see also 40 C.F.R. §122.44(i)}(iv)}{(monitoring to be done

according to test procedures approved under 40 C.F.R. Part 136); 40 C.F.R. §136.1(2).)

Regional Board would like to implement the toxicity objective through another method (2 pass/fail method using the
TST), it should revise the TMDL to modify the 1 TUc target.
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Using the TST, instead of the prescribed TUc and the NOEC method specified in the Part
136 methods at 40 C.F.R. §136.3(a), Table 1A, footnote 27, is inconsistent with Part 136, which
mandates the use of USEPA’s 2002 Methods (EPA 821-R-02-013). The 2002 Methods do not
mention the TST or provide that the TST may be used as an approved method. A 2010 EPA
Guidance document cannot overrule promulgated regulations. In addition, EPA made some
changes to WET test methods in its 2012 modifications to the Promulgated Guidelines
Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act: Analysis
and Sampling Procedures: Finai Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 29758-29846 (May 18, 2012), but did not
incorporate the TST even though it had been available as guidance for two yearé. This evidences
an intent to not formally approve use of the TST.

Thus, the aquatic toxicity testing provisions in 40 C.F.R. Part 136 only speciﬁéally list
LCsp, percent effluent, NOEC/NOEL, and IC,5 under Parameter and Units for acute and chronic
aquatic toxicity testing. See 40 C.F.R. §136.3(a), Table IA, footnote 27 (referencing Short-Term
Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater
Organisms, EPA-821~R-02~012, Fifth Edition, October 2002. Additionally, both the 2012 Final |
Rule and the 2002 promulgated method manual fails to describe, endorse, or recommend the use of
the TST for statistical analysis.'? Id. While the 2002 Rule acknowledged that “the statistical
methods recommended in this manual are not the only possible methods of statistical analysis,” the
Rule’s “recommended statistical methods described in the method manuals were selected because
they are (1) applicable to most of the different toxicity test data sets for which they are
recommended, (2) powerful statistical tests, (3) hopefully ‘easily’ understood by nonstatisticians,
and (4) amenable to use without a computer, if necessary.” 67 Fed. Reg. 69964,

Although the TST is a relatively new analytical tool for WET, bioequivalence
testing/alternative null hypothesis testing has been a widely used statistical method in other

contexts for many decades. In fact, peer-reviewed publications proposed the use of bio-equivalency

"> The 2002 Rule does express a preference for point estimation techniques (1C25) over hypothesis testing approaches
for calculating endpoints for effluent toxicity fests under the NPDES Permitting Program. 67 Fed, Reg. 69957 and
£9958. :
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in aquatic toxicity testing as early as 1995 (Erickson and McDonald) — seven (7) years before the
2002 promulgation of the EPA-recognized and approved methods. Therefore, even with direct
understanding of the TST/bioequivalence statistical methods, EPA promulgated the current toxicity
methods with a recommendation and strong preference for the use of point estimation for NPDES

compliance monitoring and a strong rejection of pass/fail analyses, as follows:

a}) The Federal Register Vol. 67, No. 223, Tuesday November 19, 2002 contains the Final
Rule ratifying approval of several whole effluent toxicity methods in 40 C.F.R. Part 136.
Page 69958 of that Federal Register states the following: “As previously stated in the
method manuals (USEPA, 1993; USEPA, 1994a; USEPA, 1994b) and EPA’s Technical
Support Document (USEPA, 1991), EPA recommends the use of point estimation
techniques over hypothesis testing approaches for calculating endpoints for effluent toxicity
tests under the NPDES Permitting Program.” [emphasis not added]

b) The USEPA manual “Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of
Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms”

(EP A/600/600/R-95/136) (August 1995) states the following on pg. 8: “2.2 Types of Tests
2.2.3 “Use of pass/fail tests consisting of a single effluent concentration (e.g., the
receiving water concentration or RWC) and a control is not recommended.” " [emphasis
included in the original manual text]

The recent Alternative Test Procedure (‘ATP”) letter produced by the Regional Board at
the Permit adoption hearing (although requested prior to that date and available to the Water |
Boards after March 17, 2014), ignores these previous EP A recommendations.

The Regional Board’s response to comments on the Permit at page 10 of 52 for Camarillo
stated:

“In 2014, in response to the State Water Board’s request to use the TST hypothesis testing
approach in NPDES permits, USEPA determined—based on the evidence presented in the
State Water Board’s request—that the results of TST tests and NOEC-LOEC tests—are
acceptably equivalent under the ATP process at 40 CFR 136 for all NPDES permits issued
by State and Regional Water Boards.” '

It appears that the Regional Board relied on the granting of a “Limited Use Alternative Test
Procedure” under 40 C.FR. §136.5. Tllié approach allows “Any person may request the Regional |
Alternate Test Procedure (ATP) Coordinator or permitting authority to approve the use of an
alternate test procedure in the Region.” (40 C.F.R. §136.5(a).) However, it is not clear that a State

can request such an apprbach since the request must first be sent to the State. (Id. at subd. (b).)
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Moreover, it is not clear that this “Limited Use” ATP would be legal to apply broadly (statewide)
when it could be deemed to be a “final agency action” undertaken without any formal notice or any
opportunity for public comment. Furthermore, an ATP appears to be for use by a discharger or lab
requesting an alternative method and it is not clear that dischargers can be REQUIRED to use an
ATP. It is difficult to see how the State or EPA could legally object to any permittee continuing to
use the standard prescribed 2002 test methods (NOEC or IC25) if the standard methods and the
ATP produce “acceptably equivalent” results as claimed. See 67 Fed. Reg. 69955 (2002)(“these
methods, including the modiﬁAcations in today’s rule, are applicable for use in NPDES-permits”).

On February 12, 2014, the State Board asked for EPA apprm)al of “a two-concentration test
design when using the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) hypothesis testing approach” “[pJursuant
to Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, section 136.4.” See SWRCB ATP Request Letter from
Renee Spear to Eugenia McNaughton, EPA Region 9 (Feb. 12. 2014) at pg. 1. Section 136.4 1is for
nationwide use and must be submitted to EPA Headquarters in Washington, D.C., not to EPA
Region 9 in San Francisco. Nevertheless, EPA Region 9, in turn and in record time, approved a
limited use ATP statewide under Section 136.5. See EPA ATP Approval Letter from Eugenia
McNaughton, Ph.D. to Renee Spear, SWRCB (March 17, 2014)(emphasis added). The request and
approval are under different r;agulatory provisions, making the approval unlawful.

Further, the ATP is suspect as it was not submitted by a discharger or a laboratory, but by
the State Board after receiving the two-concentration method using the TST from EPA. This self-
dealing to avoid a full-b_l‘own regulatory process is contrary to law and policy. The ATP process
was designed to “encourage organizations external to EPA to develop and submit for approval new
analytical methods.” See Guide to Method Flexibility and Approval of EPA Water Methods, EPA
Office of Water (Dec. 1996) at pg. 77. All but a single lab, single discharger ATP (i.c., Tier 1)
must go through rulemaking. For Tier 2 and 3 new methods (multi-lab), “EPA will begin the

fulemaking process.” Id. at pgs. 80-82. Furthermore, EPA acknowledges that it currently has no

approved protocols for reviewing or approving a WET ATP. Id. at 93 (“EPA is developing a
protocol for approval of néw and modified (alternate} WET methods....”; see also

http://water.epa. gov/scitech/methods/cwa/atp/questions.cfim (last accessed 5/30/2014)(stating
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“Note: The EPA does not have a protocol for toxicity testing [ATP] under EPA’s Whole Effluent
Toxicity (WET) program.”).

Finally, an ATP for WET is contrary to federal regulations. “Method Modifications” are
explicitly prohibited for “Method-Defined Analytes™ by 40 C.F.R. séction 136.6(b)(3), which

states (with emphasis added): “(3) Restrictions. An analyst may not modify an approved Clean

Water Act analytical method for a method-defined analyte.” EPA has previously declared that

WET is a Method-Defined Analyte. See 67 Fed. Reg. 69965 (“toxicity is inhefehtly defined by the
measurement system (a ‘method-defined analyte’) and toxicity cannot be independently measured
apart from a toxicity test.”’); .S‘ee‘also Brief of Respondents EPA, et al., in Edison Electric Institute,
et al.,v. USEPA, Case No. No. 96-1062 (D.C.Cir. 2004} at 44-45 and 78 citing Response to
Comments at 219-20, J.A. XX; 67 Fed. Reg. 69,965. (“Because toxicity is d;efined and measured
by its effect on living organisms, whole effluent toxicity is considered a method-defined analyte
(i.e., it cannot be measured independently from a toxicity test). Thus, WET test results cannot be
independently confirmed by comparing the results to a known concentration of toxicity.”).
Therefore, WET methods cannot be modified without formally amending 40 CFR Part 136.

For these reasons, and the others provided herein, all references to the Pass/Fail or % Effect
limits based on the TST must be removed from the Permit.

é) Use of an ATP Cannot Be Mandated over Promulgated Methods.

Even assuming arguendo that the ATP was proper, EPA Region 9 went further, beyond
approving the ATP, to mandate use of the two-concentration TST by stating that this ATP “will
apply to all new or revised NPDES permits issued by the State Water Board and Regional Water
Quality Control Boards and any EPA-issued California permits that include whole effluent toxicity
pl‘ovisioﬁs.” See EPA ATP Approval Lefter from Fugenia McNaughton, Ph.D. to Renee Spear,
SWRCB (March 17, 2014)(emphasis added). Neither EPA nor the Regional Water Board has the
authority to impose the TST until that method has been promulgated by EPA as an approved
method under Part 136. Analytical results obtained by using a non-promulgated method cannot be
used for NPDES compliance determination purposes until that method has been incorporated into

40 C.F.R. Part 136. See accord Permit at E-19 (“Analysis under this section is for monitoring
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purposes only. Analytical results obtained for this study will not be used for compliance
determination purposes, since the methods have not been incorporated into 40 CFR part 136.”)
Similarly, the particular qumber of dilutions in a dilution series cannot be mandated. 67 Fed. Reg.
69956 (*no one.particular dilution setries is required.”)

This mandate also contradicts a June 18, 2010 EPA Headquarters memo‘accompanying the
TST Implementation Document, from James Hanlon, the Director of the EPA Office of
Wastewater Management, which stated: “The TST approach does not preclude the use of existing
recommendations for assessing WET data provided in EPA’s 1991 Water Quality-based Technical
Support Document (TSD) which remain valid for use by EPA Regions and the States.” Thus, all
the TST can be used for is additional information, similar to the extra PCB and CEC meonitoring
(diécussed elsewhere in this petition) where samples are required using a non-promulgated method
— however, the ditference is for PCBs and CECs, that extra data is not being used for compliance
determination processes. See Permit at pg. E-9, footnote 13; and pg. E-19.l

b} EPA Guidance cannot Overrule Promulgated Regulations.

Footnote 15 on page 8 of the Permit states that the inclusion of a numeric effluent limitation
for toxicity is based on twé current EPA guidance documents:

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity
Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, June 2010} (2010 TST guidance
document), and

o EPA Regions 8, 9 and 10 Toxicity Training Tool (January 2010) (Training Tool),

http://cfpub.epa.gov/inpdes/wabasedpermitting/wet.cfin.

These documents cannot be used to justify the Permit’s requirements because these
guidance documents do not mandate use of the TST, or require the inclusion of a numeric effluent
limitation for toxicity. Appendix D of the 2010 TST guidance document includes example permit
language for either a trigger or an effluent limitation. The Training Tool also discusses both permit
triggers and effluent limitations for toxicity. In the Training Tool, numeric effluent limitations are

only needed in cases where there is reasonable potential and even if there is reasonable potential,
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effluent limitations for toxicity are not needed if chemical specific effluent limitations are included
for the pollutants identified as causing the toxicity (Section 2.5, p.age 31).1

Camarillo WRP does not have reasonable potential for toxicity, and the causative pollutants
(ammonia, chlorpyrifos, and diazinon) that were determined to potentially be the cause of toxicity
in the effluent during the Toxicity TMDL development process are all assigned effluent limitations
within the permit. Asa result, the Regional Board can point to nothing in either of the guidance
documents cited tﬁat mandates the use of numeric effluent limitations for toxicity.

Additionally, the 2010 TST guidance document is merely guidance that may be changed at

-any time as policies and directions change. Importantly, the disclaimer in that guidance document

specifically notes that the document is not “a permit or a regulation itself.” The TST guidance
document clearly states that:

“The document does not and cannot impose any legally binding requirements on EPA,
states, NPDES permittees, or laboratories conducting or using WET testing for permittees
(or for states in evaluating ambient water quality). EPA could revise this document without
public notice to reflect changes in EPA policy and guidance.”'*

The other document cited is merely part of a training tool that is not even published guidance.

Although EPA often tries to regulate by guidance, courts have frowned upon this practice
as aptl'y described in Appalachian Power Co. v. EPA, 208 F.3d. 1015, 1020 (D.C. Cir. 2000). The
district court in the Appalachian Power case found fault in EPA’s regulating by setting aside the
guidance in its entir.ety. (Id. at p. 1028.) “If an agency acts as if a document issued at headquartei‘s
is controlling in the field, if it treats the document in the same manner as it treats a legislative rule,
if it bases enforcement actions on the policies or interpretations formulated in the document, if it

leads private parties or State permitting authorities to believe that it will declare permits invalid

13 If State water quality standards contain only narrative water quality criteria for WET and it is documented in the
record for the permit {ic., fact sheet or statement of basis) that chemical specific water quality-based effluent
limitations (“WQBELSs™) are sufficient to atizin and maintain the narrative water quality criteria, then WQBELSs for
WET are not necessary. 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d}(1){(v). Effluent limits are only authorized for the causative toxicant. See
accord Los Angeles Basin Plan at pg. 3-17.

' USEPA, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Technical Document. EPA
833-R-10-004, June 2010 (Exhibit I).
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unless they comply with the terms of the document, then the agency's document is for all practical
purposes ‘binding.”” (Id. at p. 1021 [citations omitted).)

More recent cases have reached the same conclusion in other instances when EPA tried to
impose its will through interpretive rules, such as the 2010 TST guidance. One case related to
invalidating EPA guidance setting forth air quality attainment alternatives. (NRDCv. U.S. EPA,
643 F.3d 311 (D.C.Cir. 2011).) Another related to “requirements” contained in letters related to
water quality pehnitting prohibitions related to blending and mixing zones. In this case, the court
found that EPA not only lacked the statutory authority to implose the guidance regulations on
blending, but also .violated the Administrative Procedures Act (“APA”), 5U.8.C. § 500 et seq., by
implementing the guidance on both issues without first proceeding through the notice and comment
procedures for agency rulemaking. (Jowa League of Cities v US. EPA4,711 F.3d 844, 878 (8th.
Cir. 2013).) The case law is clear that EPA must regulate through rules and not through informal
guidance. Similar rules apply to the Water Boards, Which also cannot regulate by guidance,
particularly where that guidance is contrary to established regl_llations (e.g., the Toxicity TMDL)
and statewide precedential orders as descﬁbed above.

4) A Maximum Daily Limit for Chronic Toxicity is Impracticable,
Unlawful and Inappropriate.

Federal law only authorizes monthly and weekly average effluent limitations for publicly

owned treatment works (POTWs) without a demonstration that these effluent limitations are

limitations, standards and prohibitions, including those necessary to achievé water quality
standards, shall un]ess impracticable be stated as: (2) Average weekly and average monthly
limitations for POTWs.”)) As described above, the Permit includes an MDEL for chronic toxicity,
which is more stri_ngent tha:p required by federal law and has not been adequately justified with an

impracticability analysis. Therefore, this limitation is contrary to law."

13 California courts have already held that daily limits are not allowed unless demonstrated to be impracticable and
these decisions are binding on the Water Boards since not appealed. (See City of Burbankv. State Water Resources
Control Board, 35 Cal. 4th 613, 623, n.6 (2005) (The Supreme Court held: “Unchallenged on appeal and thus not
affected by our decision are the trial court’s rulings that... (2) the administrative record failed to support the specific
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In addition, a daily maximum limit is unnecessary to protect aquatic life. Chronic toxicity
testing is meant to assess long-term impacts to biological communities of organisms, not the
impact of a single day’s or week’s discharge. Furthermore, use of a daily maximum chronic
toxicity limit to protect égainst'a single discharge event capable of éxceeding the objective makes
no sense when a single chronic tést itself typically consists of three (3) or more discrete samples
collected over an exposufe period of up to nine (9) days. (See 67 Fed. Reg. 69953 (2002 Final
WET Rule)(“shorf fenn methods for estimating chronic toxicity [ ] use longer durations of
exposure (up to nine days) to ascerteﬁn the adverse effects of an effluent or receiving water on
survival, growth and/or reproduction of the organisms.” (emphasis added).) Therefore, a short
term average or daily maximum limit for chronic WET is impracticable and a chronic toxicity limit
(as is recognized for other long-term chronic objectives, such as to protect human health) should be
expressed only in narrative form “There shall be no chronic toxicity in thé effluent discharge,”
interpreted as a monthly average, or a median monthly if the monthly average is demonstrated to
be impracticable. (See accord In the Matter of the Own Motion Review of City of Woodland, Order
WQO 2004-0010, 2004 WL 1444973, *10 (June 17, 2004) (“Implementing the limits as
instantaneous maxima appears to be incorrect because the criteria guidance value, as previously

stated, is intended to protect against chronic effects.” The limits were to be applied as monthly

averages instead); SWRCB Order No. 2003-0012 and EPA Letter to Los Angeles Regional Board

on Long Beach/Los Coyotes Permits at pg.4 (May 31, 2007),)
Further, a pass/fail result from a single effluent test provides no indication of actual aquatic
toxicity in the ambient receiving waters. Even EPA explains that:

“The agency is concerned that single concentration, pass/fail, toxicity tests do not
provide sufficient concentration-response information on effluent toxicity to determine

compliance. It is the Agency’s policy that all efﬂuent toxicity tests include a minimuim
of five effluent concentrations and a control.”!

effluent Limitations; (3) the permits improperly imposed daily maximum limits rather than weekly or monthly
averages;...)(emphasis added).) Because no additional analysis has been done for the chronic toxicity limit to

demonstrate the impracticability of monthly and weekly average limits, the Regional Board must be ordered to remove
the daily maximum limit.

16 See U.S. EPA, Whole Effluent Toxicity: Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants -
Supplementary Information Document (SID) at pg. 28 (Oct. 2, 1995). '
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Contrary to EPA regulations and guidance, the Permit includes an MDEL that would result
in an effluent limit violation as a result of a single sample exceedance. Despite a potentially high
effect level needed to exceed the MDEL (> 0.50), it is inappropriate to assess single sample
violations for chronic toxicity analyses due to the variability and uncertainty inherent in testing
biological organisms for non-lethal endpoints. The single test is highly problematic given tflat the
TST proceaure often inaccurately identifies non-toxic samples as toxic or “Fail.” When non-toxic
method blank data from EPA’s Inter-laboratory WET Variability Study was re~evaluated using the
TST procedure, the number of false positives increased dramatically. Nearly 15% of all non-toxic
samples were declared “toxic” in the Ceriodaphnia dubia 1'eproductidn test - four times more than
occurred when using either the NOEC method - and, 7.4 % of all non-toxic samples were declared
“toxic” using'the TST procedure to evéluaté fathead minnow growth, which is double the rate at
which similar false conclusions occurred when evaluating the same data with the traditional,
promulgated NOEC méthod. |

Additionally, the preamble to the 2002 WET Rule says “EPA policy states that ‘EPA does
not recommend that the initial response to a single exceedance of a WET limit, causing no known
harm, be a fofmal enforcement action with a civil penalty.”” 67 Fed. Reg. 69968 citing EPA memo
entitled National Policy Regarding Whole Effluent Toxicity Enforcement (1995a) (emphasis
added). The appropriate response to a chronic toxicity test indicating the presence of toxicity is ﬁot_

to declare a violation, but to investigate the cause, starting with follow-up testing to confirm the

initial result. (See accord 67 Fed. Reg. 69968 (EP A policy suggests additional testing is an

appropriate initial response to a single WET exceedance); Basin Plan at 3-17 (recommending TIE
to identify cause of toxicity prior to imposing effluent limitation to implement the narrative
Toxicity objective); see accord Ocean Plan at pg. 45 (triggering TRE Process).)

For all of these reasons, the inclusion of a daily maximum effluent limitation for chronic
toxicity is impracticable, unlawful, and inappropriate. At the very least, the State'Water Board

should order that the daily limit for chronic toxicity be removed.
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5) The Regional Board’s Presumptions Regarding Numeric Limits are
Mistaken.

The Regional Board at page 8 of the response to comments related to toxicity limits
mistakenly claims that “[flederal regulations establish an explicit presumption that a numeric
effluent limitation — rather than a non-numeric effluent limit — is required by the Clean Water Act
to make reasonable further progress toward the goal of eliminating pollutants into the nation’s
waters. Non-numeric effluent limitations may only replace numeric effluent limits in an NPDES
peﬁllit if a numeric limit is ‘infeasible.” (40 C.F.R. §122.44.)”

" This statement misunderstands the federal regulations and misinterprets case law binding
on the Water Boards. The Clean Water Act generally requires a permit to contain water quality
based effluent limitations (“WQ-BELS”) whenever the permitting agency determines that pollutants
are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, or have the reasonable potential to cause, or
contribute to, an instream e>.<cursion above the allowable concentration of a numeric criterion
within a state water quality standard (40 C F R §122.44(d)(1).) 7

The Court in the case of City of Tracy v. SWRCB, Sac. Superior Court Case No. “34-2009-
80000392 (2010)(emphés'is added) held the following, which is binding on the Water Boards since
not appealed: |

As an initial matter, the Court rejects any suggestion that effluent limitations are required to
be numeric. The definition of “effluent limitation” in the Clean Water Act refers to “any
restriction,” and may include a “schedule of compliance” (33 U.S.C. § 1362(11); 40 C.F.R.
§122.2.) The term “schedule of compliance” means a “schedule of remedial measures,”
including an enforceable sequence of interim requirements leading to compliance with an
effluent limitation or standard (33 U.S.C. § 1362(17); 40 CFR § 122.2))

In Communities for a Better Environment, the First Appellate District Court of Appeal
specifically rejected the argument that the federal regulations mandate numeric WQBELSs in
all circumstances. Rather, the Court found, Congress intended a “flexible approach”
including alternative effluent control strategies. Communities for a Better Environment v
State Water Resources Control Bd. (2003) 109 Cal. App 4th 1089, 1105, Communities for a
Better Environment v State Water Resources Control Bd. (2005) 132 Cal. App 4th 1313,
1318; see also Divers’ Environmental Conservation Organization v State Water Resources
Control Bd (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th 246, 262 [following Communities fora Better
Environment.) Thus, numeric effluent limitations are not necessary to meet the
requirements of the federal Clean Water Act. (Communities for a Better Environment,
supra, 109 Cal.App.4th at p. 1093.) Indeed, federal regulations expressly pérmit non-
numeric effluent limitations - such as best management practices - when numeric effluent

34

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT PETITION FOR REVIEW




DOWNEY BRAND LLP

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

limitations are “infeasible.” (40 C.F.R. § 122 44(k)(3), see also State Board Order WQ
2006-0012, p. 16.)

The State Board construes “infeasibility” to refer to “the ability or propriety of
establishing” numeric limits. (See State Board Order WQ 2009-0015, p.7; State Board
Order WQ 2006-0012, pp. 14-16.) Thus, according to the State Board, feasibility turns on
the ability and propriety of establishing numeric effluent limitations, rather than the ability
of a discharger to comply. '

However, this argument is unfounded and is not supported by case law or by the Board’s
own Water Quality Orders. It will nearly always be possible to establish numeric effluent
limitations, but there will be many instances in which it will not be feasible for dischargers .
to comply with such limitations. In those instances, states have the authority to adopt non-
numeric effluent limitations.

Communities for a Better Environment makes clear that one factor a board may consider in
determining whether a numerical effluent limitation is “feasible” is the “ability of the
discharger to comply.” (See Communities for a Better Environment, supra, 109 Cal.App 4th
at pp 1100.) The court expressly approved the regional board’s consideration of this factor
in upholding the determination that numeric effluent limits were not “appropriate” for the
refinery at issue in that case. (Id. at p. 1105 [approving determination that numeric WQBEL
was not feasible “for the reasons discussed above,” which included inability of discharger
to comply.}

Likewise, in Water Quality Order 2003-0012, the State Board declined to impose numeric
effluent limitations [for WET] in a waste discharge permit because of a concern that
numeric limitations would not be appropriate.FN (State Board Order WQ 2003-0012.)

FN. The Board’s Water Quality Orders indicate a “preference” for determining the “ability and
propriety” of establishing numeric effluent limitations in a regulatory setting, e g as part of a basin
plan amendment, rather than as part of a permit petition process. (See State Board Order WQ 2003-
0012, pp 8-9, State Board Order WQQ 2009-0015, p 7 fn 28.) Thus, the Board contends, while the
Board may consider dischargers® ability to comply when deciding whether numeric effluent
limitations are “appropriate,” in general, a discharger’s ability to comply should not be considered
when setting specific numeric effluent limitations in a permit (See ibid. ) However, Water Quality
Order 2003-0012 shows that the Board has considered the “ability and propriety” of numeric
effluent limitations as part of the permit petition process, at least to give the Board time to address
the issue in a regulatory setting (See State Board Order WQ 2003-0012, p 9.)

The Board’s Order in this proceeding cited to WQO 2003-0012 with approval, noting
that “it IS possible to have effluent limitations other than numeric effluent limitations
[provided] the effluent limitation is enforceable and designed to implement the water
quality objective.” (CSPA000398.) The Board remanded the matter to the Regional Board
to further consider whether there are feasible alternatives or methods, other than reverse
osmosis, that the City could use to achieve the numeric limits. (CSPA000401.)

Accordingly, the Court rejects the argument that in determining the “propriety” of numeric
effluent limitations, the Board may not consider the ability (or inability) of the discharger to
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comply with such limitations. The ability to comply is a critical factor in determining the
“propriety” of numerical limitations. ‘

This decision and those cases cited as undertying authority for the decision challenge the
Regional Board’s justification. As these cases proclaim, numeric effluent limitations are not
required by any law or regulation for any constituent. Moreover, numeric limits are particularly
inappropriate for WET because of the inherent inaccuracies of biological testing and the likelihood
of false positive test results that puts the permittee in compliance jeopardy for false failures,
creating a violation when the effluent is not truly “toxic.”

The legal validity of numeric chronic toxicity limits using any method (NOEC/IC25/TST)
is questionable. EPA recognizes that the precision of freshwater chronic toxicity tests is generally
in the range of 30-60% in terms of coefficient of variation. See 60 Fed. Reg. 53533-4 (Oct. 16,
1995). This variation is similar to a range of non-detect to 2.2 TUc fbr any particular clean (method |
blank) sample, or using a non-technical analogy, is similar to a radar detector registering a stopped
car at any speed from 0-121 miiles per hour.

In addition, these tests have been shown to have 5-40% false failures (a “fail” under the
TST when there is no actual toxicity), ﬁn’ther.placing their regulatory usefulness in question and
raising constitutional due process issues in the context of strict liability for permit violations. See
Risk Sciences White Paper (2014) submitted to the Regional Board on May 6. 2014.17‘ Even EPA
has determined that “the accuracy of toxicity tests ;aimot be determined.” See Short Term Methods
for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms;,
EPA/600/4-91/002 at 139, 193, and 225 (July 1‘994.). Even if there is only a 5% false failure level
(as is set for the TST), this guarantees at least one numeric effluent limit “violation” in the five
year permit term, even though there is no actual toxicity for those incidents. This would be an

enforceable violation, not subject to MMPs per Water Code section 13385(1)(1)(D) if there are

'7 Although the Regional Board asked for additional information, the Regional Board excluded some of the submitted
information from the official record even though it directly related to previcus comments and addressed numeric limits
and compliance schedules discussed on the May 1, 2014 teleconference between the permittees and Regional Board
staff. See Regional Board, Notice of Determination (May 7, 2014). This action was also an abuse of discretion.
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other toxic pollutant limits in the permit, but subject to discretionary and citizen suit enforcement,
No reason exists to put permittees in such cémpliance jeopardy unnecessarily.

Reanalysis .of actual WET test data, from a wide variety of real-world samples,
demonstrates that the TST technique consistently “detects” the existence of toxicity more
frequently than the NOEC method, especially for tests with relatively small effect levels. See State
Board, Effluent, Stormwater and Ambient Toxicity Test Drive Analysis of the Test of Sigm‘ﬁmﬁt
Toxz'city (TST) (Dec., 2011) (see e.g,, Chronic Freshwater results in Table E-1).

One should not assume that greater statistical sensitivity equates with improved accuracy in .
WET testing. Reanalysis of data from EPA’s inter-laboratory WET variability study indicates that
the TST technique also “detects” toxicity in blank sémples at a rate up to three times higher than
the NOEC. (U.8. EPA. Final Report: Interlaboratory Variability Study of EPA Short-term Chronic
and Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity Test Methods, Vol. 1; EPA-821-B-01-004 (Sept., 2001). Blank

samples are comprised solely of laboratory dilution water that is known to be non-toxic before the

test begins. Such inaccuracies demonstrate that the TST does not provide performance “acceptably

equivalent” to that of the standard methods that were promulgated in 2002. See Regional Board’s:
Response to Comments on Permit at pg. 10.

Because of the unreliability and inaccuracy of these biological test methods, strictly
construed numeric (“pass/fail” or “% Effect”) effluent limits for toxicity are inappropriate,
infeasible to comply with, and should not have been imposed.

In conclusion, for all the reasons cited in herein, the effluent limits for chronic toxicity in
Table 4 of the Permit should be changed back to the narrative effluent limitation contained in the
last permit with 2 numeric trigger for additional investigations (e.g., TIE/TRE). No authority exists
for mandating numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations and particularly not limits of “Pass”, or
“0% effect <50” using a non-Part 136 method. As stated above, the Basin Plan Amendment
incorporating the Toxicity TMDL, Resolution No. R4-2005-009 at page 7, expressly sféted that the

numeric toxicity targets “would be implemented as a trigger,” so the limit in Table 4 of Provision

IV. and the Compliance Determination for Chronic Toxicity in Provision VILJ. should be adjusted

accordingly. Furthermore, as stated above, the inclusion of numeric chronic toxicity effluent
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limitations violates the curreht binding precedent from State Board Order No. WQ 2003-0012.

Finally, since the TST is not an approved Part 136 methodology (or a valid ATP), this method

should not be utilized for compliance purposes unless promulgated as a formal rule by EPA.
C.  Other Problematic Effluent and Receiving Water Limitations

1. Unnecessary Effluent limit for MBAS.

Effluent limits for Methylene Blue Activated Substances (“MBAS”), set as both
concentration and mass as average monthly limits, are included in Table 4 that is set equal to the
drinking water Maximum Contaminant Level (“MCL") of 0.5 mg/L, even though fhere iS no
municipal drinking water (“MUN") use designated for the waters to which the District discharges.

Neither the effluent nor ambient data éxceed the MCL, with a maximum observed effluent '
concentration of 0.05 mg/L and a maximum ambient concentration of 0.29 mg/L. Permit at pg. F-7;

District’s Comments on the Permit. Nevertheless, Section IV.C.2.b.ix. of the Tentative Order’s

i Fact Sheet (pg. F-27), stated that this effluent limitation “was developed based on the Basin Plan

incorporation of Title 22 Drinking Water Standards... to protect the surface water MUN beneficial
use.” However, as the District poirited out in comments, MUN is not applicable to the surface
feceiving waters as is recognized in footnote 1 of Table F-4a (pg. F-14) of the Permit. In the final
Permit, the justification is modified to now state that the limit is needed to “protect the surface
water groundwater recharge (GWR) beneficial use and the groundwater basin’s MUN beneficial
use.” Permit at pg. F-28. ‘

MBAS is discuséed in Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan in the secﬁon covering Regional
Objectives for Inland Surface Watlers, which clearly states that this objective only applies to
[surface] waters designated MUN, not to waters designated as GWR. Title 22 MCLs are also
referenced under the Groundwater objectives. However, even though groundwater trecharge is not
considered an acceptable justification to apply these objectives to the WRP discharge, MBAS is
not even specifically listed in the Tables referenced from Title 22 in Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan in
the section under Groundwater — Chemical Constituents and Radioactivity (Basin Plan, pg. 3-18).
Furthermore, the GWR use is not a recognized or mandatory Clean Water Act use, so protection of

this use is not required by federal law and imposition of this effluent limit for state law purposes
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requires additional analysis under Water Code sections 13263 and 13241 specific to this limit prior
to imposing any effluent limitation that is more stringent than required by federal law. Cizj; of
Burbank v. SWRCB, 35 Cal. 4% 613, 618, 628 (2005). Further, application of MCLs at end of pipe
ignores dilution in receiving waters and removal through soil aquifer treatment. No evidence has
Been presented that there is a lack of assimilative capacity in local aquifers that would justify an
end-of-pipe effluent limit for MBAS equal to the MCL.

In addition, Section IV.C.2.b.ix. of the Fact Sheet goes on to say that “given the nature of
the Facility which accepts domestic wastewater into the sewer system and treatment plant, and the
characteristics of the pollutants discharges, the discharge has reasonablé potential....” This is not
an adequate justification for requiring an effluent limit for MBAS (or any other pollutant without
reasonable potential). The. fact that a pollutant may be present in domestic wastewater influent in
no way correlates with its potential for being discharged in the recycled water at a level that |
impacts the beneficial uses of the reéeiving water, or causes an in-stream exceedance of an
applicable water quality standard. This same reasoning would apply to any constituent that is
regularly detected in wastewater treatment plant influent and, unless the concentration of the
constituent in effluent exceeds water quality criteria, those con'stitu:nts are not assigned effluent
limits. 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1)(iii). Therefore, for all these reasons, the District requests that the
effluent limit for MBAS be removed as unnecessary.

2. Unnecessary Effluent limits for Chlorinated Pesticides and PCBs.

Table 4 of the Tentative Order contains average monthly and daily maxim{lm
concentration-based effluent limits for chlordane, 4,4-DDD, 4,4-DDE, 4,4-DDT, dieldrin, PCBs |
and toxaphene. These effluent limits are based on the WLAS set forth in the Calleguas Creek
Watershed Organochlorine Pésticides, PCB and Siltation TMDL (“OP TMDL”) established in
2005 by the Regional Water Board. Permit at pg. 8, footnote, 13. However, DDT and DDD have
been not detected in the effluent or the receiving water since January 2009. Additionally,
chlordane, 4,4—DDE, dieldrin, PCBs and toxaphene were not detected at all during the time frame
for which data was evaluated for this permit. Therefore, there is no reasonable potential for these

constifuents to cause or contribute to a water quality exceedance and the effluent limits should be

39

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT PETITION FOR REVIEW




DOWNEY BRAND LLP

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

removed from Table 4. See accord City of Woodland v. Callzj-‘ornia Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Central Valley Region, Alameda County Superior Court Case No. RG04-188200
(May 16, 2005) at pgs. 4, 13. To address any concern associated with the TMDL, a detected value
of one of these constituents at a level near the applicable WLA could be a trigger for a source
investigation, and detection at or above the applicable WLA could trigger reasonable potential and
the related reopener clause. Permit at pg. 16. |

The allegation that a reasonable pot_ential analysis is not required when there is a TMDL is
not borne out by careful review of the federal regul_ations. The federal regulations require effluent
limitations as necessary to achieve water quality standards, including narrative water quality
criteria. 40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(1). In order to determine whether an effluent limitation is
“necessary,” the permitting authority performs what is known as a “reasonable potential analysis”
or “RPA.” Id. at §122.44(d)(1)(1)-(vi). If an effluent limit is necessary, then “when developing
water quality-based effluent limits under this paragraph,” the permifting authority shall ensure that
these effluent limits “are consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any available
wasteload allocations for the discharge prepared by the State and approved by EPA pursu-ant to 40
CFR 130.7,” which relates to TMDLs. Id. at §122.44(d){(1)(vii); §130.7. If there is no reasonable
potential under subdivisions (i) through (vi), then there is no need for consistency with the TMDL
and WLAs under the later subdivision (vii). One subdivision cénnot be read to the exclusion of the
other preceding parts. See supra footnote 8.

The State Implementétion Policy (“SIP”} does not change this analysis. Under the SIP, the |
permit writer must “conduct the analysis in this section for éach priority pollutant with an
applicable criterion or objective, excluding priority pollutants for which a Total Maximum Daily
Load (TMDL) has been developed, to determine if ﬁ water quality-based effluent limitation is
required in the discharger’s permit.” SIP at Section 1.3, pgs. 5-6 (emphasis added). So for
priority pollutants without a TMDL, the penmit writer uses the SIP RPA procedure. If there is a
TMDL, then the SIP analysis in Section 1.3 is not required, but the RPA is still mandated under the
federal regulations and the rule that there is no limit required if there is 1o reasonable potential still

applies.
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3. Unnecessary Effluent limits for Boron

Table 4 of the Tentative Order includes effluent limits for boron of 1 mg/L and 60 pounds
per day as a monthly average. Permit at pg. 6. However, the maximum observed daily effluent
concentration for boron in recent years is 0.82 mg/L and highest monthly average was 0.58 mg/L.
Perﬁlit at pg. F-7, Table F-2. Additionally, as noted in the Basin Plan Amendment (R4-2007-01 6},
boron is not listed in the reach to which the Camarillo WRP discharges and there is no applicable
WLA for boron. Therefore, there should be no effluent limit for boron bécause there is no
reasonable potential (even though not analyzed by the Regional Board as required under 40 C.F.R.
§122.44(d)(1) in Table F-7) and adequate justification for this limit was not provided.

4, Unnecessary Heptachlor Epoxide Limits

Heptachlor epoxide has no actual detected effluent data. Table F-7 of the Fact Sheet (on
page F-37) shows heptachlor epoxide as having detected effluent and ambient data, which is
incorrect. See Permit at F-37, Table F-7. The Regional Board’s response to comments admits that
the data used was “j-flagged” data, which represents both detected, but not quantified (“DNQ”)
effluent and ambient data. These values are estimated concentration below the lowest reliable
point on the calibration curve. Thus, these data are not legally defensible and should not be used
for regulatory purposes. See SIP at Section 1.3 (excluding data that are insufficient). Moreover, the
data were from 2007, which is too old to be used for a reasonable potential analysis in 2014 since
changeé have been made to the unit processes at the WRP since that time. See Permit at F-12,
Section ILE. In the absence of any showing “that there have been any organochlorine pesticides in
the City’s effluent in the three years prior to the date of the Regional Board’s Order, there is no
basis to find reasonable potential for these pesticides to be contained in the City’s effluent, and the
Regional Board’s Order should not contain any limitatiqns on these substances.” Ciiy of Woodland
v. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, Alameda County
Superior Court Case No. RG04-188200 (May 16, 2005) at pg. 14 (limiting data to last three years
for reasonable potential analysis). For these reasons, the heptachlor epoxide (and any other similar)

limits based on old or j-flagged data should be removed from the Permit.
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5. Unnecessary Radioactivity Limit

An effluent limitation for general radioactivity is not warranted as there is no demonstrated
reasonable potential and this limit unnecessarily duplicates the discharge prohibition for

radiological waste in I11.G. The response to comments states that there is reasonable potential

because radioactivity was detected in the effluent. Regional Board Response to Comments at pg.

32. However, detection of a substance is not enough to provide reasonable potential. The
detect!ion must be at a level with a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an in-stream
exceedance of the applicable water quality standard. No evidence was provided that a proper
reasonable potential analysis was done for radioactivity, or that radioactivity is an issue in
receiving waters. Therefore, this effluent limit must be removed.

o. Unnecessary Mass Limits

For conventional pollutants, no need exists for both mass limits and 85% removal
requirements as both are not required by either federal or state law. Under federal law, mass limits
are specifically not required for Technology-Based Limits, such as BOD and TSS. The federal
regulations only require concentration-based effluent limits and 85% removal requirements. (Seé
40 C.F.R. §133.102(a)(1)-(3) and (b)(1)-(3); see e.g., Order No. R2-2012-0051, Table 6 (monthly
and weekly conventional pollutant limits only with no mass limits required).) The only way that
mass limits for BOD and TSS are authorized by the federal regulations is where substituting the
percent removal requirements with a mass loading limit for less concentrated influent wastewater
for separat'e sewers. (40 C.F.R. §133.103(d).) Since the Regional Board did not substitute mass .
limits for the percent removal fequirements that are contained in Provision IV.A.3.a., the mass
limits in Table 4 are not justified under federal law.

Finally, the Fact Sheet at page F-40 states that “40 CFR §122.45 (£)(1) requires that except
under certain conditions, all permit limits, standards, or prohibitions be expressed in terms of mass
units. 40 CFR § 122.45(f)(2) allows the permit writer, at its discr.etion, to express limits in
additional units (e.g., concentration units).” This statement ignores that 40 C.F.R. section
122.45(f)(1) does not require and exempts mass-based effluent limitations for: i) pH, temperature,

radiation, or other pollutants which cannot be appropriately expressed by mass, and ii) “when
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applicable standards and limitations are expressed in terms of other units of measurement.”
(Emphasis added.) Further, Table 4 includes all limits expressed initially in concentration;
therefore, additional mass limits are not needed or required (except in the case of TMDL-based
mass limits, and then concentration-based limits are not required). Because the technology-based
limits and most water quality-based limits and criteria are expressed in concentration (i.c., “other
units of measure” besides mass), the exception to the requirement for mass limits has been met and
mass limits are not required under federal law. (See accord Order No. R1-2013-001 at F-26
(*Because secondary treatment standards for BODs and TSS are expressed in terms of
concentration and percent removal, mass-based effluent limitations for these parameters are not
required. Mass-based cffluent limitations for BODs and TSS were included in the previous Order,
but have been removed from this Order...”).'*) Furthermore, where flow is limited either expressly
in the permit or by design constraints, mass will be limited in acco_rdance with the concentration.
cap and the flow limit. The Regional Boards must consisteqtly interpret the regulatory
requirements or equal protecﬁon problems arise when similarly situated permittees are treated
differently under the same statutory and regulatory scheme. The Region 1 approach should be
preferred over the Region 4 approach.

AII mass limits should be removed since not required by federal law. If being imposed
under state laW, or the discretionary ability to include mass limits in addition to concentration
based limit under section 122.45(f)(2), then these requiréments are more stringent than required by

federal law and have not been adequately justified and nor have all of the considerations under

18 See Order No. R1-2013-001 at pgs. F-53 and F-54 (“The previous Order contained mass-based effluent limitations
for BOD; and TSS that applied when the Permittee was discharging treated effluent to any of its authorized surface
water discharge points. The draft Order removes mass limitations for discharges of treated wastewater because
Regional Water Board staff misinterpreted the exception in 40 CFR 122.45(£%(2), which states that mass limitations are
not required for (1) pH, temperature, radiation, or other pollutants which cannot be appropriately expressed by mass,
and (2} when applicable standards and limitations are expressed in terms of other units of measure.” Staff should have
granted exception No. 2, because secondary freatment siandards for BODs and TSS in 40 CFR 133.102, on which the
efftuent limitations in previous permits were based, are expressed in concentration and percent removal (i.e., “other
units of measure™). The relaxation of effiuent limitations for BOD; and TSS in this Order is permissible under CWA
section 402(0)(2)(B), because Regional Waler Board staff has determined that mass limitations for ROD;s and TSS
were applied in the previous permit as'a result of a mistaken interpretation of law when issuing the previous permit.”)
(emphasis added).
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Water Code section 13263 and 13241 been satisfied for these particular limits. (See City of
Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Board, 35 Cal. 4th 613, 629 (2005).)

No evidence has been cited that mass-based limits are necessary ensure to ensure proper
treatment of a tertiary treatment plant, or that the District has potable or other water available to
dilute its effluent in order to comply with the final effluent concentration limits as suggested on
page F-40, particularly in a drought. In fact, the District meets concentration-based limits much
more stringent than those proposed under federal secondary treatment requirements. 40 C.F.R.
Part 133. Without evidence to support the findings of necessity for these limits that are more
stringent than required by federal law (including the mass limits for BOD and TSS), the mass
limits must be removed.

If retained, then the mass limits (even those from TMDLs) need to be calculated ba;sed on
design flow to allow for growth. 40 C.F.R. §122.45(b); 44 Fed. Reg. 32864 (June 7, 1979)(when
previously numbered 122.16). Not all of the current mass limits have a reference to footnote 1 to
Table 4, but need to in order to be consistent with EPA regulations. See also City of Moscow,
Idaho, NPDES Appeal No. 00-10, 2001 WL 988721 (July 27, 2001) citing 40 C.F.R. 122.45(b) and
122.44(d)(1)(vii) (approving the use of design ﬂoW rather than the number referenced in the
TMDL because although the regulations require consistency with the WLAs in a TMDL, “they do
not require that the permit limitations that will be finally adopted in a final NPDES permit be
identical to any of the WLAs that may be providéd in a TMDL.”).

7. Unnecessary Daily Limits |

There is inadequate justification for daily limits for BOD, TSS, oil & grease or settleable
solids. These limits are inconsistent with federal law (40 C.F.R. §122.44(d)(if no reasonable
potential), 122.45(d)(2)}(no daily limits generally for POTWs) and Part 133) and cannot be justified
by the aquatic life protection portions of the SIP. Thus, these limits need to be removed. (See
accord Order No. R1-2013-0001 at 8 (no daily limits for conventionals).) The Fact Sheet at F-24
states “daily maxinum lilﬁits cannot be removed because none of the anti-backsliding exceptions

apply.” This is incorrect because several provisions would justify removal of these daily limits,

44

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT PETITION FOR REVIEW




DOWNEY BRAND LLP

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26
27
28

including but not limited to CWA, 33 U.S.C. §1342(o)(1)(compliance with 1314(d){4)(B)), or

(oH2 )} A)(substantial alterations to plant since last rpermit), or (0)(2)(B)ii}(mistake of law).

3. Unnecessary Receiving Water Limits for Temperature

Provision V.A.1.’s prohibition on effluent from altering water temperature by more than 5

|{degrees may be an unachicvable. Permit at pg. 10. When upstréam flow conditions are extremely

low, the District’s temperature can alter stream by more than 5 degrees. A statement should be
added either in this section or under compliance determination that “When upstream flow is <6 cfs,
the upstream temperature is not representative of natural conditions.”

9, Inappropriate Pest Breeding Limitation

One of the Receiving Water Limitations states fhat the “discharge shall not result in
problems due to breeding of mosquitoes, gnats, black flies, midges, ot other pests.” Permit at pg.
12, Provision V.A.15. This Receiﬁng Water Limitation for insect control is inappropriate and not
applicable to this highly treated recycled water discharge, and must be removed,

10. Unnecessary Receiving Water Limits where Effluent Limits Prescribed

Both an effluent limitation and a receiving water limitation for temp-erature, pH, total
residual chlorine, and turbidity are not ';equired. See Permit at [V.A.l.a -Table 4, IV.A.3.b. and
Ade; V.Al, 2., and 6. If the discharge has a reasonable potential for any constituents for which
receiving water limitations are proposed, then the appropriate regulation is an effluent limit. If
there was no reasonable potential, then no _regulation of these substances is required. Similarly,
where an effluent limit is being proposed, as in the case of temperature, pH and turbidity, a
duplicative receiving water limitation is unnecessary because the effluent is being adequately
controlled to not cause or contribute to an in-stream exceedance. A similar comment would apply
to the receiving water limitations for toxicity, ammonia, and chlorine. Each of these duplicative
receiving water limitations should be removed to not impose “double jeopardy,” i.e., two violations
being imposed for the same discharge violating both types of limitations.

11. Unnecessary Groundwater Limitations

The Groundwater Limitations at Provision V.B. should be deemed “Not Applicable” since

there are no direct discharges to groundwater and all potential incidental discharges are adequately
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protected by the effluent and receiving water limitations. Groundwater requirements are strictly
State law requirements only and do not belong in a‘federal NPDES permit that does not directly
regulate groundwater.

D. Unnecessary and Burdensome Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

1. Sediment Monitoring for Mercury

The requirement for sediment monitoring in Section E.IV.4. {(pg. E-10) should be deleted.
Sediment monitoring is not required by the Calleguas Creck Watershed Metals TMDL (“Metals
TMDL”) and it is not possible to monitor sediment through effluent samples. TSS and water
column total mercury samples are sufficient to address the TMDL requirements. It is overly
conservative to assume that the total water load is equal to the suspended sediment Joad and to
assume that suspended sediment is not the same makeup as bottoms sediments. In its response to
comments (pg.12, Comment C.‘7.), the Regional Board stated that this requirement is needed to
address the Sediment Toxicity component of the Toxicity TMDL. However, the District does not
dis_chafge to a reach that is impaired with respect to Sediment Toxicity. Sediment Toxicity is being
addressed in the two Reaches that are impaired (i.e., Mugu Lagoon, and lower reﬁch of .Calleguas
Creek) through sediment monitoring being conducted there as part of the TMDL Watershed
Monitoring Program. This moﬁitoring is adequate to ensure that any concerns regarding toxicity
are being addressed. For these reasons, the Regional Board has failed to justify the need to include
sediment monitoring pursuant to- Water Code section 13267(b) and 13225(c). Measgring TSS and
total mercury in water is all that is needed to meet the Metals TMDL requirements.

2. Excessive Monitoring Requirements

The Calleguas Creek Watershed stakeholder group has been implementing a coordinated

monitoring program for TMDL implementation for over 5 years with no permit requirements

mandating this participation. However, Section I.N. and IX.C of the Monitoring and Reporting

Program now ignores the voluntary efforts of the District and mandates the implementation and
compliance with the Watershed-Wide Monitoring Program, and the submittal of annual progress

reports regarding the implementation of a watershed monitoring program. The watershed TMDL
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monitoring program is already established and there is no need to submit progress reports detailing
efforts to implement the monitoring pro gram.

- Additionally, consistent Wifh State Board Resolution 20130029 regarding “Reducing Costs
of Compliance while Maintaining Water Quality Profection,” Regional Board staff have been
directed to work with Permittees to identify duplicative or unnecessary monitoring during
reissuance of NPDES permits. Thus, the District requests the following changes to the monitoring
frequencies to reduce unnecessary monitoring;

* Monitoring under the approved Calleguas Creek Watershed TMDL monitoring program has
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established quarterly as the necessary monitoring frequency for determining compliance
with the TMDL requirements. The monitoring frequenéies for effluent and receiving water
in Tables E~3a and E-4a for all nitrogen and phosphorus compounds, copper, mercury, and
nickel, ShOU.id be reduced from monthly to quarterly consistent with the approved TMDL
monitoring program.

Because chloﬁﬁated pesticides and PCBs (as arochlors) have not been measured at
concentrations above detection limits, the monitoring frequencies listed in Tables E-3a
(Effluent Monitoring) and E-4a (Receiving Water Monitoring requirements) for all these
constituents should be changed from quarterly to semi-annually. Based on historic data,
more frequent monitoring is unnecessary. '

Inadequate justification has been provided for additional PCB monitoring using an
unapproved method. Permit MRP, IV.A.3., Table E-3a at pg..E-9. As part of the TMDL
monitoring program, PCBs are being monitored using low level detection limits in
receiving water. Monitoring is conducted quarterly at 5 sites with an additional 2 events
conducted during wet weather at each site each year. In five years of monitoring at 5 sites

(i.e., 175 samples), only 3 samples have had results above deteéted limits. Therefdre, this

- appears to be monitoring “strictly for monitoring purposés” with no other purpose. In

accordance with State Water Board direction in its Resource Alignment/Cost of
Compliance Initiative to minimize excessive monitoring on municipalities, this should be

removed from the Permit.
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There are several provisions of the TSO that the District is also challenging and requesting
a stay because of the unreasonable timeframes or lack of need for this information. The challenged
provisions are as follows:

e Provision in Paragraph 3 on page 11 of the TSO, which requires: “Achieve full compliance
with the final effluent limitations as soon as possible, but no later than Dc—:cember 31, 2015,
the date by which Camarillo SD committed to achieving compliance, for TDS and sulfate
contained in Order No.R4-2014-0062.” This schedule is artificially truncated when the
Salts TMDL provides until December of 2023 for final compliance.

¢ Provision in Paragraph 5 on page 11 of the TSO to submit quarterly progress repotts, the
first due October 15, 2014, of éfforts taken by the Permittee to comply with the final
effluent limitations for TDS and sulfate, and the requirements fbr the content of those
reports. lThese reports would be wholly unnecessary if the suggested changes had Been
madé to the Permit. Given that the tasks neededrwill take years, not months, quarterly

reports are burdensome and unnecessary.

3. Constituents of Emerging Concern (“CEC”} study
Provision VI.C.2.b. of the Permit requires the District to “conduct a special study to
investigate the CECs in the effluent discharge.” The paragraph then goes on to describe that the
requirements of the work plan are discussed in the Monitoring and Reporting Program and Fact
Sheet. The Special Study for CECs has not been adequateiy justified and should be removed. No
“approved” analytical methods exist for the tesfing of these constituents, so the results from these
unapproved methods are .merely estimations that provide no valid data or relevant information.

4, Recveling Study “Required” in the Fact Sheet

The Tentative Order at Provision VI.C.2.d contained provisions requiring a Recycling
Study. That provision was removed from the final Permit. However, the Fact Sheet at Section
[IL.C.11. stilf secems to require such a study (“the Permittee shall investigate... The Permittee shall
submit...”")(emphasis added). See also Permit at pg. F-61, Section VIIL.G. (“To encourage

recycling, the Permittee is required by this Order to continue to explore the feasibility of recycling

to maximize the beneficial reuse of tertiary treated effluent.”){emphasis added).
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A Fact Sheet is not supposed to contain binding provisions, and is. merely included to
provide background and rationale for the Permit’s provisions. See Permit at pg. 4, Findings 11.B
(incorporated into the Permit and “constitutes Findings for this Order.”) Therefore, these
seemingly mandafory provisions should be removed from the Fact Sheet or modified to not include
substantive requirements as Findings. If maintained, this section needs to further recognize that the
District is not a city and has no jurisdiction or ability to “investigate the féasibﬂity” of the control
or reuse “‘storm water and d1y-Weather ufban runoff” besides that falling on its site that is directed
to the WRP’s headworks. If the State Board believes that this Finding should be interpreted as a
binding provision, then the Distn'ct seeks a stay ‘of the mandatory language, which requires the
District to submit a recycled water report 180 days after the effective date of the order and a
separate report 30 days after the completion of a major project, since these deadlines will likely
occur prior to any final administrative _determinatioﬁ on the propriety of this language.

| The Recycling Feasibility Study has not been adequately justified and is unnecessary. The

District is already recycling and has plans for additional recycling. This activity has nothing to do

with an NPDES permit discharge, except to lessen the amount and perhaps eliminate the discharge.

While the District is perfectly happy informally letting the Regional Board know about potential

new recycling opportunities, the requirement to conduct a formal feasibility study and a separate

report after the completion of every major recycling project is unreasonable and has not been
adequately justified under Water Code section 13267(b) or 13225(c). Excessive reporting
requirements are also contrary to the intenf of the State Board’s Resource Alignment/Cost of
Compliaﬁce Initiative to minimize excessive costs for municipalities like the District.

5. Pollution Prevention Plan Requirements in the TSO.

Provision in Paragraph 4 on page 11 of the TSO requires the District to “Submit a Pollution
Prevention Plan (PPP) work plan, with the time schedule for implementation, for approval of the
Executive Officer no later than August 8, 2014, pursuant to CWC section 13263.3.” The District
has challenged the final numeric salinity effluent Jimitations and asked for the full éompliance
schedule allowed-by the TMDL.to be included in the Permit. Had that been done, then the

requirements of Water Code section 13263.3 would not have been triggered and no Pollution
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Prevention Plan (“PPP™) would have been necessary. In addition, a PPP is uﬁnecessary because
there is already a TMDL in place to address salinity issues. Creation of a PPP is additional work
that is wholly unnecessary and duplicative of other efforts being undertaken.

E. Miscellaneous Issues

1. Sanitary Sewer Overflow Provisions

Sewage spills are regulated by the State Water Board’s Sanitary Sewer Overflow (“S SO”)
Waste Discharge Requirements (“WDRs™), which discourages Regional Boards from issuing
different requirements in NPDES permits. Paragraph 9 of the SSO WDR states (with emphasis

added): “Both uniform SSO reporting and a centralized statewide electronic database are needed to

collect information to allow the State Water Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(Regional Water Boards) to effectively analyze the extent of SSOs statewide and their potential
impacts on beneficial uses and public health.” Paragraph 11 also states that “it is the State Water
Board’s intent that this Order be the primary regulatory mechanism for sanitary sewer systems
statewide.” Regional Water Boards would need to include findings of necessity for more stringent
or differing requirements than the SSO WDR, supported by substantial evidence. The L.os Angeles
Regional Board failed to demonstrate why its region needs more stringent réquirements besides
stating that there historically has been a “loss of recreational use in coastal beaches and in Arroyo
Conejo as a result of major sewer spills.” Regional Board Response to Comments at 41, Permit at
pg. F-54, This justification is no different than anywhere else in the State where large spills have
occurred. Therefore, the requirements from other regions should be used in lieu of the proposed
section 0. £, as follows: |

“The Permittee has coverage under, and is separately subject to, the requirements of State
Water Board Order No. 2006-003-DWQ, Statewide General WDRs for Sanitary Sewer
Systems. As such, the Permittee provides notification and reporting of SSOs in accordance
with the requirements of Order No. 2006-003-DWQ and WQ 2008-0002-EXEC and any
revisions thereto for the operation of its wastewater collection system,”

See accord Order No, R2-2013-0042 at 27, section VI.A.5.a.1.; R5-2012-0115 at 29, section
VI.C.5.d.
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The remaining requirements in Section VI.C.6. of the Permit related to sewer spills could
remain, but should only do so if amended to relate solely to non-sewage spills. Specifically, the -
last sentence in section 6.a. should state: “For certain spills, overflows and bypasses, not including
sewage spills, the Permittee shall make notifications as required below:” Then ail other references
to sewage in this section should be removed, as follows:

a.l. “unauthorized release of sewageor-other waste other than sewage”

a.li. —This section is unnecessary and should be removed as it is implemented
through the SSO WDR.

a.dit. “The Permittee shall notify the Regional Water Board of any unauthorized
release or spill at ef—sew&ge—ﬁefﬂ its POTW...”

a.iii.(3) “An estimate of the amount Iof non-sewage et-other waste released...”

c.i. “As soon as possible, but not later than twenty-four hours after becoming
aware of an unauthorized discharge of non-sewage erether waste...”

¢.di. “Submission to the Regional Water Board of the California Integrated Water

Quality System (CIWQS) Sanitary-Sewer Overflow{SS0O) cvent number shall satisfy this

requirement. Within 30 days after submitting the preliminary report, the Permittee shall

submit the final written report to this Regional Water Board. (A-copy-ofthefinal written

d. “The Permittee shall develop and maintain a record of all spills, overflows or

bypasses of raw-orpartially treated non-sewage waste from-its-collection system-or at its

treatment plant or from its operations.

Remove section 6.d.viii as unrelated to non-sewage spills.
Allowing different regions to impose different requirements for similar types of discharges
is not only inconsistent, but may raise constitutional equal protection issues when similarly sitﬁa’ted
entities under the same law are treated disparately. The only requirements under federal law are

those contained in Appendix D (Standard Provisions) related to proper operation and maintenance,
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reporting, and mitigation. 40 C.F.R. §122.41(e}, (/), and (d). The Regional Board’s response that
it “has discretionafy authority in enfofcement actions” 1s no comfort to the District when.non—
NPDES requirements Suddéllly become federally enforceable by third parties by being placed in
the Permit. Because sewer spills that don’t reach waters of the United States are adequately
covered by the SSO WDR and those that do are enforceable as unpermitted discharges, these
additional requirements should be removed from the Permit.

2. Permit Effective Date

In accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement between the U.S. EPA and State Water
Board, this permit’s effective date should have been 50 days after the adoption date. (See Permit at
pg. 1, Table 3; see also NPDES Memorandum of Agreement between the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the State Board at 22, section LF.2.a. (Sept. 22, 1989)(NPDES permits
adopted by the Regional Water Board “shall become effective on the 50th day after the date of
adoption, if EPA has made no objection to the permit; if there has been significant public
comment”).) To be consistent with the SWRCB’s 1989 MOU with EPA on NPDES permitting,
the Permit should have had an effective 50 days from the adoption date. The Regional Board in the
response to comments clainied that, i_n relation to USEPA’s draft Program Quality Review (2014),
“Regional Board staff and USEPA agreed to address the issue by making the effective date fal] on
the first of the month following the 50 day period post NPDES permit adoption.” Regional Board
Response to Comments at pg. 28 (April 30, 2014). The response further states that “USEPA issued
anew guideline on ‘effective date’ of permits. The guideline states that staff shall make all permit
effective date and permit date the first day of thé month, no less than 30 days following Board
adoption.... This practice has been agreed upon by USEPA and State Water Board and helps
prevent permits issued for five years plus one day.” Id. at 28. Although the District requested a
copy of this new guideline and State Board agreement, none was pfovided. Thus, it appears that
the Regional Board once again is relying upon guidance to overrule a signed Memorandum of
Agreement that would need to be modified in writing, If such modifications exist, they need to be |
provided to permittees so that everyone is aware of the currently binding requirements.

Alternatively, if such modifications are still being negotiated, the District would suggest that the
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effective date be 60-90 days after adoption to allow adequate time to petition the permit and
receive a stay prior to the permit becoming effective.

3. 100 Year Flood Protection

There is no authority listed for this 100 year storm protection requirement under state or
federal law. Permit at Provision VLA.2.c. Without such authority, the inclusion of this |
unjustified “Standard Provisions™ constitutes an abuse of discretion. The Regional Board’s
response to comments states that this provision “is commonly used as a requirement for this
standard provision.” Regional Board Response to Comments at pg. 35. However, the fact that it
has been used before does not provide adequate authority for use of this provision in the first place.
Without adequate authority and justification, Vthis provision must be removed.

8. ASTATEMENT THAT THE PETITION HAS BEEN SENT TO THE.
APPROPRIATE REGIONAL BOARD (AND TO THE DISCHARGER IF NOT THE
PETITIONERY): | | -

A true and correct copy of this Petition was mailed by First Class mail on June 4,2014 to
the Regional Board at the following address:

Mr. Sam Unger, Executive Officer

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CA 90013

The Petitioner is the discharger, so no need exists to send a copy to the Discharger.

9, A STATEMENT THAT THE SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES OR OBJECTIONS RAISED
IN THE PETITION WERE RAISED BEFORE THE REGIONAL BOARD, OR AN
EXPLANATION WHY NOT.

The substantive and Iegal issues raised in this petition were presented to the Regional Board
before the Regional Board acted to adopt the Permit and TSO. The District submitted extensive
comments to the Regional Board on Apn'l 14, 2014, and supplemental comments as requested by
the Regional Board staff on April 29 and May 7, 2014. District representatives also appeared and

provided testimony at the adoption hearing on May §, 2014.
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10. REQUEST FOR STAY.

Because of the very real possibility of harm from the imposition of certain effluent
limitations and provisions in the Permit and in the TSO, the District has contemporaneously filed a
Petition for Stay with a supporting declaration and requests that several provisions be stayed before
the effective date of the Permit on July 1, 2014. The District requests the State Board, either on its
own motion or in accordance with 23 C.C.R. §2053(a), issue a stay and modification and tolling of
the compliance deadlines of the following contested provisions of the Permit and TSO:

PERMIT, ORDER R4-2014-0062:

1. The final numeric wet weather and dry Weather effluent limitations for Total
Dissolved Solids (“TDS”), Sulfate, and Chloride. (Permit ProvisionIV.A.1.a., Table 4 at -
pg.6.) The Permit prescribes both concentration and mass limifs for these constituents as
Average Monthly Effluent Limits (“AMEL”).

2. The final numeric effluent limitations for Chronic Toxicity and the
requirement to use the Test of Significant Toxicity to implement those limits. (Permit
Provision IV.A.1.a., Table 4 at pg. § and footnotes 15-17.) The Permit prescribes a
Monthly Median Effluent Limitation (“MMEL”) of “Pass” and a Maximum Daily Effluent
Limitation (“MDEL") of “Pass or %Effect < 50.”

3. The Finding requiring the Permittee to conduct a recycling/reuse feasibility
study, submit a report summarizing its recycled water expansion efforts within 180 days of
the effective date of the Permit, and submit a separate report 30 days after the completion of
a major project. (Permit Fact Sheet Section IIL.C.11. at pg. F-16, and Section VIIL.G. at pg.
F-61.)"

TSO. ORDER R4-2011-0126-A02:

4, Provision in Paragraph 3 on page 11 of the TS.O, which requires: “Achieve

full compliance with the final effluent limitations as soon as possible, but no later than

* If the State Board believes that these are merely non-enforceable findings, then the District will withdraw its stay
request.
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December 31, 2015, the date by which Camarillo SD committed to achieving compliance,
for TDS and sulfate contained in Order No.R4-2014-0062.”

5. Provision in Paragraph 4 on page 11 of the TSO, which requires the City to

“Submit a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) work plan, with the time schedule for

implementation, for approval of the Executive Officer no later than August 8, 2014,
pursuant to CWC section 13263.3.”

6. Provision in Paragraph 5 on page 11 of the TSO to submit quarterly progress
reports, the first due October 15, 2014, of efforts takeﬁ by the Permittee to comply with the
final effluent limitations for TDS and sulfate, and the requirements for the content of those

reports,

Respectfully submitted,
DATED: June 4, 2014 ‘ DOWNEY BRAND LLP

By: \h}%mw

" Melissa A. THorme
Attorneys for Camarillo Sanitary District
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CALIFOR&'IF{ REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CON: <OL BOARD

LOS ANGELES REGION

320 West 4" streat, Suite 200, Los Angeles, Californla 50013
{213) 576-6600 « Fax (213) 576-6640
http:/fwww.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/

ORDER R4-2014-0062
NPDES NO. CA0053597

~ WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT

DISCHARGE TO THE CONEJO CREEK VIA OUTFALL 001A & 001B

The following Permittee is subject to waste discharge requirements (WDRs) set fdrth in this Order:

Table 1. Discharger Information

Discharger/ Permittee

Camarillo Sanitary District (Camarillo SD, Permittee or Discharger)

Name of Facility associated wastewater collection system and outfalls

Camarillo Water Reclamation Plant (Camarillo WRP or Facility) and its

150 Howard Road

Camarillo, CA 93012

Facility Address

Ventura County

Table 2. Discharge Location

Discharge ‘o Discharge Point Discharge Point y
Point Effluent Description  Latitude (North) Longitude (West) Receiving Water
001A tertiary treated effluent 34° 11, 40" N 1190, 00°,00" W Conejo Creek
001B- tertiary treated effluent 34° 11, 40" N 119°, 00°,0 D” Conejo Creek

Table 3. Administrative information

This Order was adopted on:

May 8, 2014

This Order shall become effective on;

July 1, 2014

.| This-Ordet. shall expire on:

June 30, 2019

The Permittee shall file a Report of Waste Discharge as an application for renewal

of waste discharge requirements in accordance with Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 9

of the California Code of Regulations, and an application for reissuance of a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit in accordance with Title
40, § 122.21(d) of the Code of Federal regulations no iater than:

180 days prior to the

Order expiration date

The United States Environmental Protection Agency and the California Reglonal
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region have classified this discharge as
follows:

Major

Adopted: 5/8/2014




e £,

1, Samuel Unger, Exé%:ut%ve Officer, do hereby certify that this 6‘rcfer with all attachments is a
full, true, and correct copy of the Order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region, on May 8, 2014, '

Samuel Unger, P:E., Executive Officer

Adopted: 5/8/2014
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CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRY & ORDER R4-2014-0062

CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMA1iON PLANT

NPDES NO. CAD083597

FACILITY INFORMATION

Information describing the Camarilio Water Reclamation Plant (Camarillo WRP or Fécility) is
summarized in Table 1 and in sections | and Il of the Fact Sheet (Attachment F). Section | of

the Fact Sheet also includes information regarding the Facility's permit application.

FINDINGS

The California Regional Water Quaiity Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regionai Water
Board}, finds: : : : :

A. Legal Authorities. This Order serves as WDRs pursuant to articlé 4, chapter 4, division 7
of the California Water Code (CWC; commencing with section 13260).This Otder is also
issued pursuant to section 402 of the federal Cleéan Water Act (CWA) and implementing
regulations adopted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and
chapter 5.5, division 7 of the CWC (commencing with section 13370). It shall serve as an
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for point source :

discharges from this facility to surface waters.

B. Background and Rationale for Requirements. The Regional Water Board developed
the requirements in this Order based on information submitted as part of:the application,
through monitoring and reporting programs, and other available information. The Fact
Sheet (Attachment F), which contains background information and rationale for the
requirements in this Order, is hereby incorporated into and constitutes Findings for this

Order. Attachments A through E and G through.| are also incorporated info this Order.

C. Notification of Interested Pdrties. The Regional Water Board has notified the Camarillo
Sanitary District (Camarillo SD, Permittee or Discharger) and interested agencies and
persons of its intent to prescribe WDRs for the discharge and has provided them with an
opportunity to submit their written comments and recommendations. Details of the
notification are provided in the Fact Sheet. ~ i ' '

D. Provisions and Requirements Implementing State Law. Some of the
provisions/requirements in this Order and the MRP are included to implement state law.
only. These provisions/requirements are not mandated or authorized under the federal
CWA; consequently, violations of these provisions/requirements are not subject to the
-enforcetnent remedies available for NPDES violations. _ . e _

E. Consideration of Public Comment. The Regional Water Board, in a publi¢ meeting, - -

heard and considered all comment$ pertaining to this Order. Details of the Public Hearing

are provided in the Fact Sheet. - ‘ '

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this Order supérsedes Order R4-2003-0079 (as
revised by Order No. R4-2004-0121) except for enforcement purposes, and, in order to meet
the provisions contained in Division 7 of the CWC (commencing with section 13000) and
regulations adopted thereunder; and the provisions of the CWA and regulations and guidelines
adopted thereunder, the Permittee is authorized to discharge from the identified facility and
outfalls into waters of the United States and shall comply with the requirements in this Order.
This action in no way prevents the Regional Water Board from taking enforcement action for -
past violations of the previous Order. :

Ill. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) 4



ORDER R4-2014-0062

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTF ,
NPDES NO. CA0053597

CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT
A. Discharge of treated wastewater at a Iocatron different from that described in this Orderis
prohibited.

B. The bypass or O\rerllow of u.ntreated wastewater or wastes to surface waters or surface
water drainage courses is prohibited, except as allowed in Standard Prowsmn I. G of
Attachment D, Standard Provisions. - :

C. The monthly average effluent dry weather drscharge flow rate from the Facrllty shall hot
- exceed the 'design capacity.

D. The Permittee shall not cause degradation of any water. supply, except as consistent with
State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16.. .

E. The treatment or disposal of wastes from the Facility shall not cause pollut|on or nwsance
as defined in section 13050, subdivisions (I) and (m) of the CWC, - '

F. The discharge of any substances in concentrations toxic to animal or pIant is prohrbrted

G. The discharge of any radiological, chemical, or b|olog|cal warfare agent or h|gh level -
' radrologlc:al waste is proh|b|ted :

IV. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND DISCHARGE SPECIFICAT[ONS
A. Effluent Ltmrtatrons - Discharge Pornts 001A and 001B ,
1. Final Effluent Limitations - Discharge Points 001A and 001B

a. The Permittee shall maintain compliance with thé following effluent limitations ‘at
Discharge Points 001A and 001B; with compliance measured at Monitoring
Location EFF-001A and EFF- 001 B as descrlbed in the Monrtonng and Reportrng-
Programm (MRP), Attachment E:

Table 4. Final Effluent Limitations - .

N R I Et‘ﬂuent er|tatrpns _
- Parameter - Units Average . | Average MaXImum . Instant. ™). " Instant-
e .+ .| Monthly- | Weekly [ . .Daily . dheous |  aneous
- ~ L Y | Minimum | Maximum
Biochemical Oxygen mg/l. 20 | 30 | 45 L -
Demand (BODs20°C) . |. Ibsiday' . | 1210 | 1810 [ . 2720 .
Total Suspended Solids mg/L 15 40 45 - v
(TSS)_ Ibs/day’' 910 2420 | 2720 - - -
pH standard units - - L 65 8.5
Removal Ef‘frmency for c _ B
BOD.and TSS. P 8 o
e mg/L 10 - 15
Oil and Grease lbs/day’ 500 — o
Settleable Salids.. .mbL. 0.1 - 03

The mass emission rates are based onthe plant design.flow:rate-of 7.256 MGD, and are calculated as follows:
Flow {mgd) x Concentration (mg/L) x 8.34 (conversion facter) = Ibs/day. During wet-weather storm events in
which the flow exceeds the design capacity, the mass discharge rate limitations shall not apply, and
concentratlon fimitations wilt provide the only applicable effluent limitations. - -

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) | : o ' 5
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‘Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units ' Average | Average | Maximum L"::zzt; ?:;z?jts-
. . Monthly We_ekiy' Daily | Minimum | Maximum
Total Residual Chlorine mg/L - - 0.1 T
mg/L 0.5 - -
MBAS Ibs/day’ 30
mg/L 1 - -
Boron ™ “los/day” 80 - -
Total dissolved solids 3
(TDS) (dry weather?) lbsfday | 51400 - -
Total dissolved solids L . _
(wetweather’) met | It -
Sulfate {dry weather’) Ibs/day 151007 - _
Sulfate (wetweather’) amgll 250 - -
Chioride (dry weather’) Ibs/day 0,070° IR -
Chioride (wet weather®) mg/L 150 -
. Nitrnapn? _mgll _ .35 - .18
Ammonia Nitrogen "Ib"s'}"dfayj = VI
[Nitrate + Nitrite] (as N) mgiL g L
Nitrate (as N) ' - mgiL o - N
Nitrite (as:N) mg/L 09 | - -
Iron pgll [ 2300 . -
lbs/day’ - 18" -

Dry weather is defined in the Salfs TMDL as the condition when the fiows in the receiving water are below the
86th percentile flow, as explairied in WDR § VILO. o

This limitation is derived from the final Waste Load Allocations (WLAs) in the Calleguas Creek Watershed
. Salts Total Maximum Daily Load (Saits TMDL), established by the Regicnal Water Board onOttober 4, 2007.
. The Salts TMDL which becameé effective on‘December2, 2008, following USEPA’s approval. Interim effluent .-
fimitations may be provided in a sepatate Time Schedule Order (TSO). - ' : '

Consistent with the Saits TMDL, these limits apply only during dry weather (as defined in the Salts TMDL, as
explained in WOR § VILO). - . o | o - o

-\Wet weather is defined in the Salts TMDL as the condition when the flows in the receiving water are greater
than orequal to the 86th percentile flow, as explained in WDR § VILO.

This limitation is derived from the final WLA for ammonia nitrogen, as set forth in the Nitrogen Compounds
and Related Effects TMDL, established by the Regional Water Board on October 24, 2002. Final WLAs
becaime operative on October 24, 2004. ' - o

Q represents the POTW flow at the time the water quality measurement is collected (not to exceed 7.25
' MGD) and a conversion factor to Ibs/day based on the units of measure for the flow.

" This limitation is derived from the final WLA for nitrate nitrogen, nitrite nitrogen, and nitrate plus nitrite
nitrogen, as set'forth in the Nitrogen Conipounds and Related Effects TMDL, established by the Regional
Water Board on October 24, 2002. Final WLAs became operative on July 16, 2007. Effiuent data
demonstrates that the facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitations.

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) o 7 8
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‘ _ Effluent Limitations
Parameter _ Units ‘Average | Average Maximum 21::222 Lnnsetz:::
. L ‘ Monthly Weekly Daily | Minimum | Maximum
Copper Mg/l 23° S 427 o
: ' Ibs/day - - | 04
Nickel S o w1 410™ - 1 27"
L " |bs/day - - | 02"
Mercury ‘| Ibs/month 00156™ | -~
Cyanide R BT 42 e 85
. lbs/day' | o025 | = | 051
2,3,78-TCDD polk | 00140 | — ~0.0281

10

11

This limitation is derived from the final WLA, as set forth in the Calleguas Creek Watershed Metais TMDL |
(Metals TMDL), established by the Regional Water Board on June 8, 2006, The TMDL became effective on
March 26, 2007. The Metals TMDL contains coneentration-based WLAs that are expressed in terms of a
footnote, which indicates that the concentration-based final limits will be included in the permits in accordance
with NPDES guidance and requirements, but are not calculated as part of the TMDL, WLA-based limits were
calculated using the freshwater GTR criteria, consistent with the Final Draft Metals and Selenium TMDL
Technical Report (Techhical Report), dated March 2006. This final effluent limitation applies on the effective
date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the facility's discharge i§ currently able to comply with the
final WLA-based limitations.

This limitation is derived from the mass-based final WLA, as set forth in the Metals TMDL, established by the

Regional Water Board on June 8, 2008, for the protection of the lower reaches of Calleguas Creek. The -
TMDL became effective on March.26, 2007. The mass-based WLA is expressed-in terms of a formula that

incorporates a-Water Effects Ratio (WER).  The WLA-based limit was calculated using the 3.69 copper WER

approved by the Regiohal Water Board on November 9, 2006.. This final effluent limitation-applies:on the
effective date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the facility's discharge is currently able to comply
with the final WLA-based limitations. - -~ = . - S : R

This limitation is derived from the final WLA, as set forth in the Calleguas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL
(Metals TMDL), established by the Regional Water Board on June 8,2006. The TMDL became effective on
March 28, 2007. The Metals TMDL contains concentration-based WLAs that are expressed.in terms of a
footnote, which indicates that the concentration-based final limits will be included in the permits in accordance
with NPDES guidance and requireménts, but are not calculated as part of the TMDL: WLA-based.limits were
calculated using the freshwater CTR criteria; consistent-with the Final Draft Metals.and Selenium TMDL
Technical Report (Technical Report), dated March 2006. This final effluent limitation applies on the effective
date of this:Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the
final WLA-based limitations. . o R ' o o '

This mass-based effluent limitation is derived from the mass-based final WLA, as set forth in the Calleguas
Creek Watershed Metals TMDL, established by the Regional Water Board on June 8, 2008, for the protection
of the lower reaches of Calleguas Creek. The TMDL became effective on March 28, 2007. This final effluent
limitation applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the facility’s discharge is
currently able to comply with the final'WLA-based limitations. : :

This limitation is derived from the final WLA, as set forth in the Caffeguas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL,
established by the Regional Water.Board on June 8, 2008. This limitation is derived from the WLA for: °
mercury, specified in‘pounds per month, as set forth in said TMDL. The TMDL became effective on March
26, 2007. This final effiluent limitation applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates
that the facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitations.

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) - 7
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¥

Effluent Limitations _
" Parameter Units Average | Average | Maximum Instant- | Instant-
D ' Monthly | Weekly Daily aneous | aneo.s
: . _ - Minimum | Maximum
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) pg/L 4 - -- '
phtha]ate Ios/day’ - 0.24 - _ o
Aldrin HOlL 0.00014 - 0.000281
Alpha-BHC Hg/lL 0013 | - 20026
[ Chiordane gl ] 0,00089™ - 0.0012"_
4,4-DDD Hg/L 0.00084™ - 0.0017"
4,4-DDE HgiL_ 0.00059™ - 0.0012"
4,4-DDT g/l 0.00059" - 0.0012"
Dieldrin A g/l 0:00014" - 0,00028"
Heptachlor epoxide Hg/L 0.00011 - 0.00022
PCBs '~ ' g/l T} 0.000177 - 0.00034"°
Toxaphene _wgl~  To.00016" 0.00033" ©
Chlorpyrifos poll . [0.0133 7 — 0.024"
Diazinon. L Mgl . 01." — ] o™
Chronic Toxicity ™, ' Pass orFall, - /| Pass"’ - ‘Pass o -
N = %Effect: S %Effect < 50

13

17

This limitation is.derived from the final WLA, as set forth in the Cafleguas.Creek Watershed Organochlorine
Pesticide; Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB), and Siftation TMDL, established by the Regional Water Board on
July 7, 2005. The limitation is derived from the final WLA as sét forth in said TMDL. Fhe TMDLbecame
effective on March 24, 2008. This final effluerit-limitation applies on the effective date: of this Order. Effiuent
data demonstrates that the facility's discharge is currently able to comply. with the final WLA-based limitations.

This limitation is derived from the final WLA as set forth in the Calleguas Creek Watershed Toxicity TMDL,
established by the Regional Water Board on July 7, 2005. The TMDL became effective on March 24, 20086.
Consistent with the TMDL, the final WLA-based |limit became operative on‘March 23, 2008. -This final effluent
limitation applies on-thé effective date of this Order. Effluerit data demonstrates that the facility's discharge is
currently able to-comply with the final WLA-based limitations. e CE e

The Gallegués Creek Watershed Toxicity TMDL includes aWLA of 1.0 TUc for toxicity, which i required to

be implemented in accordance with USEPA, State Water Board, and Regional Water Board resolutions,
guidance and.policy at the time of permit issuance or renewal. The numeric WLA is protective of-both the
numeric acute toxicity and the narrative toxicity Basin Plan water quality objectives. Consistent with the-
Toxicity TMDL Implementation Plan, this toxicity WLA will be implemented using current USEPA glidance in
National Polfutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (EPA
833-R-10-003, June /2010) and ERPA Regions 8, 9 and 10 Toxicity Training. Tool (Jariuary 2010),
http:/www2. epa.gov/region8/epa-regions-8-9-and-1 O-tokicity=training=tool-fanuary-2010 .- -

“Pass” or “Fail’ for Mediah Monthly Effluent Limitation (MMEL). “Pass” or *Fail" and “% Effect” for Maximum

Daily Effluent Limitation (MDEL). The MMEL for chronic toxicity shall only apply when there is & discharge
more than one day in a calendar month period. During such calendar months, exactly three independent
toxicity tests are required when one toxicity test results in “Fail", The final effluent limitation will apply on the
effective date of this Order, since additional time for permit compliance, provided underthe 2008 Compliance
Schedule Policy, was not offered by the TMDL. Effluent data demonstrates that the Facility's discharge is
currently able to comply with the final WLA-based Iimitations. .

This is a Median Monthly Effluent Limitation.

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) . 8
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Interim Effluent Limitations — Diseharge Point 001A and 001B

a.

Metals TMDL- based Interim Ilmtts Interim Waste Load Allocations (WLAs) are

included in the Metals TMDL for copper, nickel, and mercury applicable to the
Camarillo WRP. However, existing data indicate that the facility can
consistently meet the final WLAs for copper, nickel, and mercury. Therefore, no
interim effluent limitation will be applied in this permit. for copper, nickel and
mercury. The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the final effluent
I|m|tat|on for those metals on the effectWe date of this permlt

OC Pestlmdes PCBs; and Slttatlon TMDL based tnterlm limits: Interim WLAs
are included in the OC Pesticides, PCBs, .and Siltation TMDL for chlordane,
4,4-DDD, 4,4-DDE, 4,4’-DDT, dieldrin, PCBs, and toxaphene applicable to the
Camarillo WRP. However, existing data |nd1cat_e that the facility can
consistently meet the final WLAs for.the aforementioned parameters.

- Therefore, no interim effluent limitations will be applled in this permit for those
pest|0|des The Permittee shall maintain COmpI|ance ‘with the final effluent
limitations for the above-mentloned parameters on the effectrve date of this

permlt

Boron, Chioride, Sulfate, and TD‘S' (Salts) T_MD;L-_based Interim limits:
linterim WLAs for Salts are included in the Calléguas Creek Watershed Salfs
‘TMDL; established by.the Regional Water:Board on October 4, 2007, and
became effective on December 8, 2008. The TMDL interim WLAs were set
equal to the 95" percentile of available discharge data at the time of TMDL
development. However, interim limits based on the interim WLAs have not
been incorporated into thlS NPDES Order because théy do not provide
adequate relief during the compliance schedule period. The salts
concentrations have-increaseddug to changes in‘the potable water supplx for
the City of Camarillo and the interim WLA no longer reflect the current 95"
percentile concentrations. Interim effluent limitations may be provided in a

separate Time Schedule Order (TSG) using current representatlve data. -

Table 5 tnterlm Efftuent leltatlons

Parameter

' Effluent leltatlons

Units |

Average

. Monthly

Average
Weekly

Mammum
Daily

tnetant

' aneous
_.Minimum_.

Instant-
aneous
Maximum

NA -

3

Other Effluent Limitations — Discharge Point-001A and 0018

Percent Removal: The average monthly percent removal of BOD 5-day 20°C
and TSS shall.not be less than 85 percent. .

" The temperature of the dischargeshall not exceed 86°F except when the

ambient temperature of the receiving water is higher than 86°F, in which case
the temperature of the waste discharged shall not exceed the amblent
temperature of the recelvmg Waters

Limitations and Discharge Reqguirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014)
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c. The radioactivity of the discharge shall not exceed the limits-specified in Title 22,
chapter 15, article 5, sections 64442 and 64443, of the California Code of
Regulations (CCR), or subsequent revisions. _ :

d. The discharge to'water courses shall at all times be adequately disinfected. For
the purpose of this requirement, the discharge shall be considered adequately
disinfected if: 1) the median number of coliform organisms at some point in the.
treatment process does not exceed a most probable number (MPN) or colony
forming units (CFU) of 2.2 per 100 milliliters utilizing the bacteriological results of
the last seven days for which analyses have been completed; 2) the number of
coliform organisms does not eéxceed-an MPN or CFU of 23 per 100 milliliters in
more than one sample within any 30-day period; and, 3) no sample exceeds 240
MPN or CFU of fotal coliform bacteria per 100 miilliliters. Samples shall be
collected at a time when wastewater flow and characteristics are most
demanding on treatment facilities and disinfection processes.

e. For the protection 6f the water.contact recreation beneficial use, the discharge to
water courses shall have received adequate treatment, so that the turbidity of
the treated wastewater does not exceed any of the following: (a) an average of 2
Nephelometric turbidity units (NTUs} within a 24-hour period; (b) 5 NTUs more

. than 5 percent of the time (72 minutes) within a 24-hour period; and (¢} 10 NTU

a{t"é’ny'ﬁtifﬁe. S T s

f. - To protect the underlying ground water basins, poilutants shall not be present in
the discharge at concentrations that pose a threat to groundwater quality.

B. Land Di_s.cl")arg?é Specifications — Not Applicable
C. .Reéyc‘ling ,Speéifica;i_qné - Not Applicable.

V. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS
A. Surface Water Limitations _

Receiving water limitations are based on water quality objectives contained in the Basin

Planand are a requitéd part of this Order, The discharge shall not cause the following in

Corigjo Creek: e e s = ' R :

1.  For waters designated with a warm freshwater habitat (WARM) beneficial use, the
temperature of the receiving water at any time or place and within any given 24-hour
period shall not be altered by more than5°F above the natural-temperature and shall
not be raised above 86°F due to the discharge of effluent at the receiving water
station |ocated downstream of the discharge. Natural conditions shall be determined
on a case-by-case basis. . ' : '

If the receiving watér temperature, downstream of the discharge, exceeds 86°F as a
result of the following: - : :

a. High temperature in the ambient air;-or,
b. High temperature in the receiving water upst-rream of the discharge,

. then the exceedance shall not be considered a violation.
" Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) , ' - 10
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2.

~ The pH of inland surface waters shall not be depressed below 8.5 or raised above

8.5 as a result of the discharge. Ambient pH levels shall not be changed more than -
0.5 units from natural conditions as a result of the discharge Natural conditions shall
be determined on a case- by-case basis. .

The dissolved oxygen in the recelvmg water shaII not be depressed below 5 mg/L as
a result of the discharge.

The total residual chlorine shall not exceed 0.1 mg/L in the receiving waters and shall
not persist in the recelving water at any concentration that causes impairment of

- beneficial uses as a resuit of the discharge.

The Escherichia coli (E. coli} concentration in the rece|V|ng water shall not exceed
the following, as a resuit of the. dlscharge

a. Geometric Mean Limits
i E. coli density shall not exceed 126/100 mL.

b. Single Sample Limits ‘
I - E coli densuy shaII nct exceed 235/100 mL

Waters shaII be free of changes in turbldlty that cause nuisance: or adversety affect

beneficial uses. Increases in natural turbidity attributable to controliable water quality

factors shall not exceed the following limits, as a result.of the dlscharge

a. Where natural turbldlty Is between 0 and 50 NTU increases shall nct exceed
20%, and R _ :

b. Where natural turbidity is greater than 50 NTU, increases shall not exceed 10%.

' The discharge shall not produce concentrations of substances in the receiving water

that aré toxic to or calise detrrmental phySIoIcglcaI responses in human, animal, or

aquatlc I|fe

The dlscharge shaIl nct cause’ ccncentratlons cf ccntamlnants to occur at levels that

~ ‘are harmful to human health in waters WhICh are exlstmg or pctentlal sources of

10.

11.

12.

dnnklng water

The ccncentrahons cf toxic poliutants in the water cc'Idmn, sediments, or biota shall
not adversely affect beneficial uses as a result of the discharge

The discharge shall not contarn substances that result in increases in BOD which
adversely affect the benef|C|aI uses of the receiving waters,

Waters d|scharged shall not contain biostimulatory substances in concentrations that
promote aquatic growth to the extent that such growth causes nuisance or. adversely
affects beneficial uses. :

The dissolved sulfide concentration of waters in and near sediments shall not be
significantly increased above that present under natural conditions as a result of
waters discharged.

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: b/8/2014) - 11
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13. The discharge shall not cause the receiving waters to contain any substance in
concentrations that adversely affect any designated beneficial use.

14, The discharge shall not alter the na.tural taste, odor, or color of fish, shellfish, or other
surface water resources used for human consumption.

15. The discharge shall not result in problems.due to breeding of mosquitoes, gnats,
black flies, midges, or other pests.

'16. The discharge shall not result in visible floating particulates, foams, or oil and grease
in the receiving waters. '

17. The discharge shall not alter the color of the receiving waters; create a visual
contrast with the natural appearance.of the water; or cause aesthetically undesirable
discoloration of the receiving waters.

18. No physical evidence of discharge shall be visible at any time in the water or on
beaches, shorés, rocks, or structures. :

19. The discharge shall not contain any individual pesticide or combination of pesticides
in concentrations that adversely affect beneficial uses of the receiving waters. There
shall be no increase in pesticide concentrations found in bottom sediments or aquatic
life-as a result of the discharge. L :

20. Ammonia shall not be presént af levels that, when oxidized to nitrate, pose a threat

21,

22,

to groundwater quality.

Chronic Toxicity Receiving Water Quality Objective

4. ‘“There shall be no chronic foxicity in ambierit waters as a result of the discharge.

b. Receiving water and effllient toxicity testing shall be performed on the same day
as close to concurrently &s possible. ' _

The dischérge shall not cause the ammonia water quality objecfive in the Basin Plan

to be exceeded. in the receiving waters. Compliance with the ammonia WQOs shall

be determined by comparing the receiving-water ammonia concentration to the

ammonia water quality objective in the Basin Plan. The ammonia water quality

objective can also be caiculated using the pH and temperature of the receiving water
at the time of collection of the ammonia sample: - :

B. Ground\'v\iater'l_:imi'tations

The discharge shall not cause the'_unqlerlyih_g groundwater to be degraded, exceed WQOs,
unreasonably affect beneficial uses; or cause a condition of pollution or nuisance.’

VI. PROVISIONS
A. Standard Provisions

1.

T'he Permittée shall comply with all Standard Provisions included in Attachment D.

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) - ‘ ' 12
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2. Regional Water Board Standard Provisions. The Permittee shall comply with the
following provisions. In the event that there is any conflict; duplication, or overlap
between-provisions specified by this Order, the more strlngent provision shall apply:

a.

b.

Neither the treatment nor the d|scharge of pollutants shall create a pollution,
contamination, or nuisance as defined by section 13050 of the CWC.

Odors; vectors, and other nuisances of sewage or sludge origin beyond the

~ limits of the treatment plant site or the sewage collection system due to improper
-operation of facilities, as determined by the Reglonal Water Board, are

prohibited.

All facilities used for collection, transport, treatment, or disposal of wastes shall
be adequately protected against damage resulting from overflow, washout, or
inundation from a storm or flood having a recurrence interval of once in 100
years. '

‘Collection, treatment, and disposal systems shall be operated in a manner that
_ precludes or impedes publ|c contact W|th wastewater

Collected screenlngs sludges and other SO|IdS removed from liquid wastes
shall be disposed of in a manner approved by the Executlve Officer of the
Reg|onal Water Board S

'The proV|S|ons of this order are severable If any provision of this Order is found

invalid, the remalnder of this Order shall not be affected

Nothing in this permit shall be construed tor preclude the institution of any legal

‘action or relieve the Permittee from any.responsibilities; liabilities or penalties
- established pursuantto any applicable state law or regula’uon under authority

preserved by section 510 of the CWA.

Nothing in-this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal
action or relieve the Permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities or penalties to
which the Permittee is or may be subject to under section 311 of the CWA
related to oil and hazardous substances I|ab1I|ty

Discharge of wastes to any pomt other than specmcally described in this Order
is proh|b|ted

The Permittee shall comply with all applicable &ffluent limitations, national
standards of performance, toxic effluent standards, and all federal regulations

~ established pursuant to sections 301, 302, 303(d), 304, 306, 307, 316, 403, and

405 of the federal CWA and amendments thereto

These requ1rements do not exempt the operator of the waste disposal facility
from compliance with any other laws, regulations, or ordinances which may be
applicable; they do not legalize this waste disposal facility; and they leave:
unaffected any further restraints on the disposal of wastes at this site which may
be contamed in other statutes or requlred by other agencies. ‘

Oil or oily matenal, -c_hemrcals, refuse, or other pollutmg_ materials shall not be
stored or deposited in areas where they may be picked up by rainfall and carried

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) 13



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTR. iy ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT NPDES NO. CA0053597

off of the property and/or discharged to surface waters. Any such spill of such
materials shall be contained and removed immediately.

m. A copy of these waste discharge specifications shall be maintained at the
 discharge Fagcility so as to be available at all times to operating personnel.

n. If there is any storage of hazardous or toxic materials or hydrocarbons at this
Facility and if the Facility is not manned at all times, a 24-hour emergency
response telephone number shall be.promiriently posted where it can easily be
read from the outside. - -

o. The Permittee shall file with the Regional Water Board a report of waste
discharge at least 120 days before making any proposed change in the
- ---character, location or volume of the-discharge. -~ -~

p. Inthe event of any change in name, ownership, or control of these waste
disposal facilities, the Permittee shall notify the Regional Water Board of such
change arid shall notify the succeeding owner or opetator of the existence of this
Order by letter, a copy of which shall be forwarded to the Regionat Water Board,
30.days prior:to taking effect. - -

q. - Th-e' dischargé of énylpoliutant resulting from thé_ .c,i_ombu‘stion of toxic or
hazardous wastes to any waste stream that ultimately discharges to waters of
the United States is prohibited, unless specifically authorized elsewhere in this
Order. ' ,

r.. The Permittee shall notify the Executive Officer in writing no later than & months
prior to planned discharge of any-chemical, other than the products previously
reported to the Executive Officer, which may be toxic to. aquatic life. Such
notification shall include: . : : ~

~i.. Name and general composition of the chemical,
i, '.Ffrequency of _:Qée, - o | |
i, Quantities to be used,
iv. Proposed dischar.ge concentrétioné, and
v. USEPA registration number, if applicable. -

5. Violation of any of the provisions.of this Order may subject the Permittee to any
of the penalties described herein or in Attachment D of this Order, or any
combination thereof, at the discretion of the prosecuting authority; except that
_only.one kind.of penalty may be applied for each kind .of violation.

t.  Failure to.comply with provisions or requirements of this Order, or violation of
other .applicable laws or regulations governing discharges from this Facility, may
subject the Permittee to administrative or civil liabilities, criminal penalties, '
and/or other enforcement remedies to ensure compliance. Additionally, certain
violations may subject the Permittee to civil or criminal enforcement from
appropriate local, state, or federal law enforcement entities.

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) : 14
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u.

A

The CWC provides that any person who violates a waste discharge requirement
or a provision of the CWGC is subject to civil penalties of up to $5,000 per day,
$10,000 per. day, or $25,000 per day of violation, or when the violation involves
the discharge of pollutants, is subject to civil penalties of up to $10 per galion

-per day or $25 per gallon per day of violation, or some combination thereof,

depending on the violation, or upon the combination of violations.

CWC section 13385(h)(i} requires the Regional Water Board to assess a
mandatory minimum penalty of three-thousand dollars ($3,000) for each serious
violation. Pursuant to CWC section 13385(h)(2), a “serious violation” is defined
as any waste discharge that-violates the effluent limitations contained in the
applicable waste discharge requirements for a Group 1l pollutant by 20 percent
or more, or for a Group | pollutant by 40 percent or more. Appendix A of 40 CFR
§ 123. 45 specifies the Group | and Il pollutants. Pursuant to CWC section
13385.1(a)}(1), a “serious violation" is also defined as “a failure to file a' discharge

. monitoring report required pursuant to section 13383 for each complete period:

of 30 days following the deadline for submitting the report, if the report is
designed to ensure compliance with limitations.contained in waste discharge
requirements that contain effluent limitations,”

CWC section 13385(i} requires the Regional- Water Board to assess a
mandatory minimum penalty of three-thousand dollars ($3,000) for each
violation whenever a person violates a waste discharge requirement effluent
limitation ih any period of six consécutive months, except that the requirement to
assess the mandatory minimum-penalty shalt not be appllcable to the first three
violations within that time period. .

Pursuant to CWC section 13385 1(d) for the purposes ‘of section 13385.1 and
subdivisions (h), (i), and (j) of section 13385, “effluent limitation” means a

“numeric restriction or a numerically‘expressed narrative restriction, on the

quantity, - d|scharge rate, concentration, or toxicity units of a poliutant or
pollutants that may be discharged from an-authorized location. An effluent

. limitation may be final or interim, and may be expressed as a prohlbttlon An
_ ,feffluent limitation, for these purposes does not include a receiving water
_ hmltation ‘a compllance schedule or a best management practice.

"CWC sectlon 13387(e) prowdes that any person who knowmgly makes any false

statement, representatlon or certification in any record or other document
submitted or required to be maintained under this order, including monitoring
reports or reports of compliance or noncompliance, or who knowingly falsifies,

- tampers with; or renders inaccurate any moriitoring device or method requ1red to

be maintained in this order shall be punished by a.fine of not more than twenty-
five thous&nd dollars ($25,000); imprisonment pursuant to subdivision (h) of
Section 1170 of the Penal Code for 16, 20, or 24 months, or by both that fine
and imprisonment. For a subsequent conviction, such a person shall be

_ pumshed by a fine of not more than twenty-five thousand dollars (325, 000) per

day of \nolatlon by imprisonment pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 1170 of

- the Penal Code for two, three, or four years, or by both that fine and

|mprlsonment
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In the event the Permittee does not comply or will be unable to comply for any
reason, with any prohibition, effluent limitation, or receiving water limitation of
this Order, the Permittee shall nofify the Chief of the Watershed Regulatory
Section at the Regional Water Board by telephone (213) 576-6616, or by fax at

~(213) 576-6660 within 24 hours of having knowledge of such noncompliance,

and shall confirm this notification in writing to the Regional Water Board within
five days, unless the Regional Water Board waives confirmation. The written
notification shall state the nature, time, duration, and cause of noncompliance,
and shall describe the measutes being taken to remedy the current
noncompliance and, prevent recurrence including, where applicable, a schedule
of implementation. The written notification shall also be submitted via email with
reference to Cl-1278 to losangeles@waterbeards.ca.gov. Other noncompliance
requires written notification as above at the time of the normal monitoring report.

B. Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) Requirements

'The Permittee shall comply with fhé MRP, and futu_re revisions thereto, in Attachment E.

C. Special Provisions

1. Reopener Provisions

a.

This Order may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated. for cause,
including, but not limited to: : '

i.  Violation of any term or condition contained in this Order;

i Obtaining this Order by misrepresentation, or by failure to disclose fully all
relevant facts; or

i. A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or permanent
reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge.

The filing- of a request by the Permittee for an Order modification, revocation,
and issuance or termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated
noncompliance does not stay any condition of this Order.

This Order may be reopened for modification, or revocation and reissuance, as
a result of the detection of a reportable priority pollutant generated by special
conditions included in this Order. These special conditions may be, but are not
limited to, fish tissue sampling, whole effluent toxicity testing, monitoring of
internal waste stream(s), and monitoring for surrogate parameters. Additional
requirements may be included in this Order as a result of the special condition
monitoring data. ' ' :

This Order may be modified, in accordance with the provisions set forth in title 40
of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) parts 122 and 124 to include
requirements for the implementation of a watershed protection management
approach. . : -

The Board may modify, or revoke and reissue this Order if present or future
investigations demonstrate that the discharge(s) governed by this Order will cause,
have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to adverse impacts on  beneficial
uses or degradation of the water guality of the receiving waters.

This Order may also be modified, revoked, and reissued or terminated in
accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR parts 122.44, 122.62 to 122.64, 125.62,

" Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) 16



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTF 7 ") ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMA ITON PLANT | RN NPDES NO. CA0053597

and 1256.64. Causes for taking such actions include, but are not limited to, failure
to comply with any condition of this Order, endangerment to human health or the

_environment resulting from the permitted activity, or acquisition of newly obtained

information which would have justified the application of different conditions if
known at the time of Order adoption. The fmng of a request by the Permittee for an
Ordér modification, revocation and issuance, or termination, or a notification of
planned changes or anticipated noncompllance does not stay any condition of this
Order

This Order may be modlt" ed in accordance with the proV|s|ons set forth in 40 CFR

_parts 122 fo 124, to include new minimum levels (MLs)
If an appllcable toxic efﬂuent standard or proh|b|t|on (including any schedule of

compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is promulgated under

~section 307(a) of the CWA for a toxic pollutant and that standard or prohibition is
-more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant in this-Order, the Regional Water

Board may institute proceedings  under these regulations to modify or revoke and
reissue the Orders to conform to the toxic effluent standard or prohibition.

If more strlngent applicable water guality standards are promulgated or approved

pursuant to section 303 of the CWA, or amendments; thereto, the Regional Water

- Board will revise and modify this Order in accordance with such standards.

“This Order may be reopened ‘and mod|f|ed to add or revise effluent limitations as a
~ resultof future Basln Plan Amendments, such asan, update of a water quality

objectlve or a rewslon of any of the Catleguas Creek TMDLs
This Order may be reopened to mod|fy the. TDS, sulfate and chloride final effluent

limitations to include an AF fo!towmg approval of an AF for the Facility by the '

Regional Water Board.

* This Order may be reopen‘ed'"and' modified, tO“reViSe effiiient limitations as a result

of the delisting of a pollutant from the 303(d) list.

This Order may be reopened and modified to reviss the chronic toxicity effluent
limitation and/or total residual chlorine limitations, to the extent hecessary, to be
consistent with State Water Board precedential decustons nNew policies, a new

: state-wrde pIan new Iaws or new regulatlons .

2 . Spemal Stud{es Techmcal Reports and Addltlonal Monltorlng Requirements

Calleguas Creek TMDL Monrtormg Requirements

The POTWs within the Calleguas Creek Watershed (CCW) have developed a
watershed monitoring program to implement the requirements for monitoring,
conducting special studies, and implementing actions to reduce discharges of
pollutants covered by the TMDL This watershed moriiforing program has been
approved by the Regional Water Board. The responsible parties to the CCW
TMDLs.have signed-a Memorandum of‘Agreement to jointly fund and complete
the implementation of the TMDL Calleguas Creek Watershed Monitoring
Program (CCWTMP), which began in August 2008: :The CCWTMP was
created to better facilitate a coordinated monitoring effort where multiple TMDL
monitoring reguirements could be addressed via a single program that would
carry out and manage all aspects of the monitoring activities. This monitoring
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. program has been developed to easily integrate new TMDL monitoring efforts as
TMDLs are adopted and/or special study monitoring efforts are required.

The CCWTMP Annual Monitoring Report has been submitted since 2009. The
‘annual monitoring reports summarize the monitoring reports for five of the six
TMDLs currently effective in the CCW. These TMDLs include nitrogen
compounds and related effects, toxicity, organochlorine pesticides and PCBs,
métals and selenium, and salts. A separate annual report is submitted for the
trash TMDL. These reports were submitted to the Regional Water Board
TMDL staff for review. ' o R
Since 2009, all sampling has followed the Standard Operating Procedures
outlined in the Executive Officer approved Cafleguas Creek Watershed
_ Management Plan Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPF), with the following’
- - - exception: the-methods forthe salts compliance monitoring that began on
September 9, 2012, are-not currently contained in the QAPP but were described
_in detail in the final Salts Mohitoring Approach submitted to the Regional Water
Board-on June 29, 2012. The QAPP will be revised in2014 to incorporate the |
‘methods, sites, and schedule for compliance salts monitoring described in the
final approach document, L
iri-addition;, the majority of the TMDLs include requirements for monitoring,

- conducting special studies, and implementing actions to reduce discharges of
pollutants covered by the TMDL. Many of these activities overlap and provide
‘benefits for numerous TMDLS in the watershed. The CCWTMP annual reports
included an appendix that summarizes work plan‘and study submittat dates,
dates of responses to-commients received by the Regional Water Board, and
actions that have been takento reduce pollutant discharges to the waterbodies.
Additionally, the report provides a mechanism for providing the Regional Water
Board with required progress reports for some of the TMDLs. . '

b, _Special Study for Constituents of Emerging Concern (CECs)
-t CECs Monitoring Requirement inthe Effluent

(1). The Permittee shall conduct a special study to investigate the CECs in
the effluent discharge. The Permittee shall follow the requirements of
the work plan as discussed in the MRP and the Fact Sheet. Analysis

~ Under this section is for monitoring purposes only. Analytical results

- obtained:for this study:will not be usedfor compliance determination
purposes, since themethods have not been incorporated into 40 CFR
part 136. '

c. Treatment Plant Capacity o
The Permittee shall-submit a written report to the Executive Officer of the
‘Regional Water'Board within 90 days after the “30-day (monthly) average” daily
dry-weather flow equals or exceeds 75 percent of the design capacity of waste
treatment and/or disposal facilities. The Permittee's senior administrative officer
shall sign a letter, which transmits that report-and certifies that the Permittee's
policy-making-body-is adequately informed of the réport's contents. The report

. shali include the following:
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i.  The average daily flow for the month, the date on which the peak flow
- occurred, the rate of that peak flow;.and the total flow for the day;

i. The best estimate of when the monthly average daily dry-weather flow rate
will equal or exceed the design capacity of the'facilities; and,

iii. A schedule for studies, desigh, and cther steps needed to provide additional
capaclty for waste treatment and/or dlsposal facilities before the discharge
flow rate equals the capac1ty of present unlts

~This requirement is applicable to those facilities which have not reached 75
percent of capacity as of the effective date of this Order. For those facilities that
have reached 75 percernit of capacity by that date buit for which no such report
has been previously submitted, such a report shall be f|Ied within 90 days of the
issuance of this Order.

3. Best Management Practices and Pollution Prevention
- a. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Pian (SWPPP) - (Not Applicabie)

b. " Spill Clean-up Contingency Plan (SCCP)

Within 90 days of the effective date of this Order the Permittee is required to
submit @ SCCF, which describes the activities and protocols to address clean-
up of spills, overflows, and bypasses 6f untreated or partially treated wastewater
fromthe Permittee’s collection system or treatment facilities that reach water
bodies, including dry channels and beach sands. -At a minimum, the plan shall
include sections on spill clean-up and containment. measures, publlc notification,

. and monitoring. The Permittee shall review and amend the plan as appropriate
after each spill from the Facnlty orin the service area of the Facility. The
Permittee shall include & discussion in the“annual summary report of any

- modifications.to the Plan and the application of the Plan.to all spills during the
year. _

c. Pollutarit Minimization Program (PMP)’

" 'Reporting protocols in MRP section %:B.4 describe sample results that are to be
reported as Detected but Not Quantified (DNQ) or Not Detected (ND).
Definitions for a reported Minimum Level (ML) -and Method Detection Limit

(MDL) are provided in Attachment A. These reporting protocols and definitions
are used in determlnlng the need to conduct a PMP as follows

_ The Perm|ttee shali develop and conduct a PMP as further described below

~ when there is evidence (e.g., sample resutts reported as DNQ when the effluent
limitation is less than the MDL; sample results from analytrcal methods more
sensitive than those methods required by thrs Order; presence of whole effluent
toxicity; health advisories for fish consumption; or, results of benthic or aquatic
organism tissue sampling} that ‘a pollutant is present in the effluent above an
-effluent limitation-and either of the following is true:

i. The 'conc'entration of the pollutant is reported as DNQ and the effluent
limitation is-less than the reported ML; or,
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ii. The concentration of the poliutant is reported as ND and the effluent
limitation is-less than the MDL, using definitions described in Attachment A
and reporting protocols described in the MRP. '

The goal of the PMP shall be to reduce all potential sources of a pollutant -
through poliutant minimization (control) strategies, including pollution prevention
measures as appropriate, to maintain the effluent concentration at or below the
effluent limitation. Pollution prevention measures may be particularly

~ appropriate for persistent bioaccumulative priority pollutants where there is

evidence that beneficial uses are being impacted. The Regional Water Board
may consider cost-effectiveness when establishing the requirements of a PMP.
The conipletion and implementation of a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPF), if
required pursuant to CWC section 13263.3(d), shall be considered to fulfill the
PMP requirements. . ‘ e

The PMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following actions and submittals
acceptable to the Regional Water Board: B : '

i.  An annual review and semi-anritial monitoring of potential sources of the
reportable pollutant(s), which may inciude fish tissue monitoring and other
bio-uptake sampling;

il. Quarterly m'onit'c_nrj‘__hg for th_gfreportablé -polluta_nt(é) in the influent to the
wastewater treatment system; .

~iil. - Submittal of a control strategy desighed to proceed toward the goal of

maintaining concentrations of the reportable poliutant(s) in the effluent at or
below the-effluent limitation; S _ _

iv. In"]plemen_t';atign of appropriate cost-effective cc_int‘r._cj:l measures for the
reportable pollutant(s), consistent with the control strategy; and

v. An.annual status report that shall be sent to the Regional Water Board
including: -

(1). All PMP monitoring results for the previous year;
(2). A list of potential sources of the reportable pollutant(s);

(3). A summary of-all actions undertaken pursuant to the control strategy;
and - : - : :

(4). A déﬁ"sdri,ption of actions fo be taken in the_f@llqwlng year.

4. ' Construction, Operation and Maintenance Specifications

Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this Order shall be supervised and
operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade pursuant to
California Code of Regulations (CCR), title 23, division 3, chapter 26 (CWC
sections 13625 — 13633). L | |

The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power
source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities. All
equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liguid spray, -
flooding, and other physicai phenomena. The altefhate power source shall be
designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic
testing. If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) - N 20



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTR ) ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMA fON PLANT - . NPDES NO. CA0053597

halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or
fallure of the primary source of power.

¢. The Permittee shall provide standby or emergency power facilities and/or
storage capacity or other means so that in the event of plant upset or outage
due to power failure or other cause, d|scharge of raw or madequately treated
sewage does not oceur.

5. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities (Publtcly-Owned Treatment Works
[POTWSs] Only)

a. Sludge Dlsposal Requirements

i.. - All sludge generated at the wastewater treatment plant must be disposed
of; treated, or applied to land in accordance with federal regulations
contained in 40 CFR part 503. These reqwrements are enforceable by
USEPA: _

ii. The Permittee is separately required to comply with the requirements in
: State Water Board Order No. 2004-10-DWQ, General WDRs for the
Discharge of Biosolids to Land for Use as a Soil Amendment in Agricultural,
Silvicultural, Horticultural and Land Reclamation Activities for those sites
receiving the Permittee's biosolids which a Regional Water Board has
- placed under this general order, and with the requirements in individual ,
WDRs issued by a Regional Water Board for sites receiving the Permittee's
biosolids. _

iti. The Permittee shaII separately comply, |f applrcable with WDRs issued by
other Reglona[ Water Boards to wh|ch jurtsdlctron the biosolids are
_transported and applled

Civ. The Permrttee shaII assure that haulers transporting sludge off site for
treatment, storage use, or disposal take all necessary measures to keep
the sludge contained. The Pérmittee shall maintain and have haulers
adhere to a spill clean- up plan. Any spills shall be reported to USEPA and
the Regional Water Board or state agency in which the spill occurred. All
trucks hauling sludge shall be thoroughly washed after unloadlng at the
field or at the recelvmg facility. X s

V. ___’The Permlttee shaII furnlsh this Reglonal Water Board with a copy of any
report submitted to USEPA, the State Water Board or other Regional Water
Board with respect to municipal sludge or biosolids.

b. Pretreatment Reqlirements

i. The Permittee has developed and implemented a Pretreatment Program
~ that was prewously submitted to this Reglonat Water Board on July 9, 1982.

i. Camaritio SD modrfred its Industrial Waste Supptement to the Operations

~Code, which serves-as Camarillo’s sewer use ordinance (SUQ), on
February 14, 2007, by-adopting Ordinance No.76. More recently, in
response to the 2013 Pretreatment Compliance Inspection (PCl), the
Camarillo SD revised its Erforcement Response Plan (ERP).on January 9,
2014, and its SUO the following month. Camarillo SD Ordinance No. 85,
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iv.

adopted by the Camarillo SD Board of Directors on February 12, 2014,
amended Camarillo's SUO No. 76 by incorporating required components of

~ the pretreatment streamiining regulations. In the coming months, the

Permittee plans on conducting a local limits evaluation.

‘Any change to the program shall be reported to the Regional Water Board

in writing and shall not become effective until é‘bp'rdvedr by the Executive
Officer in accordance with procedures established in 40 CFR § 403.18.

Applications for renewal or modification of this Order must contain
information about industrial discharges to the POTW pursuant to 40 CFR §
122.21(j)(6). Pursuant to 40 CFR § 122.42(b) and provision VIL.A of
Attachment D, Standard Provisions, of this Order, the Permittee shall

+provide-adequate notice of -any new introduction of pollutants or substantial

change in the volume or character of pollutants from industrial discharges
which were not included in the permit application. Pursuant to 40 CFR §
122.44(j)(1), the Permittee shall annually identify and report, in terms of
character and volume of poliutants, any Significant Industrial Users
discharging to the POTW subject to Pretreatment Standards under section

307(b} of the CWA and 40 CFR § 403.

- The Permittee shall..c‘;omply_ with requirements contained in Attachment | —

Pretreatment Reporting Requirements.

¢. Collection System Requirements

The Permittee’s collection system is part of the system that is subject to this
Order. As stich, the Permittee must properfy operate and maintain its
collection system (40 CFR § 122:41(e)). The Permittee must report any
non-compliance (40 CFR § 122.41())(6) and (7)) and mitigate any discharge

_ from the collection system in violation of this Order (40 CFR § 122.41(d)).

See the Order at Attachment D, subsections |.D, V.E, V.H, and |.C., and the

*_following section of this Order,

6. Spill Reporting Requirements

Initiai Notification

_Although State and Regional Water Board staff do not have duties as first

responders, this requirement is an appropriate mechanism to ensure that the

agencies that do have first responder duties are notified in‘a timely manner in
order to protect public health and beneficial uses. For certain spills, overflows
and bypasses, the Permittee shall make notifications as required below:

In accordance with the requirements of Health and Safety Code section
5411.5, the Permittee shall provide notification to the local health officer or
the director of environmental health with jurisdiction over the affected water
body of ary unauthorized release of sewage -or other waste that causes, or
probably will cause, a discharge to any waters of the state as soon as ‘
possible, but no later- than two hours after becoming aware of the release.

In »ac,cbrdance with the requirements of CWC section 13271, the Permittee
shall provide notification to the California Emergency Management Agency
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(Cal EMA) of the release of reportable amounts of hazardous substances or
sewage that causes, or probably will cause, a discharge to any waters of
‘the-state as soon as possible, but not later than two hours after becoming
aware of the release. The CCR, Title 23, section 2250, defines a reportable
amount of sewage as being 1 000 gallons. The phone number for reporting
these reteases to the Cal EMA is (800) 852 7550

iii. The Petmittee shaII notlfy the Reglonat Watef Board of any unauthorized

' release of sewage from'its POTW that causes, or probably will cause, a

,dlscharge to a water of the state as soon as possmle but not later than two
" hours after becomlng aware of the release. ‘This initial notification does not

need to be made if the Permittee has notified Cal EMA and the local health
‘officer. or the director of énvironmental health with jurisdiction over the
affected waterbody The phone number for reporting these releases of
sewage to'the Regional Water Board is (213) 576-6657. The phone
numbers for after hours and weekend reporting of releases of sewage to
the ReglonaIWater Board are (213) 305-2284 and (213) 305-2253.

At a minimum, the followmg mformatlon shalI be provided to the Regional
Water Board:

(1). The Iocatlon date and timebf-the release;

(2) ‘The route of the spill- including the water body that received or WI||
-receive the discharge; -

(3). An estimate of the amount of sewage or other waste released and the
amount that reached a surface water at the time of notification;

(4). If ongoing; the estimated flow rate of the release at the time of the
.- notification;. - - - AT

" (5). The name, organization, phdne Aumber and email address of the
+ = reporting representatlve and,.:

o B (8. A certlflcatlon that the State Office of Emergency Serwces and the
' _Iocat health ofﬂcer or directors of env1ronmentat health with jurisdiction
'over the affected water bOd]ES have been notified of the discharge. '

b. Momtormg

For sp|IIs overﬂows and bypasses reported under section VI.C.6.a, the
Permlttee shall monltor as reqmred below:

i To define the geographtcal extenit of the spltl s'impact, the Permlttee shall
~ obtain’ grab samples (if feaslble accessible, and safe) for all spills,
“overflows or bypasses of any volume that reach any waters of the state
‘(lncludrng surface and ground waters) The Permittee shall analyze the
~ samples for total ¢oliform, fecal coliform, E. coli (if fecal coliform test shows
positive), enterococcus, and relevant pollutants of concern, upstream and
downstream of the point of entry of the spill (if feasible, accessible, and
safe). This momtorlng shall be donhe oh a dally basis from the tlme the spill
is known until the resiilts of two consecutlve sets of bacteriological
monitoring indicate the return to the background level or the County
Department of Public Health authorizes cessation of monitoring.
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c. Reporting

The initial not.ification reqUired ﬁndef section VI.C.6.a shall be followed by:

i. As soon as possible, but not later than twenty-four hours after becoming
aware of an unauthorized discharge of sewage or other waste from its
wastewater treatment plant to a water of the state, the Pemittee shall
submit a statement to the Regional Water Board by email at
augustine.anijielo@waterboards.ca.gov . If the discharge is 1,000 gallons
or more, this statement shall certify that Cal EMA has been notified of the
discharge in accordance with CWC section 13271. The statement shall
also certify that the local health officer or director of environmental health
with jurisdiction over the affected water bodies has been notified of the

_discharge in accordance with Health and Safety Code section 5411.5. The
statement shall also include a’; a minimum the following information:

(1). Agency, NPDES No., Order No., and MRP CI No., f applicable;
(2). The location, date, and time ofthe discharge;
(3). The water body that received the discharge;

(4). A description of the level of treatment of the sewage or other waste
-discharged; :

(5). An initial estimate of the amount of sewage or other waste released
and the amount that reached a surface water,

(6). The Cal EMA control number and the date and time that notification of
the incident was pravided to Cal EMA,; and,

(7). The name of the local-health officer or director of envirohmental health
representative notified (if contacted directly); the date and time of
notification; and the method of notification (e.g., phone, fax, email}.

'ii. A written preliminary report five working days after disclosure of the incident
is required.. Submission to the Regional Water Board of the California
Integrated Water Quality System (CIWQS) Sanitary Sewer Overflow (SSO)
event number shall satisfy this requirement. Within 30 days after submitting
the preliminary report, the Permittee shall submit the final written report to
this Regional Water Board. (A copy of the final written report, for a given
incident, already submitted pursuant to a statewide General WDRs for
Wastewater Collection System Agencies (SSO WDR), may be submitted to
the Regional Water Board to satisfy this requirement.} The written report
shall docunient the information required in paragraph d below, monitoring
results and any other information required in-provisions of the Standard
Provisions document including corrective measures implemented or
proposed.to be implemented to prevent/minimize future occurrences. The

Executive Officer for just cause can grant an extension for submittal of the

final written report. '

iii. The Permiﬁee shall include a cert'ifi'ééti'on in the annual summary report
(due according to the schedule in the MRP) that states that the sewer
“system emergency equipment, including alarm systems, backup pumps,

standby power generators, and other critical emergency pump station
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components were maintained and tested in accordance with the Permittee’s
preventive maintenance plan. Any deviations from or modifications to the
plan shall be discussed. :

d.. Rjecords-'

The Permittee shall develop and maintain a record of all spltls overflows or
bypasses of raw or partially treated sewage from its collection system or
treatment plant. This record shall be made available to the Regional Water
Board upon request and a spill summary shall be mcluded in the annual
summary report. The records shaII contaln

. The date and time of_each spill, overflow, or bypass;
ii.  The location of each spill, overflow, or bypass; -

iii. The estimated volume of each spill, overflow and bypass including gross
volume, amount recovered and amount not recovered monitoring results
- as reqmred by sectlon VI.C.6.b; '

iv. The cause of each spllt overflow or bypass

v. Whether each sptll overflow or bypass entered a receiving water and, if so,
the name of the water: body and whether it entered via storm drains or other
man-made conveyances; L :

vi. Any mitigation measures implemented;

vii. Any corrective measures implemented or proposed t6 be implemented to
prevent/minimize future occurrences; and,

viii. The mandatory rnformatlon lncluded in SSO oriline reporting.for finalizing
and certifying the SSO report for each sp|II overflow or bypass under the
SSO WDR. .

e. Activities Coordination
Although not required by this Order, Regional Water Board also expects the
- watershed group to continue to work together regarding activities related to
desalters, water usés, and the use of the brine line in order to comply. with the

requirements of this Order in addition to meeting the deadlines in the Salts
TMDL Implementation F’Ian

f. Consustency with SSO WDRs

The CWA prohlblts the dlscharge of poIIutants from pomt sources to surface
waters of the United States unless authorized under an NPDES permit. (33
United States Code sections 1311, 1342). The State Water Board adopted
General Waste Discharge Reqwrements for Sanrtary Sewer Systems, (WQ
Order No. 2006-0003-DWQ; SSO WDRY) on May 2, 2008, to provide a
consistent, statewide regulatory approach to address sanitary sewer overflows.
The SSO WDR requires public agencies that own or operate sanitary sewer

. systems to apply for coverage under the SSO WDR, develop and implement
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sewer system management plans, and report all SSO to the State Water
Board's online SSOs database. -Regardless of the coverage obtained under the
SSO WDR, the Permittee’s collection system is part of the POTW that is subject
to this NPDES permit. As such, pursuant to federal regulations, the Permittee
must properly operate and maintain its collection system (40 CFR § 122.41 (&),
report any non-compliance (40 CFR § 122.41(1)(6) and (7)), and mitigate any
discharge from the collection system in violation of this NPDES permit (40 CFR
§ 122.41(d}). . -

The requirements.contained in this Order in sections VI1.C.3.b (SCCP Plan
section), VI.C.4 (Construction, Operation and Maintenance Specifications
section), and VI.C.8 (Spill Reporting Reguirements section) are intended to be
consistent with the requirements of the SSO WDR. The Regional Water Board
recognizes that there may be some overlap between these NPDES permit
provisions and SSO WDR requirements, related to the collection systems. The
requirements of the SO WDR are considered the minimum thresholds (see
finding 11 of State Water Board Order No. 2008-0003-DWQ). To encourage
efficiency, the Regional Water Board wili accept the documentation prepared by
the Permittees under the SSO WDR for compliance purposes as satisfying the
requirements in sections VI.C.3.b, V1.C.4, and V1.C.6 provided the more

~ stringent provisions contained in this NPDES permit are also addressed.

Pursuant to SSO WDR, section D, provision 2(jii) and (iv), the provisions of this

NPDES permit supersede the SSO WDR, for all purposes, including
enforcement, to the extent the requirements may be deemed duplicative

7. Compliance Schedules

There are no compliance schedules in_cluded in this NPDES Order.

Table 6. Compliance Schedule for Final Effluent Limitations

Task No.

Description - | startDate " End Date

N/A

VIl. . COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION
Compliance with the effluent limitations contained in section IV of this Order will be determined
. as specified below: ' '

A. General

Compliance with effluent limitations for priority pollutants shall be determined using
sample reporting protocols defined in the MRP and Attachment A of this Order. For

purposes of reporting and administrative enforcement by the Regional and State Water
Boards, the Permittee shall be deemed out of compliance with effluent limitations if the
concentration of the priority pollutant in the monitoring'sample is greater than the effluent
limitation and greater than or equal to the reporting level (RL).

B. Multiple Sample Data
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When determining compliance with a measure of central tendency (arithmetic mean,

_-geometric mean, median, etc.) of multiple sample analyses and the data set contains one
or more reported determinations of DNQ or ND. In those cases, the Permittee shall
compute the median in place of the arithmetic mean in accordance with the following
procedure:

1. - The data set shall be ranked from low to high,.ranking the re'ported ND
determinations lowest, DNQ determinations next, followed by quantified values (if
any). The order of the individual ND or DNQ determinations is unimportant.

2. The median value of the data set shall be determined. If the data set has an odd
number of data points, then the median is the middle value. If the data set has an
even number of data points, then the median is the average of the two values around
the middle unless one or both of the paints are ND or DNQ, in which case the median

- value shall be the lower of the two data points. where DNQ is Iower than a value and
- ND:is lower than DNQ. : s

C. Average Monthly Effluent Limitation (AMEL)

If the average (or when applicable, the:median determined by subsection B above for
multiple sample data) of daily discharges over a calendar month exceeds the AMEL for a
given parameter this W|ll represent a single violation, though' the’ Permlttee may be
‘considered out of comphance for each day of that month for that parameter {(e.g.,
resultrng in 31 days of non- comphance in a 31- day month) I onIy a smgle sample is
taken durmg the calendar month and the analytical result for that sample exceeds the
AMEL, the Permitte& may be cohsidered out of compllance for that calendar month. The
Permlttee will only be considered out of compl|ance for days when the d|scharge occurs.
For any one calendar month during which no saniple (dally discharge} is taken, no
compliance determination can be made for that calendar month W|th respect to the
AMEL.

: Ifthe-an_alytical reeult-ofa.single--eample, monitored_,monthly_-, lqua_rterly,-n_semiannually, or
annually, does not exceed the AMEL for a given parameter, the Permittee-will have
demonstrated compliance W|th the AMEL for- each day of that- month for that parameter.

: lfthe analyt|cal result of any smgle sample monltored monthly, quarterly, semlannually,
or annually, exceeds the AMEL for any parameter; the Permittee may: collect up to four
additional samples within the same calendar month. All analytical results shall be
reported in the monitoring report for that month. The concentration of pollutant (an
arithmetic mean or a median) in these samples est!mated from the “Multiple Sample Data
'Reductlon section above W|l| be used for compl|ance determlnat|on

In the event of noncompl|ance with an AMEL the samplmg frequency for that parameter
shall be increased to weekly and shall contrnue at this Ievel until comphance with the
AMEL has been demonstrated.

D. Average Weekly Efﬂuent L|mttat|on (AWEL)

If the average of daily d|scharges over a calendar week exceeds the AWEL for a given
parameter, an alleged violation will be flagged and the Permittee will be considered out of
compliance for each day of that week for that parameter, resulting in 7 days of non-
compliance. The average of daily discharges over the calendar week that exceeds the
AWEL for a parameter will be con5|dered out of compllance for that week only. [f only a
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single sample is taken during the calendar week and the analytical result for that sampie
exceeds the AWEL, the Permittee will be considered out of compliance for that calendar
week. For any one calendar week during which no sample (daily discharge) is taken, no
compliance determination can be made for that calendar week with respect to the AWEL.

A calendar week will begin on Sunday and end on Saturday. Partial calendar weeks at
the end of calendar month will be carried forward to the next month in order to calculate
and report a consecutive seven-day average value on Saturday.

E. Maximum Daily Effluent Limitation (MDEL)

If a daily discharge exceeds the MDEL for a given parameter, an alleged violation will be
flagged and the Permittee will be considered out of compliance for that parameter for that
one day only within the reporting period. If no sample {(daily discharge) is taken over a
calendar day, no compliance determination can be made for that day with respect to

_ effluent violation determination, but compliance determination can be made for that day
with respect to reporting violation determination.

F. Instantaneous Mini'mum Effluent Limitation

If the analytical result of a single grab samiple is lower than the instantaneous minimum
efflient limitation for a parameter, an alleged violation will be flagged and the Permittee
will be considered out of compliance for that parameter for that single sample. Non-
compliance for each sample will be corisidered separately (e.g., the results of two grab
 samples taken within a calendar day that both are lower than the instantaneous minimum
~ effluent limitation would result in two instances of non-compliance with the instantaneous
minimum effluent limitation). ' ' h

G. Instantaneous Maximum Effluent Limitation

If the analytical result of a single grab sample is higher than the instantaneous maximum
effluent limitation for a parameter, an alleged violation will be flagged and the Permittee
will be considered out of compliance for that parameter for that single sample. Non-
compliarice for each sample will.be considered separately (e.g., the results of two grab
.samples taken within a calendar day that both exceed the instantaneous maximum
effluent limitation would result in two instances of nonh-compliance with the instantaneous
maximum effluent limitation}. ' - . ‘

H. Six-month Median Effluent Limitation

If the median of daily discharges over any 180-day period exceeds the six-month median
effluent limitation for a given parameter, an alleged violation will be flagged and the
Permittee will be considered out of compliance for each day of that 180-day period for
that parameter. The next assessment of compliance will occur after the next sample is
taken. If only a single sample is taken during & given 180-day period and the analytical
result for that sample exceeds the six-month median, the Permittee will be considered out
of compliance for the 180-day period. For any 180-period during which no sample is
taken, no compliance determination can be made for the six-month median effiuent
limitation: i Co -

. Median Monthly Effluent Limitation (MMEL)

' If the median of daily discharges over a calendar month exceeds the MMEL for a given
, parameter, an alleged violation will be flagged and the Permittee will be considered out of
Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) 28
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compliance for each day of that month for that parameter (e.g., resulting in 31 days of
non-compliance in a 31-day month). However, an alleged violation-of the- MMEL will be
considered one violation for the purpose of assessing State mandatory minimum
pendilties. If no sample (darly discharge) is taken over a calendar month, no compliance
determination can be made for that month with reSpect to effluent vrolatlon determination,
but comipliance determination can be made for that month with respect to reportlng
violation determination. .

Joo C'h’roniC'TOXicity o

- The drscharge is subject to determlnatlon of "Pass” or "Fail’ and "Peréent Effect” from a
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the dlscharge IWC using the Test of
Significant Tox|0|ty (TST) approach described in National Pollutant Dlscharge Elimination
System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementatron Documerit (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010),
Appendix A, Figure A-1, and Table A-1. The null hypothesrs (Ho} for the TST approach is:
Mean discharge IWC response <0.75 % Mean control response. A test result that rejects

~ this null hypothesis-is reported as “Pass”. A test result that-does not reject this null
hypothesrs is reported-as “Fail". The relative: "Percent Effect” atthe discharge IWC is
defined and. reported:as: ((Mean control response Mean dlscharge IWC response) +
Mean control response)) % 100..
~The Maximum Daily Effluent Limitation- (MDEL) for chronrc tokrcrty is exceeded and a

violation will be flagged when a chronic toxicity test, analyzed-using the TST: approach,
results in “Fail” and the "Percent Effect’ is 20.50.
The Median MonthlyEffluent Limitation (MMEL) for chronic toxicity is .exceeded and a
violation will-be:flagged when thé median: of no' more than three independent chronic
toxicity tests, conducted within:the same calendar month and analyzed using the TST
approach, results in “Fail". TheMMEL for chronic toxicity shall only apply when there is a
discharge more than one day in a-calendar month period. During-such calendar months,
rexactly three |ndependent to><|crty tests are requrred when one toxrcrty test results in "Fall"

K. Percent Removal

The average monthly percent removal is the removal eff|0|ency expressed in percentage

* across a treatment plant for a given poIIutant parameter as determined from the 30-day
‘average values of pollutant concentrations {C in mg/L) of mfluent and effluent samples
coIIected at about the same time using the following equation:

Percent RemOVaI %)=[1- cEﬂ;,em/cmﬂuent)] x.1oo %' o

When preferred the Permrttee may substltute mass Ioadrngs and mass em!sstons for the
concentrations. ‘

_‘L. Mass and Concentratlon L|m|tat|ons

- Compliance with mass and concentratlon efﬂuent Irmltatrons for the same parameter shall
be determined separately with their respective limitations: When the concentration of a
constituent in an effluent sample is determined to be ND or DNQ; the corresponding
mass emission rate determined from that- sampte concentration shall also be reported as
ND or- DNQ : :
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M. Compliance with single constituent effluent limitations

Permittees may_be'corisid:éred out of compliance with the effluent limitation if the
concentration of the poliutant (sée section B “Multiple Sample Data Reduction” above) in

the monitoring sample is greater than the effluent limitation and greater than or equal to
the RL. .

N. = Compliance with effluent limitations expressed as a sum of several constituents

Permittees are out of compliance with an effluent limitation which applies to the sum of a
group of chemicals (e.g., PCB's) if the sum of the individual pollutant concentrations is
greater than the effluent limitation. Individual pollutants of the group will be considered to
have a concentration of zero if the constituent is reported as ND or DNQ.

0. Compliance with Calleguas Creek Salts TMDL effluent limitations

The Camarillo WRP discharges to Conejo Creek, Reach 9B of the Calleguas Creek.
Calleguas Creek and its tributaries are on the CWA section 303(d) list as impaired for
TDS, Sulfate, Chloride, and Boron. For this discharge, the Calleguas Creek Salts TMDL
has established seasonal WLAs for TDS, Sulfate, and Chloride. Federal regulations
_require that NPDES permits incorporate WQBELs consistent with the requirements and
assumptions-of any available WLAs. ' P e e

- WLASs established for the CamarilloWRP in-the Salts TMDL will be implemented through
final effluent limitations contained in the NPDES permit and interim effluent limitations
may be provided in a separate amended-Time Schedule Order. Compliance will be
determined through monitoring of final effluent discharge as defined in the NPDES permit.
The proposed-effluent permit limits will be applied as end-of pipe mass-based monthly
average effluent limits. -A daily maximum effluent: limit s not-required because chloride is
not expected to have an immediate or acute effect.on the beneficial uses. Compliance
with the minimum salt export requirements for the Camarillo. WRP Wwill be based on the
salt export from the subwatershed to which they discharge. The mechanisms for meeting
the minimum salt export requirements and for monitoring progress towards meeting those
réquirements will be included in the monitoring program work plan and approved by the
Executiveé Officer. o : ' _ ' ‘

Camarillo WRP’s mass-based WLAs are calculated as the POTW effluent flow rate
multiplied by the water quality objective and include a mass-based adjustment factor (AF)
that is subtracted from the product of the flow-rate and the water quality objective. AF is
set equal to the difference between the minimum salts export requirement to attain a salt
balance in the subject reaches and the actual saits export. ' '

Dry-weather definition. The Salts TMDL WLAs apply to Camarillo WRP during dry
weather, when the flows in the receiving water are below the 86th percentile flow and
there is no measurable precipitation. Dry weather cenditions exist when flow in Calleguas
Creek near California State University Channel Islands (CSUCI) is less than 31 cubic feet
per second (cfs)-at USGS gauge station 11106550. -During wet weather, the loading
capacity of the stream is significantly increased by storm water flows with very low salt
concentrations. Any discharges from the Facility during wet weather would be assimilated
by these large storm flows and would not cause exceedances of water quality objectives.
The dry-weather final effluent limitation for Salts will be calculated as follows:

Given: Minimum Salt Export Requirements for Adjustment Factor
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Chloride = 1,060 Ibs/day -
TDS =~ =7,920 Ibs/day
Sulfate = 4,610 Ibs/day
.Boron' - =0 Ibs/day

The formula for determining final effluent I:mttatlon (dry weather) applied as monthly
average is as follows:

Chloride, Ibs/day =150 x Q-AF.
. TDS, Ibs/day ~+ = 850 x Q-AF
Sulfate,Ibs/day =250 x Q-AF
Boron, Ibs/day - =1.0xQ-AF

where; : : Co -
Q = the Facility’s flow at the time the water quality measurement is collected and a

-:conversion factor to' Ibs/day based on the units of measurement for the flow.
AF = (minimum.salt export requirement — actual salt export)

However, use of AFs are subject to approval by the Regional Water-Board, following the
demonstration of evidence presented by the Permittee. POTWs wanting to use AFs must
apply to the Regronal Water Board for approval and submit the foIIowmg documentatlon
o 'together with. their request water supply chloride concentratlons receiving water chloride
concentratlons the effluent mass and, evrdence of mcreased saIt exports t6 offset the
, mcreased dlscharges from the. POTW

:Camarlllo WRP |s currently not connected to the bnne line. However based on the
schedule submitted by Camarillo SD, Camarillo’ s connection to the brine I|ne should be
completed by January 1, 2016. The Camarillo Sanitary District has not applied to the
Regional Water Board for an adjustment factor. As a result, the AF term in the formula
above is set equal to zero until Camarillo Sanitary District requests and the Regional
‘Board approves an AF for the Camarillo WRP. -As a result, the AF term drops out of the
equation, and the final effluent limitations are expressed as follows:

Chloride, Ibs/day = 150'x'Q = 150 x 7.25 X 8.34 = 9,070
TDS, Ibs/day =850 x Q = 850 x 7.25 x 8.34 = 51,400
Sulfate, Ibs/day . =250x Q =250 x 7.25 x 8.34 = 15,100

where;

Q= represents the prod uct. of Facility’s destgn capaCIty and a conversion factor to
convert from MGD to Ibs/day.

If an AF is approved the permtt wsll be reopened to adjust the ﬂnate ﬁluent limitations to
ref[ect the approved AF,

' Wet-weather defmltlon Wet~weather as any day when the flow in the receiving water is
equal to or greater than the 86th percentile flow of the receiving water. Wet weather
conditions exist when flow in Calleguas Creek at CSUCI is greater than or equal to 31 cfs
at USGS gauge station 11106550. The wet-weather final effluent limitations applicable to
Camarlllo WRP will be as follows:

Limitations and Discharge Requirements (Adopted: 5/8/2014) ' 31



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTR? } % . ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT ‘_ - NPDES NO. CA0053597

The wet-weather final effluent limitation |

Chloride mglL 150
TDS e T 850
‘Sultate mg/L ' 250

During this permit cycle, the wet-weather final effluent limitations listed above for TDS,
chloride, and sulfate will apply on the effective date of this. Order, but a TSO may
establish an intefim limit and time schedule to achieve compliance with the final effluent
limitations. Regional Water Board staff propose to have the TSO adopted concurrently
with the NPDES permit renewal Order. _

The mass emission rates are based on the plant design flow rate of 7.25 mgd, and are
calculated as follows: Flow (mgd) x Concentration (mg/L} x 8.34 (conversion factor) =
Ibsfday. - : : :

P. Compliance with Calleguas Creek Metals TMDL for Mercury in Suspended Solids

A mass-based limit is developed for mercury expressed in Ibs/month. “The final waste
|load allocation for the Camarills WRP for mercury is based on median monthly mercury
gffluent concentrations which are currently more stringent than the number targets
multiplied by the design flow. The Metals TMDL assumes that the total load in water is

‘ equal to suspended sediment load. In addition to the water colurn final effiuent

o monitoring, sediment sampling of mercury in the effluent will need to be implemented, as
~ specified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program, if both the TSS and the mercury final
| © gffluent limitations are exceeded. " ' '

Q. Mass Emission Rate , , | b
The mass emission rate shall be obtained-from the following calculation for-any catendar

day:
B . N .
Mass emission rate (Ib/day) = —B%ZQIQ
. : =
o 3.79
Mass emission rate (kg/day) = —-N—ZQ_icl
=1

in which 'N' is the number of samples analyzed in any calendar day. 'Qi' and 'Ci' are the
flow rate (mgd) and the constituent concentration (mg/L), respectively, which are
associated with each of the 'N' grab samples, which may be taken in any calendar day. If
a composite sample is taken, 'Gi' is the concentration measured in the composite sample

- - ' and 'Qi* is the average flow rate occurring during the period over which samples are
composited. ‘ ‘ '

The daily concentration of all constituents shall be determined from the flow-weighted
average of the same constituents in the combined waste streams as follows:
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. . 1 N
Daily concentration = mZQ,Ci
o Q=

in which 'N' is the number of component waste streams. 'Ql and 'Ci' are the flow rate
(MGD) and the constituent concentration {mg/L), respectively, which are associated with
each of the 'N' waste streams. 'Qt' is the total flow rate of the combined waste streams.

R. Bacterial Standards and Analysis

1. The geometric mean used for determining compliance with bacterial standards is
calculated with the following equation:

Geometric Mean = (C; x Co X ... X Cg,)”n

where n is the number of days samples were collected during the period and C is
the concentration of bacteria (MPN!1OO mL or CFU/100 mL) found on each day
of sampling.

2.  For bacterial analyses, sample dilutions should be performed so the expected range
of values is bracketed (for example, with multiple tube fermentation method or
membrane filtration method, 2 to 16,000 per 100 ml for total and fecal coliform, at a
minimum, and 1 to 1000 per 100 ml for enterococcus). The detection methods used
for each analysis shall be reported with the results of the analyses.

3. Detection methods used for coliforms (total and fecal) shall be those presented in
Table 1A of 40 CFR part 136, unless alternate methods have been approved by
USEPA pursuant to 40 CFR part 136, or improved methods have been determined
by the Executive Officer and/or USEPA.

4. Detection methods used for enterococcus shall be those presented in Table 1A of 40
CFR part 136 or in the USEPA publication EPA 600/4-85/076, Test Methods for
Escherichia coli and Enterococci in Water By Membrane Filter Procedure or any
improved method determined by the Executive Officer and/or USEPA to be
appropriate. .

- 8. Single Operational Upset (SOU}

A SOU that leads to simultaneous violations of more than one pollutant parameter shall
be treated as a single violation and limits the Permittee’s irab]llty in accordance with the
following conditions:

1. A SOU is broadly defined as a single unusual event that témporarily disrupts the
- usually satisfactory operation of a system in such a way that it results i in violation of
multiple pollutant parameters.

2. A Permittee may assert SOU to Iimit liability only for those violations which the
Permittee submitted notice of the upset as required in Provision V.E.2(b) of
Attachment D — Standard Provisions. :

3. For purpose outside of CWC section 13385 subdivisions (h) and (i), determination of
compliance and civil liability (including any more specific definition of SOU, the
requirements for Permittees to assert the SOU limitation of liability, and the manner
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of counting violations) shali be in accordance with USEPA Memorandum “lssuance
of Guidance Interpreting Single Operational Upset” (September 27, 1989).

4. For purpose of CWC section 13385 (h) and (i), determination of compliance and civil
liability (including any more specific definition of SOU, the requirements for
Permittees to assert the SOU limitation of liability, and the manner of counting

. violations) shall be in accordance with CWGC section 13385 (f)(2).

- Limitations and Discharge Requireme'nts (Adopted: 5/8/2014) 34



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTh. . T A o ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT ~ NPDES NO. CA0053597

ATTACHMENT A — DEFINITIONS

Arithmetic Mean (u)
Also called the average, is the sum of measured values d|V|ded by the number of samples For
ambient water concentra‘uons the arithmetic’ mean is. calculated as follows:
Arithmetic mean = 1 = £x / n where: Ex is the sum of the measured ambient water
concentrations, and n is the number of
samples. :

Average Monthly Effluent leltat|on (AMEL)

The highest allowable average of daily discharges over a calendar mcnth calculated as the sum of
all daily discharges measured during a calendar month divided by the number of da|ly d|scharges
measured during that month. o

_ Average Weekly Effluent L:mltatlon (AWEL)

- The highest allowable average. cf da|ly d|scharges over a calendar week (Sunday thrcugh
_Saturday) calculated as the sum of all daily. d|scharges measured dunng a calendar week d|V|ded
by the number of da|Iy dlscharges measured during that week. :

Bioaccumulative
Those substances taken up by an organism from its surrounding medium through gill membranes,
epithelial tissue, or from food and subsequently concentrated and. retalned in the body. of the

- organism. . o o '

BIOSOIIdS )

Sewage sludge that has been treated and tested and shown to be capable of belng beneflCIally and
legally used pursuant to federal and state regulatlons as a soil amendment for agricultural,
silvicultural, hortlcultural and land recIamatlon act|V|t|es as speclfled under 40 C.FR. Par‘t 503

Carcinogenic '
FPollutants are substances that are known to cause cancer in lwmg organlsms

Coefftment of Varlatlon cv)y
CV is a measure of the data variability and is calculated as the estimated standard deviation divided
by the arithmetic mean of the observed values.

. Da|ly Dlscharge _ '

Daily Discharge is deflned as. e|ther (1) the total mass of the ccnst|tuent dlscharged over the
calendar’ “day (12: 00 am through 11:59 pm).or.any 24-hour period that reasonably represents a
calendar day for purpcses of samplmg (as specified in the permit), for a constituent with limitations-
expressed in units of mass of; (2) the unweighted arlthmetlc mean measurement of the constltuent
over the day for a constituent with llmltat|ons expréessed in other units of measurement (e.g.,
concentration).

The daily discharge may be determined by the analytical results of a composite sample taken over

the course of one day (a calendar day or other 24-hour period defined as a day) or by the arithmetic
mean of analytlcal results from one or more grab samples taken over the course of the day.
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For composite sampling, if 1 day is defined as a 24-hour period other than a calendar day, the
analytical result for the 24-hour period will be considered as the result for the calendar day in which
the 24-hour period ends. :

Detected, but Not Quantified (DNQ)

DNQ are those sample results less than the RL, but greater than or equal to th‘e'labora_tdry’s MDL.
Sample results reported as DNQ are estimated concentrations. -

Dilution Credit _ _

Dilution Credit is the amount of dilutién granted to a discharge in the calculation of a water quality-
based effluent limitation, based on the allowance of a specified mixing zone. It is calculated from
the dilution ratio or determined through conducting a tiixing zone study or modeling of the
discharge and receiving water. - ' S

'Effluent Concentration Allowance (ECA) : - -
ECA is a value derived from the water quality criterion/objective, dilution credit, and ambient
background concentration that is used, in conjunction with the coefficient of variation'for the effluent
monitoring data, to calculate a long-term average (LTA) discharge concentration. The ECA has the
same meaning as waste load allocation (WLA) as used in USEPA guidance (Téchnical Support
Document For Water Quality-based Toxics Control, March1991, second printing, EPA/505/2-90-
001).

- Enclosed Bays - : : . : :
Enclosed Bays means indentations along the coast that énclose an area of oceanic water within
distinct headiands or harbor works. Enclosed bays include all bays where the narrowest distance
between the headlands or outermost harbor works is less than 75 percent of the greatest dimension
of the enclosed portion of the bay. Enclosed bays include, but are not limited to, Humboldt Bay,
Bodega Harbor, Tomales Bay, Drake's Estero, San Francisco Bay, Morro Bay, Los Angeles:Long -
Beach Harbor, Upper and Lower Newport Bay, Mission Bay, and San Diego Bay. Enclosed bays do
not include inland surface waters or ocean waters. = © R
Estimated Chemical Concentration

The estimated chemical concentration that results from the confirmed detection of the substance by
the analytical method below the ML value.

" Estuaries ' ' o '
Estuaries means waters, including coastal lagoons, Iocated at the friouths of streams that serve as
areas of mixing for fresh and ocean waters. Coastal lagoons and mouths of streams that are '
temporarily separated from the ocean by sandbars shall be considered estuaries. Estuarine waters

 shall be considéred to extend from a bay or the open ocean to a point upstream where there is no
significant mixing of fresh water and seawater. Estuarine waters included, but are not limited to, the

- Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, as defined in CWC section 12220, Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait
downstream to the Carquinez Bridge, and appropriate areas of the Smith, Mad, Eel, Noyo, Russian,
Klamath, San Diego, and Otay rivers. Estuariés do not includé inland surface waters or ocean
waters. ' : :

Inland Surface Waters

All surface waters of the state that do not include the ocean, enclosed bays, or estuaries.
Instantaneous Maximum Effluent Limitation

The highest allowable value for any single grab sample or aliquot (i.e., each grab sampie or aliquot
is independently compared to the instantaneous maximum limitation). -
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Instantaneous Minimum Effluent L1m|tat|on -
The lowest allowable value for any single grab sample or aliguot (i.e., each grab sample or aliguot
is independently compared to the instantaneous minimum I|m|tat|on)

Maximum Daily Effluent Limitation (MDEL) :

The highest allowable daily discharge of a pollutant, over a calendar day {or 24- hour perrod) For
poliutants with limitations expressed in units of mass, the daily discharge is calculated as the total
mass of the pollutant-discharged over the day: For pollutants with limitations expressed in other
units of measurement, the daily d|scharge is calculated as the anthmetic mean measurement of the
pollutant over the day . : :

Median ,
The middle measurement in a set of data. The median of a set of data is found by first arranging the
measurements-in order.of magnitude (either increasing or decreasing order). If the:number of
measurements (n) is odd, then the median = Xg1y2. If n is-even, then the median = (Xn,z + X(m2)+1)/2
(i.e.; the mldpomt between the nl2 and n/2+1) : : : .

Method Detectlon lert (MDL) :
MDL.is the minimum concentration of a substance that can be measured and reported with 99 .

- percent confidence that the analyte concentration is greater than zero, as deflned inin 40 CFR part
1386, Attachment B, rewsed -as of July 3, 1999, S

Mlnimum Level (ML) :

ML is the concentration at which the ent|re analytlcal system must glve a recogmzable sagnal and
acceptable calibration point. The ML is the concentration in a sample that is equivalent to the
concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed by a specific analytical procedure,
assuming that all the- method specified sample weights, volumes, and processmg steps: have been
followed.

Mixing Zone .
Mixing Zone is a limited volume of recelving water that is allocated for mixing wrth a wastewater
discharge where water quality criteria can be exceeded W|thout causing adverse effects to the

. overall water body.

Not Detected (ND)
Sample results which are less than the Iaboratory ] MDL

Persistent Pollutants
Persistent pollutants are substances for which degradatlon or decomposrtion in the environment is
noneX|stent or very slow. -

Pollutant Mmlmlzatlon Program (PMP) :

PMP means waste minimization and pollution preventlon actions that |nclude but are not I|m_|ted to,
product substitution, waste stream recycling, alternative waste management methods, and
education of the publzc and businesses. The goal of the PMP shall be to reduce all potent|aI
sources of a prrority poIlutant(s) through pollutant m|n|m|zat|on (control} strategles |nclud|ng
pollution preventron measures as approprlate to maintain the effluent concentration at or below the
water quality-based effluent limitation. Poliution prevention measures may be particularly
appropriate for persistent bioaccumulative priority pollutants where there is evidence that beneficial
uses are being impacted. The Regional Water Board may consider cost effectiveness when
establishing the requirements of a PMP. The completion and implementation of a Pollution
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Prevention Plan, if required pursuant to CWC section 13263.3(d), shall be considered to fulfill the
PMP requirements. . S ; o : :

Pollution Prevention ‘ .
Pollution Prevention means any action that causes a net reduction in the use or generation of a
hazardous substance or other pollutant that is discharged into water and includes, but is not-limited
to, input change, operational improvement, production process-change, and product reformulation
(as defined in: CWC section 13263.3).-Pollution prevention does not include-actions that merely shift
a pollutant in wastewater from one environmental medium to another environmental mediun,
unless clear environmental benefits of such an approach are identified to the satisfaction of the
State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) or Regional Water Board.

~ Reporting Level (RL) .. . .. = .. . e :
The RL is the'ML (and its associated analytical method) chosen by the Permittee for reporting and
compliance determination from the MLs included in this Order; including an additional factor if
applicable as discussed herein. The MLs included in this Order correspond to approved analytical
methods for reporting a sample result that are selected by the Regional Water Board either from
Appendix 4 of the SIP in accordance with section 2.4.2 of the SIP or established in-accordance with
section 2.4.3:of the SIP. The ML is based on the proper application-of method-based analytical
procedures for samiple'preparation and the absence of any matrix interferences. Other factors:may
be applied to the ML depending on the specific sample preparation steps-employed. For example,
the treatment typically applied in cases where there are matrix-effects is to dilute the sample or
sample aliquot by a factor of ten. In such cases, this additional factor must be applied to the*ML in
the computationof the RL. : o

Source of Drin’ki_ng Water | ' . ' ' ' o
Any water designated as municipal or domestic supply (MUNY} in a Regional Water Board Basin
Plan. '

Standard Deviation (o) _
Sfandard-De__via‘tion-is a measure of variability that is calculated as follows:

o = (ZIx-wIn-1)"°
where:
x is the observed value,
i is the arithmetic mean of the observed values; and
n is the number of samples.

Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE} : :

TRE is a study conducted in a step-wise process designed to identify the causative agents of
effluent or ambient toxicity, isolate the sources of toxicity, evaluate the effectiveness of toxicity
control options, and then confirm the reduction in toxicity. The first steps of the TRE consist of the
collection of data rélevant to the toxicity, including additional toxicity testing, and an‘évaluation of
Facilty operations and maintenance practices, and best management practices. A Toxicity
dentification Evaluation (TIE) may be required as part of the TRE, if appropriate. (A TIE is a set of
procedures to'identify the specific chemical(s) responsible for toxicity. These procedures are
performed in three phases (characterization, identification, and confirmation) using aguatic- -
organism toxicity tests.) - T ' '
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ATTACHMENT D — STANDARD PROVISIONS

.  STANDARD PROVISIONS —- PERMIT COMPLIANCE

A

Duty to Comply

1. The Permittee must comply with all of the terms, requirements, and conditions of this
Order. Any noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Clean Water Act (CWA), its
regulations, and the California Water Code (CWC) and is grounds for enforcement
action, for permit termination, revocation and reissuance, or modification; denial of a
permit renewal application; or a combination thereof. (40 CFR §122.41(a); California
Water Code (CWC) sections 13261, 13263, 13264, 13265, 13268, 13000, 13001,
13304, 13350, 13385.)

2. The Permittee shall comply with effiuent standards or prohibitions established under
Part 307(a) of the CWA for toxic pollutants and with standards for sewage sludge use
or disposal established under section 405(d) of the CWA within the time provided in
the regulations that establish these standards or prohibitions, even if this Order has
not yet been modified to incorporate the requirement. (Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR) § 122.41(a)(1}.) :

Néed to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense

It shall not be a defense for a Permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been
necessary to halt.or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the
conditions of this Order. (40 CFR § 122 41(c).)

| Duty to Mitigate

The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge or

‘$ludge use or disposal in violatien of this Order that has a reasonable likelihood of

gdvarsely affecting human health or the environment. (40 CFR § 122.41(d}.)

Erdper Operation and Maintenance

Thé Permittee shall at all times.properly operate and maintain all facilities and systems of
_treatment and centrol (and related appurtenances) which are instalied or used by the

Permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order. Proper operation and
maintenance also includes adequate laboratory controls and appropriate quality

assurance procedures. This provision reguires the operation of backup or auxiliary

facilities or similar systems that are installed by a Permittee only when necessary to
achieve compliance with the conditions of this Order. (40 CFR § 122.41(e).)

Property Rights

1. This Order does not convey any property rights of any sort or any exclusive
privileges. (40 CFR § 122.41(g}.)

2. The issuance of this Order does not authorize any injury to persons or property or

invasion of other private rights, or any infringement of state or local law or
regulations. (40 CFR § 122.5(c}.)

*lhspection and Entry

The Permittee shall allow the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, USEPA, andfor
their authorized representatives (including an authorized contractor acting as their

‘l"répresentative),-upon the presentation of credentials and other documents, as may be
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required by law, to (33 U.S.C. section 1318(a)(4)(B); 40 CFR § 122.41(i); CWC sections
13267 and 13383) _

1.

Enter upon the Permiitee's premises where a regulated facility or activity is located or

- conducted, or where records are kept under the conditions of this Order (33 U.S.C.

section 1318(a)(@)(B)(i); 40 CFR § 122.41(i)(1); CWC sections 13267 and 13383);

* Have access to and copy, at reasonable t|mes any records that must be kept under -

the conditions of this Order (33 U.S.C. section 1318(a)(4)(B)(i); 40 CFR §
122.41(i)(2); CWC sections 13267 and 13383);

Inspect and photograph, at reasonable times, any facilities, equipment {including

- monitoring and control .equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required

under this Order (33 U.S.C. section 1318(a)(4)(B)(ii); 40 CFR § 122 41(|)(3) CWC
sections 13267 and 13383), and

Sample or monltor at reasonable tlmes for the purposes of assuring Order
compliance or as otherwise authorized by the CWA or the CWC, any substances or
parameters at any location. (33 U.S.C. section 1318(a)(4)(B); 40 CFR §122 41(|)(4)
CWC sectlons 13267 and 13383)

G Bypass

1.

Deflnltlons

a. “‘Bypass means the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portlon ofa
treatment facility. (40 CFR § 122, 41(m)(1)(|) ) '

b. “Severe property damage” means substantial physical damage to property, .
'damage to'the treatment fadiiities, which causes them to become inoperable, or
siibstantial and permanent loss of natural resources that can reasonably be
expected to occur in the absence of a bypass. Severe property damage does
hot mean economic loss: caused by de[ays in productlon (40CFR §
122. 41(m)(1)(||) ) , '

. Bypass not exceeding hmrtattons The Permlttee may aIEow any bypass to-occur

which does not cause excéedances of efﬂuent limitations, but only if it is for essential

' _"'mamtenance fo assure eft"CIent operation. These bypasses are ot subject to the

provisions listed in Standard Provisions — Periit Compllance .G, 3,1.G.4, and 1.G.5
below. (40 CFR § 122 41(m)(2) )

* 'Prohfbftton of bypass Bypass is prohlb[ted and the Regional Water Board may take

enforcement action agalnst a Permittee for bypass unless (40 CFR
§122.41m)(4) (). = .

a. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, perscnal injury, or severe
property damage (40 CFR § 122.41(m)(4)()(A));

b. There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as the use of auxiliary
treatment facilities, retention of untreated wastes, or maintenance during normal
periods of equipment downtime. This condition is not satisfied if adequate
back-up equipment should have been installed in the exercise of reasonable
engineering judgment to prevent a bypass that occurred during normal periods
_of equipment downtime or preventive maintenance (40 CFR §

122 41(m)(4)(i)(B)); and
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c.  The Permittee submitted notice to the Regional Water Board -as required under
Standard Provisions — Permit Compliance 1.G.5 below. (40 CFR
§ 122.41(m)(4)(I}C).) '

4. The Regional Water Board may approve an-anticipated bypass, after considering its
: -adverse effects, if the Regional Water Board determines that it will meet the three
conditions listed in Standard Provisions — Permit Gompliance |.G.3 above. (40 CFR §
122.41(m)(4)(ii).) ' '
5. Notice
a. Anticipated bypass. If the Permittee knows in advance of the need for a bypass,
it shall submit a notice, if pessible at least 10 days before the date of the
- bypass. (40 CFR § 122.41 (m)(3)(i).) '
b. Unanticipated bypass. The Permittee shall submit hotice of an unanticipated
" bypass as required in Standard Provisions - Reporting V.E below (24-hour
notice). (40 CFR § 122.41 {m)(3)(ii}.} Lo

Upset means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and temporary
noncompliance with technology based permit effluent limitations because of factors
beyond the reasonable control of the Permittee. An upset does not include noncompliance
~ to the extent caused by operational error, improperly designed treatment facilities,
. inadequate freatment fagilities, lack of preventive mairitenance, or careless or improper
operatich. (40 CFR § 122.41(n)(1).) '

1. Effect of an upset. An upsét constitutes an affirmative defense to an action brought
for noncompliance with such technology based perriit effluent limitations if the
requirements of Standard Provisions — Permit Compliance |.H.2 below are met. No
determination madé during administrative review of claims that noncompliance was
caused by upset, and before an action for noncompliance, is final administrative
action subject to judicial review. (40 CFR § 122.41(n)(2).)

2. Conditions hecessary for a demonstration of upset. A Permittee who wishes to
éstablish the affirmative defense of upset shall demonstrate, through properly signed,
contemporaneous operating logs or other relevant evidénce that (40 CFR §
122.41(n)(3)): S o R
a. An upset occurred and that the Permittee can identify the cause(s) of the upset

(40 CFR § 122.41(n)(3)()); = | o "
b. The permitted facility was, at the time, being properly opérated (40 CFR §
122.41(n)(3)(i)); '

¢. The Permittee submitted notice of the upsetas r'e_quired.in Standard Provisions
— Reporting V.E.2.b below (24-hour notice) (40 CFR § 122.41(n}(3)(iii)}; and

d.- The Permittee.complied with any remedial measures required under
- Standard Provisions — Permit. Compliance 1.C above. (40 CFR§
122.41(n}(3)(iv}.) : : ,

3. Burden of proof. In any enforcement prqceéding', the Permittee seeking to establish
the occurrence of an upset has the bu:rdeh of proof. (40 CFR § 122.41(n){4).}

1. STANDARD PROVISIONS - PERMIT ACTION .
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A.

General

This Order may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause. The filing of a
request by the Permittee for modification, revocatlon and reissuance, or termination, or a
notification of planned changes or ant|C|pated nhoncompliance does not stay any Order
condition. (40 CFR § 122.41(f).)

Duty to Reapply

If the Permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this Order after the expiration
date of this Order, the Permittee must apply for and obtain a new permit. (40 CFR
§ 122.41(b}.) .

Tran sfe rs

“This Order is not transferable to any person except after not|ce to the Regtonal Water

Board. The Regional Water Board may require modification orf revocation and reissuance

~of the Order to change the name of the Permittee and incorporate such other
- requirements as may be- necessary under the: CWA and the CWC. (40 CFR §s
-122.41(1(3) and 122.61.) - :

[ll. STANDARD PROVISIONS — MONITORING

A,

B,

Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monltorrng shall be’ representatlve
of the monifored activity. (40-CER § 122 41(])(1) = '

Monltonng results must be conducted accordmg to test procedures under 40 CFR part
136 or, in the case of sludge use or disposal, approved under 40 CFR part 136 unless
otherwise specified in 40 CFR part-503 unless other test procedures have been specified
in'this Order. {40 CER part 122. 41(])(4), part 122 44(|)(1)(|v) )

. STANDARD PROVISIONS RECORDS S

A,

_ jaIi report_
~ for this Ord

: Except for records of monrtonng lnformat|on requ|red by this. Order related to the
- Permittee's sewage sludge use-and disposal activities, which shall be retained for a period
- of at leastfive years (or longer as: required by 40 CFR part 503), the Permittee shall retain _

records of all monitoring information,-including all calibration and maintenance records
and all original strip chart recordlngs for continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of
uired by this Order, and- records of all data used to complete the appI[catlon
-, fora perlod of at least three (3) years from the date of the sample,
measurement report or appllcatlon This per|od may be extended by request of the
Regional Water Board Executive Officer at any t|me (40 CFR § 122 41(])(2) )

Records of monltonng |nformat|on shaII |nciude

A The date exact place and t|me of sampllng or measurements {40 CFR

§ 12241()(3)());

2. The |nd|V|duaI(s) who performed the sampling or measurements (40 CFR

§ 122.41()(3)(iD); o _
3. The date(s) analyses were perf,o_rm',ed (40 CFR § _122.4'1_ D

4. The individual(.s)-who performed the analyses (40 CFR § 122.41()(3)(iv));

5. The analytical techniques or methods used (40 CFR §.122 41()}(3}{v)); and
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6. The results of such analyses. (40 CFR § 122.41()}(3){vi).)

C. Claims of confidentiality for the following information will be denied (40 CFR § 122.7(b)):

1. The name and address of any permit applicant or Permittee (40 CFR § 122.7(b)(1}));
and . ' :

2. Permit applicatiohs and attachments, permits and effluent data. (40 CFR

. § 122,7(6)(2).) | o
V. STANDARD PROVISIONS — REPORTING
A. Duty to Provide Information

The Permittee shall furnish to the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, or USEPA

~ within a reasonable time, any information which the 'Regional Water Board; State Water
Board, or USEPA may request to determine whether cause exists for medifying, revoking
and reissuing, or terminating this Order or to determine compliance with this-Order. Upon
request; the Permittee shall also furnish to the Regional Water Board, State Water Board,
or USEPA copies of records required to be kept by this Order. (40 CFR § 122.41(h); Wat.
Code, section 13267 and 13383.) e T _

B. Signatory and Certification Reqqirémen_ts _

1. Al applications, reports, or information submitted to the Regional Water Board, State
‘Water Board, and/or USEPA shall be signed and certified in accordance with
Standard Provisions — Reporting V.B.2, V.B.3, V.B.4, and V.B.5 below. (40 CFR
§122.41(k).) ' " o

2. Signatory requirements for a-municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency. All
applications submitted to the Regional Water Board shall be signed. by either a
principal executive officer or ranking électéd official. For purposes of this provision, a
principal executive: officer of a federal agency includes: (i) the chief executive officer
of the agency, or (i) a senior executive officer-having responsibility for the overall
operations of a principal geographic unit of the agency (e.g:, Regional Administrators
of USEPA). (40°CFR § 122.22(a)(3).). o DR

3. Ali reports required by this Order and ofher information requested by the Regional
Water Board, State Water Board, or USEPA shall be signed by & person described in
Standard Provisions — Reportifig V.B,2 above, or by a duly authorized representative
of that person. A person is a duly authorized répresentative only if:

a. The authorization is made in writing by a person described in Standard
Provisions — Reporting V.B.2 above (40 CFR § 122.22(b)(1)); '

b. The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having responsibility
for the overall operation of the regulated facility or activity such as the position of
plant manager, operator of a well or a well field, superintendent, position of
equivalent responsibility, or an individual or position having overall responsibility
for environmental matters for the company. (A duly authorized representative
may thus be either a named individual or any individual occupying a named
position.) (40 CFR § 122.22(b)(2)); and ' '

c. The written authorization is submitted to the Regional Water Board and State
Water Board. (40 CFR § 122.22(b)(3).) -
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4,

- If an authorization under Standard Provisions —~ Reporting V.B.3 above is no longer

accurate because a different individual or position has responsibility for the overall
operation of the facility, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of Standard
Provisions — Reporting V.B.3 above must be submitted to the Regional Water Board
and State Water Board prior to or togethér with any reports, information, or
applications, to be signed by an authorized representatlve (40 CFR § 122 .22(c).)

Any person signing a document under Standard Provisions — Reportrng V B.2 or
V.B.3 above shall make the following- certlflcatlon

“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared
.under my direction or. superV|S|on in accordance wrth a system designed to assure

that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system or those
persons directly responsible for gathering the information; thé information submitted
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. | am aware
that there are S|gn|f|cant penattles for submlttlng false information, including the
possibility of fine and |mprrsonment for Knowing vro[at|ons " (40 CFR § 122.22(d).)

C. . _Monitoring Reports

1.

Monitoring results sha]I be reported at the mtervals specmed inthe Monitoring and
Reporting Program (Attachment E) in this Order: (40 CFR '§ 122.41(1)(4).) -

Monitoring results must be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) form or

-forms:provided or specified by the Regional Water Board or State Water Board for
' reporting-results of: momtorrng of sludge use or dlsposal practlces (40 CFR
§122. 41(I)(4)(|)) : o _ _

If the Permittee monitors any pollutant more f_r'equen'tly than requir’ed by this Order
using test procedures approved-under 40 CFR § 136, or-anothér method required for

~an‘industry-specific waste streamiunder 40 CFR subchapters N or O, the resuits of

such monitoring shall be included in the-calculation and reporting. of the data

‘submitted in'the DMR or:sludge reportlng form specmed by the Reglonal Water

- ‘Board. (40 CFR § 122:41()(4)(ii).) -

Calculations for all limitations, which requrre averagmg of measurements shall utilize
an arithmetic mean unless othervvtse specified in this Order.: (40 CFR §
122.41(1)(4)ii).) - L

D. 'Complrance Schedules -

Reports of comptlance or noncomptrance with, or any progress reports on, interim and
final requirements contained in any complrance schedule of this Order, shall be submitted
no later than 14 days foilowrng each schedule date, (40 CFR § 122. 41(1(5).)

E. Twenty-Four Hour Reportrng

1.

The Permittee shall report any noncompllance that may endanger hea[th or the
environment. Any information shall be provided orally within 24 hours from the time
the Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. A written submission shall also
be provided within five (5) days of the time the Permittee becomes aware of the
circumstances: The written submission shall contain a description of the
noncompliance and its cause; the period of noncoempliance, including exact dates
and times, and if the noncomplrance has not been corrected the anticipated time it is

ATTACHMENT D ~STANDARD PROVISIONS (Adopted: 5/8/2014) ' D-6
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expected to continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent
reoccurrence of the noncompliance. (40 CFR'§ 122.41 {(6){).)

2. The following shall be includéd as information that must be reported within 24 hours

under this paragraph (40 CFR § 122.41()(B)():
a. Any unanticipated bypass that exceeds any effluent limitation in this Order.
(40 CFR § 122.41()(6)(N(A).)

b. Any upset that exceeds any effiuent Iim.itation in this Order. (40 CFR
§ 122.41()(6)(iH(B).)
3; The Regional Water Board may waive the above-required wfittgn_repod under this
provision on a case-by-case basis if an oral report has been received within 24 hours.
(40 CFR § 122.41(1)(B)(iii).) - ' S S
F. Planned Changes o

The Permittee shall give notice to the Regional Water Board as soon as possible of any
physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility. Nofice is required under

“planned _ r additio e
this provision only when (40 CFR § 122.41()(1)): :
1. The alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet dne of the criteria for
- determining-whether a facility is a new source-in section 122.29(b) (40 CFR
§ 122.4100(0(); or e S

2. The alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the

- quantity of pollutants discharged. . This notification applies to pollutants that are
subject neither to effluent limitations in this Order nor to hotification requirements
under § 122.42(a)(1) (see Additional Provisions—Notification Levels VIL.A.1). (40
CFR § 122.41()(1)(iD).)

3. The alteration or addition resuits in a significant change in the Permittee's sludge use
or disposal practices, and such alteration, addition, or. change may justify the
application of permit-conditions that are different from or absent in the existing permit,

_including-notification of additional use or disposal sites not-reported during the permit
application process or not reported pursuant to an approved land application plan.
(40 CFR § 122.41()(1)(iii).) |

G. Aﬁtic,ip_ate'd Nonbomplian_pe -

The Permittee shall give advance notice to the RegionaI'WatEF Board or State Water
Board of any planned changes in the permitted facility-or activity.that may resuit in
noncompliance with this Order’s rgquir@ments._(4o CFR § 122.41(1)(2).)

H. Other Noncompliance.

The Permittee shall report all instarices of roricompliance not reported under Standard
Provisions — Reporting V.C, V.D, and V.E above at the time monitoring reports are
submitted. The reports shall contain the information listed in Standard Provision —
Reporting V.E above. (40 CFR§ 12241(0(7).) =~

I, Other Information . . '
When the Pernittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant facts in a permit
application, or submitted incorrect information in a permit application or in any report to
the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, or USEPA, the Permittee shall promptly
submit such facts or information. (40 CFR'§ 122.41(1)(8).) '

ATTACHMENT D — STANDARD PROVISIONS (Adopted: 5/8/2014) : : D-7
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VI. STANDARD PROVISIONS — ENFORCEMENT

A,

The Reglonal Water Board is authorized to enforce the terms of this permit under several

“provisions of the CWC Jincluding, but not Ilmlted to, sections’ 13268 13385 13386, and

13387.

The CWA prowdes that any person who violates section 301 302 306, 307 308, 318 or
405 of the CWA, or any permit condition or limitation lmplementlng any such sectlons in a
permit issued under section 402, or any requirement |mposed In a pretreatment program
approved under sections 402(a)(3) or 402(b)(8) of the CWA, is subject 16 a civil penalty
not to exceed $25,000 per day for each violation.. The CWA: provides that any person who
neg!fgently violates sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the CWA, or any
condition or limitation |mpIement|ng any of stich sections in a permlt |ssued under section
402 of the CWA, or any requirement imposed in a pretreatment program approved under

-section. 402(a)(3) or-402(b)}(8) of the CWA, is subject to criminal penalties of $2,500 to

$25,000 per.day of violation, or im‘prison‘ment of not more than one year, or both. In the
case of a second or subsequent conviction for a negligent violation, a person shall be

subject to criminal penalties of not more than $50,000 per day of v:olatlon or by

|mpr|sonment of not more than two years or both. Any person: who knowmg!y violates
such conditions or limitations is subject to crlmmal penaltles of $5, 000 to $50,000 per day
of violation, or imprisonment for not more than three years, or béth. Inthe case of a

'second or. subsequent conviction for a knowing violation,-a person shall be subject to
-~ criminal: penaltles of not more than $100;000 per day-of wolat;on or imprisonment of not

more than 6 years, or both.- Any person who-kriowingly violates section 301, 302, 303,
306, 307, 308, 318 or 405 of the CWA, or any permit condition ‘or limitation lmplementlng
any of such sectlons in a permit issued under section 402 of the CWA, and who knows at
that time that he thereby places another person in imminent danger of death or serious
bodily injury, shall, upon conviction, be subject to a fine of not more than $250,000 or
imprisonment of not more than 15 years, or both. In the case of a second or subsequent
conviction for a knowing endangerment violation, a person shall be subject to a fine of not
more than $500,000 or by imprisonment of not more than 30 years, or both. An
organization, as defined in section 309{(c)(3}(B)(iii} of the CWA, shall, upon conviction of
violating the imminent danger provision, be subject to a fine of not more than $1,000,000
and can be fined up to $2,000,000 for second or subsequent convictions (40 CFR §
122.41(a}(2); CWC section 13385 and 13387).

Any person may be assessed an administrative penalty by the Administrator of USEPA,
the Regional Water Board, or State Water Board for violating section 301, 302, 308, 307
308, 318 or 405 of this CWA or any permit condifion or limitation |mplementlng any of
such sections in a permit issued under section 402 of the CWA. Administrative penalties
for Class | violations are not to exceed $10,000 per violation, with the maximum amount of
any Class | penalty assessed not to exceed $25,000. Penalties for Class || violations are
not to exceed $10,000 per day for each day during which the violation continues, with the
maximum amount of any Class Il penalty not to exceed $125,000. (40 CFR §
122.41(a)(3)}

The CWA provides that any person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders
inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be maintained under this permit
shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000, or by
imprisonment for not more than two years, or both. If 2 conviction of a person is for a
violation committed after a first conviction of such person under this paragraph,
punishment is a fine of not more than $20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of
not more than four years, or both. (40 CFR § 122.41(j}(5)).

ATTACHMENT D — STANDARD PROVISIONS (Adopted: 5/8/2014) . D=8
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E. The CWA provides that any person-who kriowingly makes any false statement,.
~ representation, or certification in any record or other document submitted or.required to be
maintained under this permit, including monitoring reports or reports of compliance or non-
compliance shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 per
violation, or by imprisonment for not more than six months per violation, or by both. (40
CFR §122.41(k)(2)). ) - B

VIl. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS — NOTIFICATION LEVELS
A. Publicly-Owned Treatment Works (POTWs). -

All POTWs shall provide adequate notice to the Regiohal Water Board of the following (40

. CFR§122420):

1. Any new introduction of pdi_la{én'fs i‘ntc'nit_-h-é POTW from an indirect discharger that
would be subject to sections 301 or 308 of the CWA if it were directly discharging
those pollutants (40 CFR § 122.42(b)(1}), and e '

2. Any substantial change in the volume or character of pollutants being introduced into
that POTW by a source introducing poliutants into the POTW at the time of adoption
of the Order. (40 CFR'§ 122.42(b)(2).) o
3. Adequate notice shall include information on the quality and quantity of effluent
introduced into the POTW as well as any anticipated impact of the change on the '
- quantity or.quality of effluent to be discharged from the POTW. (40 CFR
§ 122.42(b)}(3).} : ' o =
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ATTACHMENT E - MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MRP); Cl-1278

Section 308(a) of the federal Clean Water Act and sections 122.41(h), (§), {1}, 122,44(i), and 122.48
of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) requires that all NPDES. permits specify
monitoring and reporting requirements. California Water Code (CWC} sections 13267 and 13383
also authorizes the Regional Water Board to establish monitoring, inspection, entry, reporting, and
recordkeeping requirements. This MRP establishes monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping
requirements that implement federal and California laws and/or regulations.

. GENERAL MONITORING PROVISIONS

A,

All samples shall be representative of the waste discharge under conditions of peak load.
Quarterly effluent analyses shall be performed during the'months of February, May, August,
and November. Semiannual analyses shall be performed during the months of February and
August. Annual analyses shall be performed during the month of August. Should there be.
instances when monitoring could not be done during these specified months, the Permittee
must notify the Regional Water Board, state the reason why monitoring could not be

~ conducted, and obtain approval from the Executive Officer for an altermate schedule. Results

of quarterly, semiannual, and annual analyses shall be reported as due date specified in
Table E-6 of MRP. S

Pollutants shall be analyzed using the analytical methods described in 40 CFR parts 136.3,
136.4, and 136.5; or where no methods are specified for a given poltutant, by methods
approved by this Regional Water Board or the State Water Board. Laboratories.analyzing
effluent samples and receiving water samples shall be certified by the California Department
of Public Health (CDPH) Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP) or
approved by the Executive Officer and must include quality assurance/quality control
(QA/QC) data in their reports. A copy of the laboratory certification shall be provided in the
Annual Report due to the Regional Water Board each time a new certification and/or renewal
of the certification is obtained from ELAP.

Water/wastewater samples must be analyzed within allowable holding time limits as
specified in 40 CFR § 136.3. All QA/QC analyses must be run on the same dates that
samples are actually analyzed. The Permittee shall retain the QA/QC documentation in its
files and make avaiiable for inspection and/or submit them when requested by the Regional
Water Board. Proper chain of custody procedures must be followed and-a:copy of that-
documentation shall be submitted with the monthly report. -

The Permittee shall calibrate and perform maintenance procedures en all monitoring
instruments and to ensure accuracy of measurements, or shall ensure-that both equipment
activities will be conducted. '

For any analyses performed for which no procedure is specified in the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) guidelines, or in the MRP, the constituent or
parameter analyzed and the method or procedure used must be specified in the monitoring
report.

Each monitoring report must affirm in writing that “all analyses were conducted at a
laboratory certified for such analyses by the CDPH or approved by the Executive Officer and
in accordance with current USEPA guideline procedures or as specified in this Monitoring
and Reporting Program.”
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G.

The monitoring report shall specify the USEPA analytical method used; the Method
Detection Limit (MDL), and the Reporting Level (RL) [the applicable minimum Jevel (ML) or
reported Minimum Level (RML)] for each pollutant. The MLs are those published by the
State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) in the Policy for the
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and
Estuaties of California, (State Implementation Policy or SIP), February 9, 2005, Appendix 4.
The ML represents the lowest quantifiable concentration in-a sample based on the proper
application of all method-based analytical procedures and the absence of any matrix ,
interference. When all specific analytical steps are followed and after- appr_o.prlate application
of method specific factors, the ML also represents the lowest standard:in the.calibration

~eurve:for that specific analytlcal technigue. When there is deviation from the method

analytical procedures, such as dilution or concentration of samples, other factors may be
applled to the ML dependrng on the sample preparatlon The resultlng value is the reported

ML

. : The Permittee shall- select theanalyticai method -that provides a.t\/IL IoWer. than the permit

limit established for a-given parameter, unless the. Permittee-can demonstrate that a
particular ML is not attainable, in accordance with procedures set forth in 40 CFR plart :
136, and obtains approval for a higher ML .from the Executive Officer; as provided for in

section J, below. -If the: effluent limitation is lower than-all the MLs in Appendix 4, SIP, the
Dlscharge must select the ' method-with the lowest ML for compliance purposes. The

Permittee shall include in the Annual: Summary Report a-list-of the analytlcal methods
employed for each test. vy

‘The Permittee shall instruct its laborataries to establish calibration standards so that the ML
(orits equivalent if there is differential treatment of samples relative to calibration standards)

is the lowest calibration standard.. At no time is the Permittee to use analytical data derived
from extrapolation beyond the lowest point of the calibration curve. In accordance with
section J, below, the Discharger's. Iaboratory may emptoy a callbratlon standard lower than
the MLrin Append;x 4.of the SIP: : ER ‘

in accordance W|th SEC’[]OH 2 4 3 of the SiP the Reglonal Water Board Executive Officer, in
consultation with the State Water Board's Quality Assurance Program Manager, may

establish an ML:-that:is not contained in Appendix 4 of the SIP to-be |ncIuded in the :

dlschargers permit in any of the foIIowrng S|tuat|ons
a. When the pollutant under conS|derat|on is not mcluded in Appendlx 4 SIP

b.  When the Permittee and the Regional Water Board.agree to include in the permit a
~ -test method that is more sen5|t|ve than those specrfled in 40 CFR ‘part 136;

c. _When the Permlttee agrees to use an ML that is Iower than those tlsted in Appendix 4;

d. When the Permtttee demonstrates that the calibration standard matrix is sufficiently
different from that used to establlsh the ML in Appendlx 4 and proposes an appropriate
ML for the matrlx or,

e. When the Perm!ttee uses a method WhICh quantlflcatron practices are not consistent
with the definition of the ML. Examples of such methods are USEPA-approved
method 1613 for dioxins, and furans, method 1624 for volatile organic substances, and
method 1625 for seml-volatlle organic substances. In such cases, the Permittee, the
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Regional Water Board, and the State Water Board shall agree on a lowest quantifiable
fimit and that limit will substitute for the ML for reporting and compliance determination
-purposes. ' e : '

If there is any conflict between foregoing provisions arid the SIP, the provisions stated
~in the SIP (section 2.4) shall prevail. : .

K. Ifthe Permittee samples and performs analyses (other than for process/operational
" control, startup, research, or equipment-testing) on any influent, effiuent, or receiving
water constituent more frequently than required by this MRP using approved analytical
“methods, the results of those analyses shall be included in the report. These results shall
be reflected inthe calculation of the average used in demonstrating compliance with
limitations set forth in this Order. C :

L. The Permittee shall develop and maintain a record of all spills or bypasses of raw or partialty
treated sewage from its collection system or treatment plant according to the requirements in
_ the WDR sectionof this Order. This record shall be made available to the Regional Water
Board upon request and a spill summary shall be included in the annual summary report.

M. For all bacteriological analyses; sample dilutions should be. performed so.the expected range
of values is bracketed (for-example, with multiple tube fermentation method or membrane
filtration method, 2 to 16,000-per 100 ml for total and fecal coliform, at a:minimum, and 1'to
1000 per 100 mifor enterococcus). The detection methods used for each analysis shall be
reported with the results of the analyses. S -

a. Detection methods used for coliforms (total and fecal) shall be thosée presented in Table
1A of 40 CFR part 136, unless alternate methods have been approved in advance by
the USEPA pursuant to 40.CFR part 136. - - s ‘

b. Detection methods used for E.coli.shall be those presented.in Table 1A of 40 CFR
part 136 or in the USEPA publication EPA 600/4-85/076, Test Methods for
Escherichia coli and Enterococci in Water By Membrane Filter Procedure, or any

- improved method determined by the Regional Water Board to be appropriate.

N. Since compliance monitoring focuses on'the effects of a point source discharge, it is not
designed to assess impacts from-other sources of pollution {e.g.; non-point source run-off,
aerial fallout) or fo evaluate the current status of important ecological resources on a regional

The Permittee shall participate in the implementation:of and comply with the Watershed-
wide Moritofing Program. Camarillo SD’s responsibilities under the: Watershed-wide
Monitoring Program are described in the Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements
section. To achieve the goals of the Watershed-wide Monitoring Program, revisions to the
Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements will be made under the direction of USEPA and
the Regional Water Board. The Permittee shall submit annual reports providing the .
monitoring data collected during the calendar year; as well as an interpretation of the
significance of the results with respect to the health of the watershed. Annual reports
shall be submitted by July 1% of each year. The first annual report covering the period
from January-1-December 31, 2014 should be received in the Regional Water Board
office by July 1, 2015: : T
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Changes to the compliahce monitoring program may be required to fulfiil the goals. of the
watershed-wide monitoring program, while retaining the compliance monitoring .
component required to evaluate compliance with the NPDES permit. - Revisions to the
Permittee's program will be made under the direction of the Regional Water Board, as

- necessary, to accomplish the goal, and may include a reduction or increase in the number
of parameters to be monitored, the frequency of monitoring, and/or the number of samples
collected. : : :

Until such time when a watershed-wide monitoring program. is developed Camarlllo WRP
shall implement the monltorlng program in sect:on IX.C of this MRP

L MON[TORING LOCATIONS

The Permlttee shall estabhsh the followmg monitoring Iocat|ons to.demonstrate compliance
with the effluent I:mrtatrons dlscharge specuflcatrons and other requrrements in this Order

Table E-1. Monitoring Station Locations

Discharge Point | Monitoring Location |

Name Name . :.:_Momtormg Locatto_n_ Descrletlen.

‘| Influent Monitoring Station

| Sampling stations shall be established at each point of inflow to

- _ INF-001 the sewage treatment plant and shall'be located upstrear of any
+ - [in-plant return flows and where representatlve samples of the

rnfluent can be obtarned o .

Effluent Monltoring Stations

.| The effluent sampllng statlon shall be Iocated downstream of any

_ . inplant return flows and after the t“nal disinfection process, whiere .
: 004 representative samples of the effluent can be obtained. Under

001A EFF-001A normal conditions, treated effluent is d;scharged through

Discharge Point 001A b_y gravrty flow. Latltude 34“11 40" and

1 Longitude 119°00°00% -

The effluent sampling statlon shall be located downstream of any
inplant return flows and after the final disinfection process, where
representative samples of the effluent can be obtainéd. Treated
001B EFF-001B effluent is pumped and discharged through Discharge Point 0018
when it is not possible to discharge through 001A, due to high
water levels in the stream. Latltude 34°11' 40" and Longitude

L , - | 119°00 00",
Receiving Water Monitoring Stations T i
- .. RSW-001U .. Co_nejo_pr_eek, 50 feet upstream of Discharge Serial No. 001
- RSW-002D Conejo Creek, downstream of Discharge Serial No. 001, at

Howard Road crossing .

TMDL Dry- and Wet-Weather Flow Monltorrng Station

Salts TMDL stream flow monrtorlng statron at Calleguas Creek
near California State University Channel Islands (CSUCI). For the
-purposes of this permit, this station is also known as RSW-003D

: (USGS gauge 11106550) _

- RSW-003D

The North Iatrtude and West Iongrtude rnformatron in Table 1 are appro><|mate for
administrative purpeses

. INFLUENT MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
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Influent monitoring is required to:

 Determine compliance with NPDES permit conditions.
s Assess treatment plant performance. _
« ' Assess effectiveness of the Pretreatment Program
A. Monitoring Location INF-001
1. The Permittee shall monitor influent to the Facility at INF-001 as follows:
Table E-2. Influent Monitoring ’

Parameter Units Sample Type M'"":rzzﬁzﬁg?l!“g : Req_l':_'é;‘;-dmfgt:‘;c"y;‘cal
T —Flow | mgd | récorder — -]~ continuous” - - -
Total suspended solids | mg/L | 24-hour composite | ‘weekly 2
Biochemical oxygen | mg/L: | 24:houf composite " weekly B
demand {BODs 20°C) |- ' L '
— IDS . . | mglL_ | 24-hourcomposite |  quarterly i
_Chloride | mg/L | 24-hour composite | quarterly Z
Sulfate.: - . .| mg/L | .24-hourcomposite .| -~ - ‘quarterly ‘
Ammoniaas N | mg/l | 24-hourcomposite -| quarterly :
“Nitrate plus nitrite as N_|_mg/L | 24-hourcomposite | quarterly i
" Totalnitrogen - | mg/l | 24-hdur composite quarterly ‘
Remaining EPA priority | mg/ll |~ 24-hour | semiannually 2
pollutants® excluding | . - | composite/grabfor |
asbestos S VOCs; and
. - ' Chromium V1

Iv. EFFLUENT MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Effluent monitoring is required to: -

« Determine compliance with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit conditions and water quality standards. " '

'« Assess plant performance, identify operational problems and improve plant -
performarice. R '

Total daily flow and Instantaneous peak daily flow (24-hrbasis). Actual monitored flow shali be reported (not
the maximunmi flow, i.e., design capacity). . :

Pollutants shall be analyzed using thé analytical methods described in 40 CFR part 136; where no methods
are specified for a given poliutant, by methods approved by this Regional Water Board or State Water Board.
For any pollutant whose effluent limitation is lower than all the MLs specified in Attachment 4 of the SIP, the
analytical method with the lowest ML must be selected. - S

*  Priority pollutants are those constituents referred to in 40 CFR 'part 401.15; a list of these poilutahts is

provided as Appendix A to 40 CFR part 423. PCB as aroclors shall be analyzed using method EPA 608 and
PCB as congeners shall be analyzed using method EPA 1668c. _ L

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014) E-6
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»-Provide information on wastewater characteristics and flows for use in interpreting water

guality and biclogical data.

. Determrne reasonable potential analysis for toxic pollutants

A. Monitorlng Locatlon EFF-001

1.

The Permittee shall monitor the dlscharge of tertlary -treated effluent at EFF- 001A
and EFF-001B as follows. Monitoring at EFF-001B is only reqguired when d|scharge
from that outfall is ocourring. If more than one analytical test method is listed fora -
given parameter, the Pemmittee must select from the listed methods and

correspondmg Mlnlmum Level:

Effluent Monitormg

Table E- 3a : . __
- o B Minimum ‘- | -Required Analytical Test
Parameter Units ‘Sample Type | - sampling Method and (Minimum
o o Frequency Level, units), respectively
Total waste flow  mgd recorder _continuous® o
Turbidity CNTU '~ recorder contlhuous® 8
Total residual chlorine - mg/L recorder continuous® LT
‘Total residual chlorine “mgll Grab =dally s
' MPNMDOmLor R - 3
| Total coliform CRUMOOmML | | Grab - daily® o
o © | MPN/100mL or e o 2
Fecal coliform | GFUM00mL | . Grab . . daily® L
— WENAELE | e il
E. coli CFUMOOML [ . Grab _ daily’

A Where continuous monltonng ofa constltuent is requrred the followrng shall be reported
-Total waste flow — Total daily and peak daily flow (24-hour basis);

Turbidity — maximum daily value, total amount of time each day the turbrdlty exceeded five turbidity units,. .
“flow- proportloned average dally value Grab sample can be used to determ:ne compllance with the 10 NTU

: l|m1t

Pollutants shall be analyzed usrng the analyhcal methods descrrbed in 40 CFR 136; where no methods are

specified for a given poliutant, by methods.approved by-this Regional Water Board or State Water Resources
Control Board. For any pollutant whose effluent limitation is lower than all the minimum levels (MLs) speclfled
in Attachment 4 of the SIP, the analyt|cal method wrth the Iowest ML must be selected :

When chlorlnat|0n is used total resudual chlorrne (TRC) shall be recorded contlnuously The recorded data

shall be maintained by the Permittee for at least five years. The Permittee shall extract the maximur daily
peak, minimum daily, and average daily from the recorded media and shall be made available upon request
of the Regional Water Board. The continuous monltorlng data are not intended to be used for compliance
determination purposes e B : e

When chIorlnat|on is used daily grab samples shall be collected dunng peak flow at monltorlng location EFF-

001A and Eff-001B, MOnday through Friday only, except for holidays. -Analytical results of daily grab samples
will be used to determine compliance with total residual chlorine effluent limitation. Furthermore additional
monltorlng requlrements specrfled in Sectron VA, 2 shaII be followed. S .

!

Daily samples shall be coIIected Monday through Frlday, except for hol|days

E. coI| testing shall be conducted only if fecal coliform testing is posrtlve lfthe fecaI collform analysis results

in no detection, a result of less than (<) the reporting limit for fecal coliform will be reported for E. coli.

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014)
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. i - - T Minimum Required Analytical Test
Parameter g Units Sample Type Sampling Method and (Minimum
: : L . Freguency Level, units), respectively

Temperature °F ' Grab weekly

pH ~ pH units - Grab o weekly.

Settleable solids ml/L . Grab 1 weekly

m| o .| o

Total suspended solids - mglL 24-hour composite weekly
(188)" . | -

BOD;20°C .- e mglL 2_4-—h<.)L-z'r-qqmp_c')$ite ' -.wee,k_ly

Oil and grease - mg/L Grab . q’uarterly:-

Dissolved oxygen  mglk | . Grab monthly

{ Total Dissolved Solids |~ mg/ 24-nour composite menthly

eufate . mglL 24-hour composite | monthly

IGheride .~ . .- . | .mgk | 24-hour composite monthly

vl o] ol o el ] e

| Boron_ ~ | mg/. . | 24-hour composite morithly

[ Ammonia Nittogen | . mg/L | 24-hour composite “monthly

Nitrite nitrogen ~ mgll | 24-hourcomposite | . monthly

|Nitrate nitogen | - mglL 24-hour composite monthly

Organicnittogen | mg/L | 24-nour composite | - monthly

ol el e en

Totalnitrogen mg/lL | 24-hourcomposite |~ monthly

Total phosphorus mg/L 24-hour composite | - ‘monthly

Orthophosphate-P  mgilL | 24-hour composite |~ monthly

Surfactants (MBAS) mg/L | 24-hourcomposite |  quarterly

[Surfactants(CTAS) .. | .~ .mg/lL | 24-houfcomposite .| . quartetly

ol o o of ] o

| Total hardness {CaCQs) " mglL 24-hour composite monthly

Chronic toxicity’ .|, ~Pass orFail, :] .24-hour composite - monthly . -
% effect . e e e

Arsefic - ol gl U 3}2:4ih0:U’rj‘éé'mpéé'_i'té 1 quarterly-

Copper ~ I g/t~ | 2a-hour compbsite | monthly

Mercury *° ' Hg/L 24-hour composite monthly

Nigkel ' Lo N IR pg/L | 24=holr comp'o'_s_i,tex-- ~monthly . i

"Bis(2-ethylhexyllphthalate | Wgll | 24-hour compdsite |~ morthly |

ol o o | ] o |

Aldrin T gL | 24-hour composite | quarterly

“n

Alpha:BHG .-~ .. | - .uglL - -| 24-hourcomposite |  quarterly |

0 During each reporting period, if effluent monitoring:fesults show that both the TSS and-the Mercury water
column final effluent limitations were exceeded, then implementation of the Sediment Ménitoring Program is
required. Sediment monitoring of the effluent shall begin during the first discharge event following the effiuent
exceedances: T T I KL U T L

*The mercury effluent samples-shall be analyzed using-EPA method 1631E, per 40 GFR part-136.

1 The Permittee shall conduct whole effluent toxicity monitoring as outlined in section V. The median monthly
~ summary result shall be reported as “Pass” or “Fail”. The Maximum Daily Single Result shall be reported as,
“Pags or Fail' with a “% Effect’. Exactly.three independent toxicity tests are required when one toxicity test
results in "Fail”. The median of three testing results (Fail or Pass) will be used for the determination of
compliance with the Median Monthly Effluent Limitation. Please refer to section V.A.7. of this MRP for the
accelerated monitoring schedule. ' ' . : e

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014) : S E-8
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o Minimum Required Analytical Test
Parameter. - Units Sample Type Sampling Method and.(Minimum
S Frequency Level, units), respectively
Chlordane ug/l = | 24-hour composite quarterly - 2 o
4,4-DDT pg/ll 24-hour composite quarterly °

4,4-DDE ug/L 24-hour composite quarterly K

4,4-DDD pg/L 24-hour composite | quarterly K

Dieldrin " pgil * 24=hour compasite quarterly 5
Heptachlor epoxide ug/L '24-hour composite quarterly >

PCBs as arochlors ' pg/l - - | 24-hour composite -| - quarterly e

PCBs as congeners'- ug/L | 24-hour composite | semiannually 51
Toxaphene pg/L | 24-hour composite |  quarterly ?

Fluofide = ‘mg/L " 24:héur composite | semiannually ?

Iron pg/L ' 24-hour composite | quarterly | ?
Radioactivity (Including pCi/L 24-hour composite” |~ semiannually’ 4

gross alpha,.gross beta,

combined radium-226 and

radium-228, tritium,

strontium-20 & uranium) ,

2,3,7,86-TCDD™ pg/L ‘24-hour composite | quarterly s
Perchlorate ngL Grab ‘annually ®

2 7PCBs is the sum of Aroclor1016 Arodlor 1221, Aroclor 1232, Aroclor1242 Aroc[or1248 Aroclor1254 and
Aroolor 1260 when monltonng us|ng USEPA method 608 '

PCBs mean the sum of 41 congeners when monitoring uslng USEPA proposed method 1668c. PCB-18, 28,

37, 44, 49,52,66,70,74,77, 81; 87, 99,101, 105110, 114, 118, 119,-123, 126, 128,138, 149, 151, 153
. 186, 157, 158, 167 168 169, 170 177, ’[80 183 187 189, 194 201, and 206 shall be lndtvlduallyquantlfied.

~ USEPA’ recommends that uritil USEPA proposed method 1666¢ for PCBS is |ncorporated into 40 CFR 138,
‘Permittees’ should use fordrsoharge monltonng reports/State monltorlng reports (1) USEPA method 608 for
monitoring data, reported as‘arochlor results, that will ‘be used for’ assessing oompllance with WQBELs
established using the WLAs, and (2) USEPA proposed method 1668¢ for monitoring data, reported as 41
congener results _that will. be_,used for. infor,mati_onal ‘purposes for the establlshed TMDL.

4

Analyze these radlochemlcals by the foIIowrng USEPA methods: method 900.0 for gross alpha and gross

* beta, ‘method 903.0 or 803.1 for radium-228,- method 904.0 for radium=228, method 906.0 for tritium, method
905.0 for stroritium-90, and method 908.0 for uranium. Analysls for comblned radium-226 & 228 shaII be-
‘cofiducted only if gross alpha results for the sarme sample exceed 15 pCi/L or beta greaterthan 50 pCilL. If
radium-226 & 228 exceeds the stipulated critetia, analyze for fritium, strontium-20 and uraniym.

*® In accordance with the SIP, the Discharger shall conduct effluent monitoring for the seventeen 2,3, 7 8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p- dloxm (2 3,7,8-TCDD or dioxin) congeners in the effluent and in the receiving water
Station RSW-001U, located upstream of the discharge point 001. The Discharger shall use the appropriate
Toxicity Equlvatence Factor (TEF) to determine Toxic Equivalence (TEQ). Where TEQ equals the product
between each of the 17 individual congeners’ (i) concentration analytical result (C)) and their corresponding

Toxicity Equwalence Factor (TEF)), (i.e., TEQ, =

Ci x TEF;). Compliance with the dioxin limitation shall be

determined by the summation of the seventeen rndlwdua[ TEQs or the foIIoW[ng equatlon
Dioxin concentraton in effIUent= Z(TEQI) Z(C )(TEF)
' Emerging chemicals include 1,4-dioxane (USEPA 8270M test method), perchlorate (USEPA 314 test method,

or USEPA method 331 if a detection limit of less than 6 ug/L is achieved ), 1,

ATTACHMENT E - MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014)
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P e Minimum Required Analytical Test
Parameter - - Units Sample Type Sampling Method and (Minimum
L L Frequency Level, units), respectively
1,4-Dioxane g/l Grab annually = '
1,2,3-Trichloropropane Mg/l Grab annually "

Methyl tert-butyl-ether Mg/l - Grab annually *®

(MTBE) L [ ) _
Remarnrng‘; ‘EPA priority . HgiL 24-hour composite; | semiannually 5

pollutants excluding - grab for VOCs ' ‘ '

asbestos 5 o

2, Total ReS|duaI Chlorine Addrtlonal Monrtorlng

Contlnuous monrtorlng oftotat residuai chlorine at the current location shatl serve as
an internal trigger forthe lncreased grab sampling at EFF 001 if erther of the-
foIIowmg occurs except as noted |n item ¢:

a. Total residual chiorine concentration excursions of up to 0.3 mg/L ta'stfin'g' greater

than 15 minutes; or

b. Total residual chlorine concentration peaks in excess of 0.3 mg/L Iastmg greater
- than1 mrnute :

C. Addrtronal grab samples need not be taken if it can be demonstrated that a
stoichiometrically appropriate amount of dechlorination chemical has been added
to effectively déchlorinate the effluent to 0.1 mg/L or less for peaks in excess of
0.3 mg/L lasting more than 1 minute, but not for more than five minutes.

3. Salts Dry- and Wet-Weather Monltormg and Reporting-Requirements

The Dlscharger shall determine the applicable wet- or dry-weather flow condition at
RSW-003D and the amount of rainfall at the time of effluent sampling. The _
Drscharger shalt tabulate the date of sampltng, average flow at RSW- 003D, amount
of rainfall, wet- or. dry weather, applicable effluent limitation (wet- or dry- weather)
and actuat effluent concentration/mass.

' Table E-3b Saits Monltormg and Reportlng Reqmrements

-— Date of

- -,Ramfall ‘

Actu a_l, éfﬂuent

T : -Applrcable
Parameter Sampling I(:é?:)’ - Amount V‘)[vit;-t’—;;;y Effluent . | Concentration/
' : o . {inches) . Limitation Mass
TDS (wet-wea_tner)
| 08 (dry-weather)

Sulfate (wet-weather) - o _

504 1 826OB test method or USEPA 524.2 in SIM mode) and methyl tert-butyl ether (USEPA 82608 test
_ method or USEPA méthod 624 if a detection level of less than 5 pg/L is achieved, and if the

Permitteereceived ELAP certification to run USEPA method:624).

provided as Appendix A to 40 CFR part 423.

ATTACHMENT E-MRP (Adopted:518!2014)
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Applicable

Date of Rainfall |, - Actual Effluent
Parameter Sampling I(:(I;?:)I Amount V\I\"Vita‘:;:l::"‘;y Effluent Concentration/
o - Vo (inches) | =" " | Limitation Mass
Sulfate (dry-'\_r\ree'ﬂﬁer):
Chioride (wet-weather)
Chioride (dry-weather)

Boron (wet-weather)

Boron (dry-weather)

4. Sediment Monitoring of Effluent at Momtormg Locat:on EFF-001A and
- EFF-001B

The Permittee must sample the discharge at the pomt followmg final treatment,
prior to entering the receiving water. The exact location of the sampling point must
‘be stipulated in the initial self-monltonng feport. All' samples shall be tested in
~accordance with USEPA or ASTM methodologies Where such methods exist.
" Where no USEPA or ASTM methods exist, the State'Water Board or Regional Water
Board (collectively Water Boards) shall approve the use of other methods.
" Analytical tests shall be condiicted by laboratories cerfified by the California
Department of Public’ Health in accordance with Water Code Sectlon 13176.

- ' Table E-3ct  Effluent Monltonng
Parameter ' '_ Units Sample Type Mlmmum Sampllng Frequency
| Mercury . mghkg | . Grab | .. AfYear*

R

‘Sediment Monitoring is. only requrred during a reporting- period If effluent water column monitoring results

_.for both TSS and Mercury are.exceeded. If monitoring is not triggered because both TSS and Mercury
I|m|ts were not exceeded, then at a mtnlmum Sed:ment monrtorlng must occur at least once during the
five:year permlt term

V. WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY (WET) TESTING REQUIREMENTS

A.  Chronic Toxiclty

1. Discharge In-stream Waste Congentration ,.(_tw_'c;) for Chrenic'Toxicity

The chronic toxicity IWC for this discharge is 100 percent effluent.

2. Sample Volume and Holding Time

. The total sample volume shail be determmed by the specrflc toxicity test method
~ used. Sufficient samp[e volume shall be collected to _perform the required toxicity test.
For the receiving water, suff|01ent sample volume shall also be collected for
subsequent TIE studies, if necessary, at each sampling event. All toxicity tests shall
be conducted as soon as possible following sample collectiori. No more than 36
hours shall elapse before the conclu5|on of sample collection and fest initiation.

3. Chronic Freshwater Specres and Test Methods '

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014)

E-11




BT,

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRiu { o ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT - NPDES NO. CA0053597

If effluent samples are collected from outfalls discharging to receiving waters with
salinity <1 ppt, the Permittee shall conduct the following chronic toxicity tests on
effluént samples at the in-stream waste concentration for the discharge in
accordance with species arid fest methods in Short-term Methods for Estimating the
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms
(EPA/821/R-02/013, 2002; Table IA, 40 CFR part 136}. In no case shallthese
species be substituted with another test species unless written authorization from the
Executive Officer is received. | o
a. A static renewal toxicity test with the fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas
(L.arval Survival and Growth Test Method 1000.0).

b. A static renewal toxicity test with the daphnid, Ceriodaphnia dubia (Survival and
Reproduction Test Method 1002.01).

c. A static renewal toxicity tést with the'greeh:alga, Selenastrum capricornutum
(also named Raphidocelis subcapitata) (Growth Test Method 1003.0).

4. Specieés Sensitivity'Screening :

‘Species sensitivity screening shall be conducted during this permit's first required
sample collection. The Permittee shall collect a single effluent sample and
concurrently conduct three toxicity tests using the fish, an invertebrate, and the alga
species previously referenced. This sample shall also be analyzed for the parameters
required for the discharge. The species that exhibits the highest “Percent Effect” at
the discharge IWC during species sensitivity screening shall be-used for routine
monitoring during the permit cycle.

Species sensitivity rescreening is required every 24 months. The Permittee shall
rescreen with the fish, an invertebrate, and the alga species -previously referenced
- and continue to monitor with the most sensitive species. If the first suite of
rescreening tests demonstrates that the same species is the most sensitive then the
‘rescreening does not need to include more than one suite of tests. 1f a different
species s the most sensitive or if there is ambiguity; then the Permittee shall proceed
* with suites of screehing tests for a minimum of three, but not to exceed five suites.
5. Quality Assurance and Additional Requirements 7
" Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations and
requirements are found.in the test methods manual previously referenced. Additional
requirements are specified below. S -

a, The discharge is subject to determination of “Pass” or "Faif” and “Percent Effect”
from a sirigle-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the discharge IWC
using the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National
Poliutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity
Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010), Appendix A, Figure A-1,
and Table A-1. The null hypothesis (H.) for the TST approach is: Mean -
discharge IWC response <0.75 x Mean control response. A test result that
rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass’. A test result that does not
reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail”. The relative "Percent Effect” at
the discharge IWC is defined and reported as: {((Mean control response - Mean
discharge IWC response) + Mean control response)) x 100,

b. The Median Monthly Effluent Limit (MMEL) for chrohic toxicity only applies when
there is a discharge more than one day in a calendar month period. During such

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014) E-12
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calendar months; exactly three mdependent toxmty tests are required when one
toxicity test resu!ts in “Fail”.-

c. Ifthe efﬂuent toxmlty test does not meet all test acceptability criteria (TAC)
~ specified in the referenced test method ‘then the Permtttee must re- sample and
re-test W|th|n 14 days.

d. Dilution water and control water, |ncIud|ng brine controls shaII be laboratory
water prepared and used as specified in the test methods manual. If dilution
water and control water is different from test organism culture water, then a
second control using culture water shalfl also be used.

e. Monthly reference toxicant testing is suffaclent AII reference toxicant test results
should be reviewed and reported

f. The Permittee shall perform tOXICIty tests on flnal efﬂuent samples Chlorine and
ammonia shall not be removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing, -
unless explicitly authorized under this section.of the Manitoring and Reporting
" Program and the: ratlonal is explained in the Fact Sheet (Attachment F).

6. Preparatlon of an In:ttal Investlgatlon TRE Work F’Ian

The. Permlttee shaII prepare and submlt a copy of the Perm|ttee s initial investigation
TRE work plan to the.Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board for approval
within 80 days of the effective date of this permit. ‘If the Executive Officer does not

- .disapprove the work plan within 60 days, the work plan.shall become effective. The

- Permittee shall use-USEPA manual EPA/833B-99/002 (municipal) as guidance, or
most.current version.. At-a minimum, the TRE Work Plan must contain the provisions
in Attachment G. This work plan: shaII describe the steps that the Permittee intends
to follow if toxicity is detected. ‘At minimum,-the work plan:shall include:

a. A description of-the investigation and evaluation-techniques that will be used to
- identify potential causes-and sources of toxwrty, effluent varlabrllty, and
. treatment system efﬂCIency : ‘ .

b, A descrlption of the Facmtys methods of r maX|m|21ng in-house treatment
efﬂcrency and good housekeeplng practlces and a ||st of all chemicals used in
_ _the Operatlon ofthe Facrllty, and,

c. Ifa TIE is necessary, an |nd|cat|on of the person who_would conduct the TIEs
{i. e., anin- house expert oran outslde contractor)

7. Accelerated Monitoring Schedu[e for Medlan Monthly Summary Result: “Fail” (or
Maximum Daily Single Result: “Fail and % Effect 250"). .

The summary result shall-be used when there is dischargemore than cne day in a
calendar month. The single resuit shall be used when there is discharge of only one
day in a calendar month. .

Within 24 hours of the time the Permittee becomes aware of this result, the Permittee
shall implement an accelerated monitoring schedule consisting of four, five-
concentratlon toxicity tests (lncludlng the dlscharge IWG), conducted at
approX|mater two week intervals, over an etght week perlod If each of the
accelerated toxicity tests results in “Pass”, the Permittee shall return to routine
monitoring for the next monitoring period. If one of the accelerated toxicity tests
results in “Fail’, the Permittee shall immediately implement the Toxicity Reduction
Evaiuation (TRE) Process conditions set forth below.

8. Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Process

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014) _ ' E-13



J;- "H\ , T n?\

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRIG £ ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT NPDES NO. CA0053597

a.

Preparation and Implementation of Detailed TRE Work Plan. The Permittee
shall immediately initiate a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility,
USEPA manual Toxi/city Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal
Wastewater Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) and, within 30 days,
submit to the Executive Officer a Detailed TRE Work Plan, which shall follow the
generic Initial investigation TRE Work Plan revised as appropriate for this
toxicity event. It shall include the following information, and comply with
additional conditions set by the Executive Officer:

i.  Further acftions_‘.by t_h_e F’errhi_ttéé to investigate, identify, and correct the
causes of toxicity. '

ii. Actions the Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and
- prevent the recurrence of toxicity.

il A schedule for these actions, progress reports, and the final report,

TIE Implementation. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to
identify the causes of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as
guidance, USEPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification
Evaluations: Phase | Toxicity Charactenization Procedures (EPA/800/6-91/003,
1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase I Toxicity

" Identification Procédures for Samples-Exhibiting-Acute and Chronic Toxicity

(EPA/B00/R-92/080, 1993}, Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification
Evaluations, Phase [l Toxicity Confimnation Procedures for Samples Exhibiting
Acute and Chronic Toxicity (EPA/B00/R-82/081, 1993}, and Marine Toxicity
Identification Evaluation (TIE): Phase | Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-

054, 1996). The TIE should be conducted on the species demonstrating the
-most-sensitive toxicity response. : . coL

Many recommended TRE elements paralle! required or recommended efforts for
source control, pollution prevention, and storm-water control programs. TRE
efforts should be coordinated with-such efforts. As toxic substances are
identified or characterized, the Permittee shall continue the TRE by determining
the sources and evaluating alternative strategies for reducing or eliminating the
substances from the discharge. All reasonable steps shall be taken to reduce
toxicity to levels consistent with toxicity evaluation parameters.

The Permittee shall conduct routine effluent monitoring for the duration of the
TRE process. Additional accélerated monitoring and TRE work plans are not
required once a TRE is begun. - DR

The Regional Water Board recognizes that toxicity may be episodic and
identification of causes-and reduction of sources of toxicity may not be
successful in all cases. The TRE may be ended at any stage if monitoring finds
there is no longer toxicity. : - '

9.~ Reporting - .
The Self-Monitoring Report (SMR) shall include & full laboratory report for each
toxicity test. This report shall be prepared using the format and content of the test
methods manual chapter called Report Preparation, including:

The toxicity test results for the TST approach, reported as “Pass” or "Fail” and
“Percent Effect” at the chronic toxicity IWC for the discharge.
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b. Water quality measurements for each toxicity test (e.g., pH, dissolved oxygen,
temperature, conductivity, hardness, salinity, chlorine, ammonia).

c. TRE/TIE results. The Executive Officer shall be nofified no later than 30 days
. from completion of each aspect of TRE/TIE analyses.

d. Statistical program (e.g., TST calculator CETIS, etc) output results for each
toxicity test

A

B. Ammonia Removal o :

1. Except with pr[or approval from the Executive Oft" icer of the Regional Water Board,
ammonia shall not be removed from bioassay samplés. The Permittee must..
demonstrate the effluent toxrcny |s caused by ammonia because of increasing test pH
when conductrng the toxmty test. Itis importantto distinguish the potential toxic -
effects of ammonia from other pH sensitive chemicals, such-as certain- heavy metals,
sulfide, and cyanlde The following may be steps-to demonstrate that the toxicity is
caused by ammonia and not other toxicants before the Executive Offrcer would altow
for control of pH in the test, . : e

a. Therei IS con5|stent toxicity in the effluent and the i maximum pH in the toxmrty
test is |n the range to cause toxicity due to moreased pH. © SRR

b, Chronlc ammonla concentrat|ons in the eff]uent are greater than 4- mg/L total
- ammonla : :

c. Conduct graduated pH tests as specrfled inthe. tox|0|ty identification evatuatlon
methods. For example, mortaltty should be- h|gher at pH 8 and lower at pH 6.

d. Treat the effluent with a zeohte cotumn to refmove ammonia. Mortallty inthe
. zeolite treated effluent should be lower than the non-zeolite treated effluent.
Then add ammonia back to the zeohte-treated samples to confrrm tox|C|ty due to
) ammon|a : y _

2, When it has been demonstrated that toxrctty is due to ammonia because of -
mcreasmg test pH, pH may be controlled using appropriate procedures which do not
significantly alter the nature of the- effluent after subm|tt|ng a written request to the
Regional Water Board, and receiving wntten permission expressrng approval from
the Executlve Offlcer ofthe Reglonal Water Board ' G

C. Chlorine Removal
Except with prior approval from the Executive Office of the Regional Water Board
chlorine shall not be removed from bicassay samples.

V1. LAND DISCHARGE MON]TORING REQUIREMENTS (NOT APPLICABLE) o
VIl. RECYCLING MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (NOT APPL!CABLE)

VIll. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
A. Monitoring Locations RSW- 001U and RSW- 002D

1. The Permittee shall monitor Conejo Creek at RSW-001U through RSW-002D as
follows:

Table E-4a. Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014) | | , E-5
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‘ , Minirmum " ]
Parameter Units Sample Type Sa:mplin'g . Req{.‘l;;ethl;?:Lﬁmal
- _ _ ‘Frequency.
Total flow ofs calculation ‘mohthly -
Turbidity “NTU Grab “monthly 8
Temperature COCF Grab monthly 18
pH pH units Grab ‘monthly 1
E.Coli | MPN/100ml or Grab monthly - e
' CFU/100m| B |
Total residual chlorine © mgill - Grab monthly™® - 18
Settleable Solids Sl Grab monthly 18
| Total Suspended Solids | mg/k ~ ~ | Grab ___monthly ®
BODs20°C . S mgl __Grab monthly s
Oil and grease_ _ mglL._ __Grab quarterly B
Dissolved oxygen -  mglL . Grab _monthly. 0
Total Hardness (CaCOx) mg/L Grab - _monthly®® 18
Conductivity . | pmholom | = Grab _monthly "
Total Dissolved Solids - .mglL . Grab. " monthly 8
Sulfate mg/L Grab ‘monthly 1®
Chloride “mglL " Grab monthly T
Boron - mglL Grab monthly 1
Chroni¢ toxicity -  PassorFail, | Grab -~ quarterly® 18
o - % Effect o
Nitrate nitrogen _mg/l. Grab __monthly - "
Nitrite nitfogen -~ . mg/ll - Grab ‘monthly 18
| Ammonia nitrogeh —mgiL Grab monthly 18
Organic nitrogen mgiL Grab monthly 1
Total kjeldahl nitrogen - - mg/L Grab monthly "
Total nitrogen .- oomg/l - | . Grab _...monthly - 1
Total phosphorus - .mglt - | - :Grab - . -monthly 18
Orthophosphate-p mg/l* ‘Grab © ‘monthly 18
Algal biomass mg/L Grab annually s
(Chlorophyll-a)??

8 Ppollutants shall be analyzed using the analytical methods described in 40 CFR part 136; where no methods
are specified for a given'poliutant; by’ methods approved-by this'Regional Water Board or State Water Board.
For any pollutant whose effluent limitation is lower than alf the MLs specified in Attachment 4 of the SIP, the
analytical method with the lowest ML must be selected.

18 Total residual chlorine monitoring is applicable when chlorination process is in operation.

 Total hardness shall be sampled at station RSW-001U only.

"1 Ghronic toxicity shall be sampled at stations RSW-001U and RSW-002D.

22 Algal biomass or Chlorophyll a samples shall be collected by obtaining scrapings from the substrate,
concurrently with pH, dissolved oxygen, and (macro)invertebrate monitoring. This will be a measure of
benthic algae, rather than algae in the water column. Percent cover shall also be reported.

"ATTACHMENT E ~ MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014)
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Minimum : "
Pa rerﬁ_eter Units Sample Type Sampling Req_lt_r éﬁdm,:?ﬁ ggrcal
' i Frequency '
Surfactants (MBAS) mg/L Grab quarterly '
Surfactants (CTAS)  mg/L Grab quarterly L
Arsenic pglL  Grab quarterly O
Copper Mg/l  Grab monthly LT
Mercury .polL Grab monthly -
Nickel gL " Grab monthly i
Cyanide MO/l Grab monthly 12
Bis(2-ethyhexyl)Phthalate gl " Grab monthly 18
Aldrin ML _Grab [ quarterly “‘
Alpha-BHG Lg/L Grab quarterly 7
Heptachlor epoxide Hg/L Grab quarterly -
Iron: - - - Hg/L Grab - - quarterly B
Selenium Mgl . | . Grab. _semiannually 18
Chlorpyrifos wol. | Grab _quarerly 18
Diazinon - Hg/L Grab quarterly 8
Chlordane Mg/l - Grab quarterly | 18
44-DDD - ¢ i giL Grab -~ “quarterly 8
4,4"-DDE’ pg/L ©Grab quarterly *
44DpT ot |7 b quarterly ™
Dieldrin® ‘wgll” | 7 Grab ¢ “ quarterly 8
PCB3 as arochlors 2 g/l T oGrab | quarterly e
PCBs as congeners 24 e Grab semiannually 8
Toxaphene o/l U] Grab - quarterly ®
Antimony ugiL ~Grab | semiannually ®
Beryllium . O pgn ' Grab. . | semiannually = 18
Cadmium : il | Grab. . |. semiannually . | 18
Chromium, Il - Mgl - calculation __semiannually = | 12
Chromium VI Ho/L Grab _ semiannually’ 13
Lead Hg/L Grab semiannually 8
Silver Hg/L Grab semiannually 18
Thallium pg/L . Grab semiannually 8
Zing . .- ~|Jg/L' - Grab.- - ' semiannually ' 18

2 pOBsi is s fhe ¢ sum ofArocIor1016 Aroclor1221 Aroclor 1232 Aroclor1242 Aroclor 1248, Aroc[or1254 and
Aroclor 1260 when monitoring using USEPA method 608.

24

PCBs mean the sum of 41 congenere when monitoring using USEPA proposed method 1668c; PCB- 18, 28,

37,44, 49, 52,86, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105,110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153
156 157 158, 167, 168 169 170 177 180, ‘183 187, 189, 194, 201, -and 206 shall be IndIVIdual]y quantlfled

USEPA recommends that unt:[ USEPA proposed method 1668¢ for PCBs is rncorporated into 40 CFR 138,
Permittees should use for discharge monitoring reports/State monitoring reports {1} USEPA method 608 for
monitoring data, reported as arochlor results, that will be used for assessing compliance with WQBELs
established using the WLAs, and (2) USEPA proposed method 1668¢ for monitoring data, reported as 41
congener results, that will be used for informational purposes for the established TMDL. .

ATTACHMENT E — MRP (Adopted:5/8/2014)
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: S Minimum ; .
Parameter Units Sample Type Sampling Req#;’;d“ﬂ%?ﬁgg'cal
_ o o , Frequency ,
Fluoride mg/L Grab semiannually 1
Barium ] 1 ug/L Grab | semiannually 8
Methoxychlor g/l Grab | semiannually 1%
2,378 TCOD® py/L Grtab quarterly 18
1,4-Dioxane pgil Grab annually =
{Perchlorate = pg/L Grab annually %8
12 3-Tr|ch[oropropane pg/l Grab annually ®
| Methy! tert-butyi-ether pgiL Grab annually ®.
(MTBE) - _ i 7
R'emaimng EPA priority g/l ‘grab - semiannually 1
pollutants™ excluding ' .
asbestos

2. Receiving water samp!es shall riot be taken during or within 48-hours followmg the
flow of rainwater runoff into the COHE]O Creek unless it |s safe to do so.

B. TMDL Stream Flow and Ramfall Monltorlng

1. In order to determine the dry- and wet-weather flow condmons in the recelvlng water the
Permittee shall report the average daily flow at Calleguas Creek near the California State
University Channel Islands. For the purposes of this permit, this station is also known as
RSW-003D (USGS gauge 11106550) The Permittee shall also report the total dally
rainfall from an- exlstlng rainfall gauglng station located at the Umversﬂy of Channel
Islands. :

Calleguas Creek Saifs TMDL has defmed dry-weather as the condltlon in the recelvlng
water when the flows in the receiving waters are below the 86th percentile of the flow
and there is no measurable precipitation. The 86" percentile of the flow was given in the
TMDL staff report The rainfall precipitation shall be obtained from an existing rainfall
gauging station located-at the University of Channel. Islands. If the gauging stations are
not operatlonal an es’umated average daily flow and rainfall may be submltted '

25

26

27

ATTACHMENT E — MRP {Adopted:5/8/2014)

‘result (Ci) and their corrésponding TEF,., (i.e., TEQ; =

In accordance with the SIP, the Dlscharger shall canduct effluent monitering for the seventeen 2,3,7,8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCODD or dioxin} congeners in the effluent and in the receiving water
Stations RSW-001U and RSW-002D. The Discharger shall use the approprlate TEF to determine TEQ.
Where TEQ equals the product between each of the 17 individual congeners’ (i) concentration analytical

Ci x TEF)). Complianice with the dioxin- hmltatlon shall
be determlned by the summation of the seventeen |nd|v1dual TEQs, or the followmg equatlon

: Dioxmconcentraionmefﬂuent— %(TEQ )= Z(C )(TEF)

Emerg[ng chemicals |nclude 1,4-dioxane (USEPA 8270M test method), perchlorate (USEPA 3‘14 test method,
or USEPA method 331 if a detection limit of less than 6 pg/L is achieved ), 1,2,3-trichloropropane (USEPA
504.1, 8260B test method, or USEPA 524.2 in SIM mode), and methyl tert-butyl ether (USEPA 8260B test
method or USEPA method 624 if a detection level of less than § pg/L is achieved, and if the Permittee
received ELAP cemflcatlon to run USEPA method 624).

Priority pollutants are those cofstituents referred to in 40 CFR part 401. 15 a list of these pollutants is
provided as Appendix A to 40 CFR part 423.
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Table E-4b TMDL Stream Flow and Rainfall ‘Monitoring Requirements
' 1 Minimum Sampling Required Analytical
Parameter _ Units - Sample Type . F_re_quency | Test Method
Average Dally FIow cubic feet per On-line data daily N/A
second. (cfs) , _ - : -
Total Daily Rainfall ~ inches |  On-line data _ daily ' TNIA

IX. OTHER MONITORING REQUIREMENTS |
A. Calleguas Creek TMDL Momtoring Requwements

1.

The TMDL monltormg program is dlscussed in section Vl C. 2 of the Order :

B Special Study

1.

CEC Monrtorlng in the Effluent

~In'frecent years, the Los Angeles Reglonal Water Board has mcorporated monitoring

of a select group of man-made- chemicals, partrcularly pestrmdes pharmaceuticals
and personal care products, known coll ectrvely as GECs, into permits issued to

* publicly-owned treatment works (POTWSs) to better understand the propensity;
persistence and-effects.of CECs in our environment. Recently adopted permits in
this region contain requirements for CEC effluent monitoring and submittal of a work
plan |dent|fy|ng the CECS to be monitored in the effluent, sample type, sampling
frequency and sampling methodology. Based on feedback we have received from
permittees and our review of the results of a recent CEC-related study by the .
Southern Callfornla Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) and the State
Water Board, we have: modlfred our CEC momtorlng program to respond to feedback
while proceedlng to fill |dent|fed data gaps ‘without overly burdenlng any one -

-..-permlttee 1 o s : :

The Permittee is'h_'all" conduct a special study to investigate the CECS inthe effluent
-discharge as listed in the Table below. These constituents shall be monitored
annually for at least two years. The Regicnal Water Board has detérmined that two
years is an approprlate time period to determine those CECs that are present.in
‘POTW effluent.- Monitoring results shall be reported as part of the ‘anhual report.
Analy3|s under this section is for monitoring purposes only. Analytical results
obtained for this study will not be used for compliance determination purposes since
themethods have not been mcorporated into 40 CFR part 136.. '

TabIe E-5 CEC Monltorlng Requwements

17 a-Ethiny] Estradiol . ng/L 0.5 24-hr composite | EDC Steroid | Annually
17p-Estradiol ngl. | 0.5 |24-hrcomposite | EDC Steroid | Annually
Estrone | T e | 05 24-hr composite | EDC Steroid |  Annually
Bisphenol A | ng/l | - 10 24-hr composite | EDC Steroid Annually
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Nonylphenol&NonyIphenoI | ng | 100 24-hr composite |- EDC Steroid |  Annually
polyethoxylates ' _ . _ ’ .
Octylphenol & octylphenol ng/L | 100 | 24-hr composite | EDC Steroid | Annually
polyethoxylates _
| Polybrominated diphenyl ethers ng/L 100 for | 24-hr composite PBDEs | Annually
(PBDE 28, 47, 99, 100, 153, 154, PBDE 209 - _
183, 209) _ and 5 for all
_' e -1 others 7
Amoxicillin- : ng/L - 10 24-hr composite PPCPs Annually
Azithromycin ng/L 10 24-hr composite PPCPs. -|. Annually
-Carbamazepine ‘ ng/L 10 _-;=-24—hrcorhpoSite - -PPCPs | Annually
Caﬁelne . : ng/k | 10 24-hr qpmposite_ PPCPs Annually
N,N-: Dlethylmtoluamlde (DEET) ng/l- | 10 | 24-hr composite| ~ PPCPs | Annually
f Dllantm L _‘:"7_;ngfL.'_'_: 10 . 24-hrcomp05|te PPCPs Annually
Gemﬂbrozll oo | ngib 4 10 ' |24-hrcomposite PPGPs Annually
_'_Ibuprofen S | hg | do | 24-hrcomposite | PPCPs Annually
{ lodinated contrast media - gl | 10 | 24-hrcomposite|  PPCPs Annually
{iopromide} g4 B L -
-._'Sulfamethoxazole _ ' U 'hi‘g‘f_L‘*_" B 24-hfc’bmposjte - PPCPs Annually
| 'Trlmethoprlm I ng!L __ 10 24-hr composlte PPCPs | Annually
TCEP, TCPP and TDCPP - ng/L 10 24-hr composite ¢ PPCPs . Annually
|Trclesen - | ongl | 10 |24-hrcomposite | PPCPs Annually
;_B_ifehth'r_in : . | ngll - - - 2 24-hrcomposite | Pyrethrmds -A_nnually'
Tpomein | ngL |5 | 2w composie| Pyrethiods | Anmually
|chorpyrifos | ngi | 10 | 24-hrcomposite | Chlorpyrifos | Annually
Galaxolide | ngL | 10 |24-hrcomposite | Galaxolde | Annually
Toiotorae | gl | 10 |safrcomposte| PPCPs | Annualy
Perfluorooctane Sulfonate ng/L 40 24-hr composite PFOS. Annually
(PFOS) A BLEER TS ‘ S e 7
: _F|pron|I L - - gl | 2 24-hr cphposite Fipfonil Arinually
[Meprobamate [ ngk | 10 [24-rcomposte| PPCPs | Annialy

C Watershed Momtormg

1. The goals of the Watershed-wide Monitoring Program for the Calleguas Creek
‘Watershed are to:
« Determine compliance with receiving water limits;
« Monitor trends in stirface water quality;
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» Ensure protection of beneficial uses; :

* Provide data for modeling contaminants of concern

o Characterize water quality |nclud|ng seasonal variation of surface waters within
, the watershed; -

» Assessthe-health of the blologlcal communlty, and
'« Determine mixing dynamics of effluent and réceiving waters in the estuary.

2, - The Permittee shall participate in the implementation of the Watershed-wide
Monitoring Program developed by stakeholders and initiated in 2008. Camarillo’s
responsibilities under the Watershed-wide Monitoring Program are described in the

.Recelving Water. Monltorlng Reqwrements section.  To achieve the goals of the
Watershed-wide. Monltorrng Program, revisions to the Recelvmg Water Monitoring
Requrrements will be made under the direction of USEPA and the Regional Water

Board. The Permittee shaII submit annual, reports providing the monitoring data

_ coIIected durlng the calendar year; as weII asan |nterpretat|on of the significance of
the results with respect to the heaith of the watershed Annual reports shall be

. submitted by July 1* of each year: The first. annual report covering the period from
January 1-December 31, 2014 should be recelved in the Reglonal Water Board
office by July 1, 2015 . .

3. In coordlnatlon with 1nterested stakeholders in the Calleguas Creek Watershed the
* Permittee shall-conduict bioassessinent program annually inthe sprlnglsummer
period and include an analysis of the community structiire of the instream
- macroinvertebrate assemblages, the community structure of the instream algal
.-assemblages (benthrc diatoms: and soft-bodied. algae), chIorophyII a and biomass for
" instream algae, and physrca] habitat assessment at the random monitoring stations
designated by the Calleguas Creek Watershed Monltorlng Program

a. The bicassessment program shall |ncIude an analysrs of the communlty structure
of the |nstream macroinvertebrate assemblages and phy5|ca| habltat assessment
at monltorlng statlons RSW 001 and RSW—002 : _

This program shall be |mpIemented by approprlate]y tralned staff Alternatlvely,
professional subcontractor qualified to conduct bioassessments may be selected
to perform the bioassessment work forthe Permrttee Anatyses of the results of
the bicassessment monitoring program, anng ‘with photographs of the monitoring
site locations taken during sample collection, shall be submitted in the
corresponding annual report.. If another stakeholder .or-interested party in the
watershed subcontracts a qualified professronal to conduct-bicassessment
monitoring during the same season and at.the same. Iocatlon -as specified in the
MRP, then the Permittee may, in lieu of duplicative samplrng submit the data, a
report |nterpret|ng the data, photographs of the site, and related QA/QC
 documentation in the correspondlng annual report :

b. The Permittee must provide a copy of their Standard Operatlon Procedures
' '(SOPs) for the Bioassessment ‘Monitoring Program to the Reglonal Water Board

upoen request The document miist contain step-by-step field, laboratory and
-data entry procedures, as well as, related QA/QC procedures. The SOP must
alse include specific information about each bioassessment program.including:
assessment program description, its organization and the regponsibilities of all its
personnel; assessment project description and ObjECtIVES qualifications of aII
personnel; and the type of training each member has recezved
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c. Field sampling must conform to the SOP established for the California Stream
Bioassessment Procedure (CSBP) or more recently established sampling
protocols, such as used-by the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program
(SWAMP). Field crews shall be trained on aspects of the protocol and
appropriate safety issues. All field data and sample Chain of Custody (COC)
forms must be examined for completion and gross errors. Field inspections shall
be planned with random visits and shall be performed by the Permittee or an
independent auditor. These visits shall repert-on ail aspects of the field
procedure with corrective action occurring |mmed|ately

d. A taxonomic identification Iaboratory shall process the biological samples that
© usually consrst of subsampllng organisms, enumeratlng and identifying
taxonomic groups and enterlng the information into an electfonic format. The
" Régional Water Board may téqglire QV/QC docurients from the taxonomic
laboratories and examine théir records’ regularly. Intra-laboratory QA/QC for
stibsamplifg, taxénomic validation and corrective actions ‘shall be conducted and
~ documentéd.’ B|olog|cal laboratoties shall also maintain refeérence collections,
vouchered specimens (the Permittee may request the return of their sample
voucheér collections) ahd remnant collections. The laboratory should participate
in an (external) laboratory taxonomic validation program at a recommended level
of 10%.0r 20%. External QA/QC may be arranged through the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Aquatlc Bioassessment Laboratory located in
-Rancho Cordova, California. :

4. The Executive Officer of the Regional Water Board may modify Monitoring and
Reportmg Program to accommodate the watershed W|de momtorlng

D Tertiary Ftlter Treatment Bypasses

1.

During. any day that filters are bypassed the Permlttee shall monitor the effiuent for
BOD, suspended solids, and settléable solids, on daily basis, until it is demonstrated that
the frlter bypass” has not caused an adverse |mpact on the recetvmg water

"'The Permlttee shall malntaln chronologlcal Iog of tertlary f||ter treatment process

bypasses to include the following:

-a. Date and t!me of bypass start and end

‘b, Total duration time; and,
c. Estrmated total volume bypassed

""=The Perm|ttee shall submit a written report to the Reégional Water Board, according to the

corresponding monthly self monitoring réport schedule. The report shall include, at a
minimum, the information from the chronological.log. Results from the daily effluent

'_ mon;torlng, requxred by D.1. above, shall be verbally reported to the Regional Water

Board as the results become avallable and submrtted as part of the monthly SMR.

X.. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
A, General Momtormg and Reportmg Reqmrements

The Permittee shall comply with all Standard Provisions (Attachment D) related to monitoring,
reporting, and recordkeeping.
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1. The Permittee shall comply with all Standard Provisions (Attachment D) related to
monitoring, reportlng and recordkeeping.

If there is no dlscharge durlng any reportlng per|od the report shall so state.

3. Each monitoring report shall contain a separate section titled “Summary of Non-
Compliance” which discusses the compliance record and the corrective actions taken or
planned that may be needed to bring the discharge into full compliance with waste
discharge requirements. Thls section shall clearly list all non- complrance with discharge
requirements, as well as aII excursrons of effluent hmrtatrons :

4. The Permittee: shall inform the Regional Water Board well in advance of any proposed
constructlon activity that could potentlally affect compllance with appllcable requirements. _

B. Calieguas Creek TMDL Monrtorlng and Reportlng Requrrements

The Calleguas Creek Watershed TMDL Monitoring Plan (CCWTMP) is desrgned to monitor
and evaluate the implementation'of this TMDL and fefine the understanding of metal and
‘seleniim loads. CCWTMP is intended to parallel efforts of the Calleguas Creek Watershed -
Nutrients TMDL, Toxrcrty TMDL, and OC Pestrcrde PCBs and Sedlment TMDL monrtonng
programs.

The goals of the CCWTMP |ncIude (1) to determrned compllance wrth copper mercury,

nickel,"and selenium numeric targets at receiving water monitoring stations and at POTW's

drscharge (2) to determine-compliance with waste load allocations for copper,-mercury,

nickel, and selenium at receiving water monitoring stations and at POTW's discharge; (3) to .

monitor the effect of |mpIementatlon action by urban, POTW, and, agrlcultural dischargers on

in-stream water qualrty, and (4) to implement the CCWTMP in a manner consistent with ‘other
-~ TMDL imiplementation plans and regulatory actions within the Calleguas Creek watershed.

The Permittee shall submrt reports to the Reglonal Water Board as requrred by the approved
CEWTMP: S S - .

(See also section VI.C.2.a of the Order for Monitoring and 'RepOrting Requirerients.)
C. Self—Monrtormg Reports (SMRs) _ _ ,
1. The Permittee shall eIectromcaIly submit SMRs usrng the State Water Board’s California
Integrated Water Quality System (CIWQS) Program website
(hitp/iwww.waterboards.ca. gov/ciwgs/index. htmI ). The CIWQS websne will provide

additional information for SMR submittal in the’ event there W|I1 be a planned service
|nterrupt|on for. eIectronlc submlttal T .

2, The Permrttee shall report in the SMR the resuIts for all mon|tor|ng specn'red in this MRP
under sections Il through IX. The Permittee shall submit monthly, quarteriy, semiannual,
and annual SMRs including the results of all required monitoring using USEPA- approved
tést methods or other test methods specrfled in this Order. SMRs are to include all new
monrtorlng results obtained since the last SMR was submrtted If the Permittee monitors
any pollutant more frequently than required by this Order, the results of this monitoring
shall be included in the calculatlons and reportlng of the data submltted in the SMR.

3. Monitoring periods and reporting for all requrred monitoring shall be completed according
to the following schedule ,
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Table E-6. Monltormg Perlods and Reportlng Schedute '

Sampling

SMR Due Date

Frequency Monltonng Pertod Begms On . 7 Momtortng Perlod | | .
Contindous | Permit effective date Al gumbén it with monthly
' B (Nlldnlght through 11:59 P 1
: or any 24-hour period that R
Daily Permit effective date reasonably represents & guMbg't with monthly
' calendar day for purpeses of |77
_ | sampling. . - :
' Su nday foIIoW|ng permlt effectlve date or _ . Submit with monthly
Weekly | on permit effective: date if on'a Sunday ._S‘_u_nda y through Sat_urday_r,_ SMR
- First day of calendar month following 1% day of calendar month [ By the 157 day of the
Monthly permit. effeotlve date or on permit effective through last day of calendar . - third month after the
S _date if that date is first day of the month ,,,month - .. month of sampllng
Closest of February1 May1 August 1, or January 1 through March 31 _.{un'e_:15
Quarterly November 1 following (or on) permit April 1 through June 30 September 15
A ffe five date July 1 through September 30 | December 15
etrec October 1.through December | March 15
: 31
Semiannuall Closest of February1 orAugust1 B January 1 through June 30 September 15
_ y _fo[lowmg (or on) permit effective date | July 1 through December 31 March 15
Annually =January:1 foltowrng (or on): permrt effective | January 1 through December. April 15
date 31 .
4, Reportlng Protocols The Permittee shall report wrth each sample result the applicable

RL and the current IVIDL as determlned by the procedure in 40 CFR part 136.

The Permittee shall report the results of analytical determinations for thé présence of
chemical constituents in a sa'mple using the follewing repOrting protocols:

a. Sample results greater than or equal to the RL shall be reported as ‘measured by the
_ _laboratory (i. e. the measured chemical concentrat:on |n the sample)

b. Sample results less than the RL, but: greater than or equal to the laboratory’'s MDL,
shall be reported as “Detected, but Not Quantified,” or DNQ.. The estimated
chemlcal concentratlon of the sample shall also be reported

. ‘For the purposes ‘of data coIIectlon the Iaboratory shall wrrte the estimated chemical
concentratlon nextto DNQ. The taboratory may, if such rnformatron is available,
mclude humerical estimates of the data quality for the reported résult. Numerical

~ estimates of data quallty may be percent accuracy (+ a percentage of the reported
value), numerical ranges (low to hrgh), or any other means considered appropriate -

by-the laboratory.

c. Sample results less than the laboratory’s MDL shall be reported as "Not Detected "

or "ND.”

d. Permittees are to instruct laboratories to establish calibration standards so that the
ML value (or its equivalent if there is differential treatment of samples relative to
calibration standards) is the lowest calibration standard. At no time is the Permittee
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to use analytical data derived from extrapolation beyond the lowest point of the
calibration curve,

5. Compliance Determination. Compliance with effluent limitations for priority pollutants
shall be determined using sample reporting protocols defined above and Attachment A of
this Order. For purposes of reporting and administrative enforcement by the Regional

*,Water Board and State Water Board, the Permittee shall be deemed out of compliance
with effluent limitations if the concentratlon of the pr|or|ty poIIutant in the’ monltoring
“sample is greater than the effluent I|m|tat|on and greater than'or equa[ to the RL.

6. Multiple Sample Data. When determining compliance with an average monthly effluent

' limitation (AMEL), average weekly effluent limitation (AWEL) or maximum daily effluent
limitation (MDEL) for priotity pollutants and more than one sample result is available, the
Permittee shall compute the arithmetic mean unless the data set contains one or more
reported determinations of DNQ or ND. In those cases, the Permittee shall compute the
median in place of the. ar|thmet1c mean in accordance With the: fo]Iowmg procedure:

a. The data set shall be ranked from low to h|gh ranklng the reported ND
~determinations lowest, DNQ determinations next, followed by quantlfled values (if
any). The order of the individual ND or DNQ determlnatlons is unimportant.

b. The medlan value of the data set shall be determlned If the data set has an odd
' number of data points, then the median is the middle value. If the data set has an
even number of data points, then the median is the average of the two values
around the middle unless one or both” of the points are ND or.DNQ, in which case
the median value shall be the lower of the two data. points where DNQ is lower than
a value and ND is lower than DNQ.

7. The Permittee shatl submit SMRs in accordance with the foltowmg reqwrements

o a. The Perniittee sha]l arrange aII reported data in‘a tabu]ar format ‘The data shall be
R summarized to cIearIy illustrate whether the Facmty is operatlng in compllance with
~interim and/or f|nal efﬂuent hmltatlons The Permittee is rot required to duplicate the
_submtttal of data that is entered in a tabular format within CIWQS. When electronic
submittal of data is required and CIWQS does not provide for. entry into a tabular
format within the system, the Permittee shall electronlcalty submlt the data in a
tabular format as an attachment. : : :

- ’'b. The Permittee shall attach acover letter to the SMR. The informatiOn contained in
' the coverletter shall clearly-identify instances of non-compliance or exceedances of
effluent limitationis of the WDRS; discuss corrective actions'taken or planned; and
the proposed time schedule for corrective actions. ldentified violations must include
a description of the requtrement that was violated and a descrlptlon of the violation.

c. SMRs must be submitted to the Regional Water Board sngned and certified as
required by the Standard Provisions (Attachment D). Paper SMRs should be
converted to a Portable Document Format (PDF). Documents that are less than 10
megabytes (MB) should be emailed to Iosangeles@waterboards ca.gov.
Documents that are 10 MB or larger should be transferred to a disk and mailed to
the address listed below: (Reference the reports to Compliance File No. 1278 to
facilitate routing to the. appropr|ate staff and file.) -

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200

Los Angeles, CAS0013 ..

Attention: Information Technology Unit.
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However, Permittees who have been certified to only submit electronic SMRs to
CIWQS should continue doing so, as previously required.

D. Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs)

1. As described above, at any tithe during the term of this permit, the State Water Board or
Regional Water Board may notify the Permittee to electronically submit PMRs. Until such
notification is given specifically for the submittal of DMRs, the Permittee shall submit
DMRs in accordance with the requirements described below.

2. DMRs must be sig'ned,ar'igl certified as req_uired by the Standér_d provisions (Attachment
D). The Permittee shall submit the original DMR and one copy of the DMR to the address
listed below: ' ' '

T FEDEX/UPS/

STANDARD MAIL ' OTHER PRIVATE CARRIERS
State Water Resources Control Board - State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Quality Division of Water Quality
c/o DMR Processing Center ¢/o DMR Processing.Center
POBox100 1001 | Street, 15" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95812-1000 Sacramento, CA 95814

3, Al discharge monitoring réstilts must be reported on the official USEPA pre-printed DMR
forms (EPA Form 3320-1) or on self-generated forms that follow the exact same format
of EPA Form 3320-1: |

E. Other Reports

1. The Permittee shall report the results of any special studies, acute and chronic toxicity

" testing, TRE/TIE, Pollutant Minimization Program (PMP}, and Pollution Prevention Plan
Tequired by Special Provisions — section VI.C. The Permittee shall report the progress in
satisfaction of compliance schedule dates specified in Special Provisions — VI.C.7. The -
'Permittee shall submit repoits in compliance with SMR reporting requirements described
in subssction X B above. o |

2,  Annual ‘Summar'y'Repoft

By April 15. of each year, the Permittee shall submit.an annual report containing a
discussion of the previous year's influent/effluent analytical results and receiving water
monitoring data. The annual report shall contain an.overview of any plans for upgrades
to the treatment plant's collection system, the treatment processes, or the outfall system.
The Permittee shall-submit annual report to the Regional Water Board in accordance
with the requirements described in subsection X.B.7 above.

~ 'Each annual monitoring report shall contain a separate section titled "Reasonable
Potential Analysis” which discusses whether or not reasonable potential was triggered
~ for pollutants which do ot have a final effluent limitation in the NPDES permit. - This
séction shall contain the following statement: "The analytical results for this sampling
“period did/ did not trigger reasonable potential.” If reasonable potential was triggered,
then the following information should also be provided:
a. Alistof the polluta.nt(s) that trig'gered reasonable potential;
b. The Basin Plan or CTR criteria that was exceeded for each given pollutant;

c. The concentration of the polIUtant(s);
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d. The test method used to analyze the sample; and
e. The date and time of sample collection.

3.  The Permittee shall submit to the Regional Water Board, together with the first
monitoring report required by this permit, a list of all chemicals and proprietary additives
which could affect this waste discharge, including quantities of each. Any subsequent
changes in types and/or quantities shall be reported promptly. o

4, The Regional Water Board reguires the Permlttee to file with the. Reglonat Water Board,

within 90 days after the effective date of this Order, a technical: report on his preventive

. (failsafe) and contingency (cleanup) plans: forcontrolllng accidental dtscharges and for
minimizing the effect of such évents. The technlcal report should: -

a. Identify the possible sources of accrdental loss, untreated waste bypass, and
contaminated drainage. Loading and storage areas; power outage ‘waste treatment
unit outage, and failure of process eqmpment tanks and p|pes should be
considered.

- b Evaluate the effectlveness of present facmties and procedures and state when they
' become operational. ' - . y

c. Describe facilities and procedures’ needed for effectlve preventrve and contlngency
plans. :

d. Predict the effectiveness of the proposed facmtles and procedures and prowde an
* implementation schedule contingent interim and final dates when they will be
constructed, implemented, or operatlonat
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As described in section |, the Regional Water Board incorporates this Fact Shéet'_ as findings of the
Regional Water Board supporting the issuance of this Order. This Fact Sheet includes the legal

ATTACHMENT F — FACT SHEET

‘requirements and technical rationale that serve as the basis for the requirements of this Order.

This Order has been prepared under a standardized format to accommodate a broad:-range of

discharge requirements for Permittees in California. Only those sections or subsections of this Order

ORDER R4-2014-0062
NPDES NO. CA0053597

that are specifically identified as "not applicable” have been determined not to apply to this Permittee.

Sections or subsections of this Order no

this Permittee.

1. . PERMIT INFORMATION

" The following table summarizes administrative informationj rEiatg"g'to the Facility.”

Table F-1. Facility Information- - -

WDID

'4A560100001

Discharger/ Permittee

Camarillo Sanitary District

Name of Facility

Camarillo Water Reclamation Plant and its associated wastewater
collection system and outfall, City of Camarillo

Facility Address

150 Howard Road

Camarillo, CA 93012

Ventura Colinty .~~~

Facility Contact, Title and Phone

‘Authorized Person to Sign and
Submit Reports

Mark Richardson, Sariitary Superintendent, '(805)__3@3_-'5_'655‘
Tom Fox, Assistant District Manager, (805) 388-5355

Mailing Address

P.0, Box 248, Camarilo, CA 93011 _

“Biling Address

| 'Same as above

_Type of Facility POTW
“Major or Minor Fagility Major
Threat to Water Quality 1
Complexity A
Pretreatment Program Y
Recycling Requirements Producer/User

Facility Permitted Flow

7.25 million gallons per day (mgd)

Facility Design Flow

| 7.25 mgd

Watershed Calleguas Creek Watershed
Receiving Water Conejo Creek
Recelivirig Water Type Inland surface water

t specifically identified as “not applicable” are fully applicable to

A. The Camarillo Sanitary District (Camarillo SD, Permittee or Discharger) owns and operates a
publicly-owned treatment works (POTW) comprised of the Camarillo Water Reclamation Plant

(Camarillo WRP or Facility) and its associated wastewater collection system and outfalls.
For the purposes of this Order, references to the “discharger” or “permittee” in applicable

federal and state laws, regulations, plans, or policy are held to be equivalent to references to
the Permittee herein.
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B.

The Facility discharges wastewater to Conejo Creek, a water of the United States. The
Permittee was previously regulated by Order No. R4-2003-0079 (as revised by Order No. R4-
2004-0121) and.National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No.
CA0053597 adopted on June 5,2003, and expired: on May.10,72008. - Concurrent with
adoption of Order No. R4-2003-0079, this. Regional Water Board adopted Time Schedule
Order (TSO) No. R4-2003-0080; whlch prescribed interim effluent limit-for chloride. The terms
and conditions of the current NPDES order have been automatically continued and remain in
effect until new WDRs and NPDES permit are adopted pursuant to this Order... Attachment B
provides a map of the area around the Facrlrty Attachment C provides a flow schemat|c of the

Facility.

On July 7 2003 CSD frled a pet|t|on with. the State Water Resources Control Board (State
Water Board) seeking, inpart, review of the chloride:-effluent limitations in. Order No. R4-2003-
0079 -and TSO No. R4- 2003 0080 CSD Iater requested that the State Water Board issue a
stay-of those I|m|tat|ons :

. On October 20, 2003, CSD, the Crty of Thousand Oaks, the Crty of Simi Valley and this
'Reglonal Water Board entered into a stipulation entrtled Str,oulatron for Further Order Issuing

Stay, which stayed the final chloride effluent limitations in the NPDES permlts as well as
provisions pertaining to chloride limits in TSOs for those three wastewater tréatment plants.
Specifically to the Camarilio WRP, the stipulation stayed the final chloride effluent limitations
in Order No. R4-2003-0079 and the interim chloride effluent limitations in TSO No. R4:2003-
0080. On November 19, 2003, the State Water Board adopted Order WQO 2003 0019
approving the stipulation. =~

On Aprrl 2, 2007 the Executrve Offrcer admmrstratrvely |ssued TSO No R4 2007 0010 to
CSD for its Camarlllo WRP. The TSO, which’ expired oni January 31, 2011, contained

, performance based intefim effluent Ermrtatrons for total dissolved sol|ds and sulfate, calculated

using the nrnety -fifth percentlle of the Camarrllo WRP's effluen d_ata from’ August 2003
through May.. 2006." An interim effluent. Irm|tat|on for chloride was not provrded in TSO No. R4-

2007- 001 0 because the State Water Board st|pulated stay for’ chIorrde remalned in effect.:

On October 4,.2007; the Reglonal Water Board adopted Resolutron No.: R4 2007- 0186,
Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angefes Region o lncorporate a

- Total-Maximum Daily Load for-Boron, Chloride, Sulfate; and TDS (Salts) for-Calleguas Creek

Watershed (Salts-TMDL). - The.Salts TMDL, which became effective on December 2, 2008,
contains interim and final WLAs for.the Camarillo WRP; for TDS, Sulfate, Chlcride, and

- Boron. :The WLAs for chloride contained in the Regional Water Board's ‘Salts. TMDL
superseded the WLAs for chIor|de contarned in the 2002 USEPA promulgated Chlorrde
- TMDL. .

'The Permrttee filed a report of waste drscharge (ROWD) and submltted an applrcatlon for
reissuance of its Waste D|scharge Requrrements (WDRs) and NPDES permit on September
17, 2007. Supplemental information was requestéd on October 22, 2007, and received on
November 8, 2007, A'site visit was cohducted on'March 18, 2008, to observe operations and
collect addrtlonal data to develop permlt limitations and condrtlons The applrcatlon was
deemed complete on November 8, 2007, so the NPDES permit was adm|n|strat|vely
extended. A follow-up inspection was conducted on January 20, 2011.

On April 3, 2008, tentative waste discharge requirements prepared for.the Camarillo WRP,
and for other wastewater treatment plants in the Calleguas Creek watershed, were prowded
to interested persons and comments were solicited. However, Regional Water Board staff
ultimately chose not to take those tentative waste discharge requirements 4o the Regional
Water Board for:consideration since, at that time, the State Water Board was in the process of
developing a state-wide policy for chronrc toxicity that could impact how the Regional Water
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Board implements Resolution No. R4-2005-009, Amendment to the Water Quality Controf
Plan for the Los Angeles Region fo Incorporate a Total Maximum Deily Load for Toxicity,
Chiorpyrifos, and Diazinon in Calleguas Creek, its Tributafies, and Mugu Lagoon (Toxicity
TMDL), in these waste discharge requirements, Although the State Water Board's policy/plan
for chronic toxicity is still under development, the Regional Water Board is proceeding with
the renewal ofthe NPDES permits for the dischargers in Calleguas Creek Watershed, based
on direction received from the State Water Resources Control Board to reduce the-NPDES
backlog. - . L ‘ S

I, The Periittee filed a ROWD and submitted ah application for reissuance of its WDRs and
NPDES permit on November 5, 2013. On December 5, 2013, Regional Water Board staff
deemed the application incomplete and requested supplemental information. On December
18, 2013, the Permittee requested a two-week extension of the January 3, 2014 due date for
‘subrittal of the slipplémental information. On December 19, 2013, Régional Watér Board
staff responded to the request letter and extended the deadline as requested by the
Permittee. The supplemental information was received on January 16, 2014. The application
was deemed complete on February 25, 2014, so the NPDES permit remains administratively
‘éxtended. A site visit was conducted in March 2014, to observe operations and collect

_ additional data to develop permit limitations and conditions. : '

II. FACILITY DESCRIPTION
A. Description of Wastewater and Biosolids Treatment and Controls’ ,

1. The Camarillo WRP is a tertiary wastewater treatment facility with a dry weather design
capacity of 7.25 mgd. Untreated wastéwater is collected from the City of Camiarillo and
an unincorporated section of Ventura County. Influent undergoes preliminary treatment
throuigh aerated grit removal.and mechanical bar screéening. Wastewater is then split into
two streams, distributing one third of the flow to Plant 1 and two thirds of the flow to Plant
3. The wastewater undergoes primary, clarification, nitrification and denitrification for
biological nitrogen removal (BNR), secondary clarification, flow equalization, filtration,
disinfection using sodium hypochlorite, dechlorination-using sodium bisulfite. -

. 2. . The Facility sefves an-estimated population of 46,5600 people. The wastewater is a

mixture of domestic wastewater and industrial wastewater that is pre-treated pursuant to

title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) part:403. under-the-City of
Camarillo’s Prétreatment Program, which was submitted to the Regional Water Board for
approval on July 9, 1982, The City of Camarillo’s pretreatment program currently
consists of four permitted nondomestic dischargers. All four are classified as:significant
industrial users (SIUs) pursuant to 40 CFR 403,3(v) and as categ orical industrial users
(CIUs). One CiU is an electrical and eléctronic components/semiconductor facility

. subject to 40 CFR Part 469 Subpart A; one CIU is a metal finisher subject to 40 CFR 433;

* and the remaining two CIUs are metal molding and casting/aluminum casting facilities
Subject to 40 CFR Part 464, subpart A. Camarillo SD also has a fats, ols, and grease
(FOG) program that was initiated in February 2008, under which food -establishments are
inspected every year. Camarillo WRP does not accept hauled waste. .

3. The following are brief descriptions of the major unit processes, operations, and/or
equipment: o - ' B C

* Grit removal and screening: Grit is a wide assortment of inorganic solids such as
pebbles, sand, silt, egg shells, glass, and metal fragments. Grit is removed by aeration.
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Larger solids are mechanically removed by using bar screens. This material is collected
and disposed of at-a landfill.

. Primary clarification: . In the primary clarifiers, solids are settled out and returned to the
anaerobic digesters for add|t|onal treatment. anary—treated wastewater is sent to the
-BNR bas:ns

Secondary Clarification: Wastewater that has received primary clarification enters the
- activated sludge basinsto undergo nitrogen removal using the Modified Ludzak-Ettinger
(MLE) process. Wastewater that has undergone the nitrification/denitrificaton process is
sent tothe flow equalization basins. Secondary treated wastewater is sent to-an
equallzatlon basm andis e|ther stored for future treatment or is sent: to the filters.

Equatlzatlon Basms Equahzatlon baslns allow for adjustments of row to the filters
throughout the day and durlng storm events They heIp the system run closer toa steady
-state condition: - : S _

Tertiary flltratlon The filtration process is used to remove or reduce suspended or

‘ | matte 'r'from a liquid stream, by passing the water through AquaDisk tertiary cloth
fiters. In the case of Camarillo WRP, nylon needle félt is the filtration média. Filters
remove the solids that the secondary sedimentation-process did not remove, thereby

. improving-the disinfection efficiency.aid reliability. The maximum Ioadlng rate forthese
filters in 6 gallons per minute per square foot. . Filter backwash water is returned to the
headworks for treatment e

_ Chlorination: Sodium hypachlorite i is used'as a disinfectant in the chlorine contact
chamber. The disinfecting agent is added to the treated effiuent to destroy bacterla
pathogens and‘wruses and to minimize algal growth

' Dechlorlnatton Prlor to dlscharge to CO!‘IE]O Creek sod|um b[sulflte is added to the
treated effluent to remove residual chIorlne -

' Sotlds handtlng Grit and bar screenings : are hauled off-S|te for disposal in a- Iandﬂll
Studge from secondary ctanflers is pumped sither to the MLE process (return activated
sludge), or to the aerobic digester for further treatment. Sludge from the drylng beds {s
'hau[ed away to an off-site compostlng faolllty .

B Discharge Points and Rece:vmg Waters

Under normal conditions, treated wastewater is dlscharged by gravity flow from Discharge
Point 001A to Conejo Creek a water of the United States; and tributary to Calleguas Creek
within Calleguas Creek Watershed However, when the water level rises in the stream to the
extent that discharge point 001A is partlally or completely submerged (i.e., during heavy
storm events), the final effluent is pumped to Conejo Creek, through D|scharge Serial No..
001-B, located approximately 40 feet away from the Discharge Serial No. 001-A, Discharge’
Serial Points 001-A and 001-B have the same approximate: coordtnates Latltude 34° 11" 40"
North; Longitude 119° 00’ 00" West.

During dry weather (May 1 — October 31}, the primary sources of water flow in the receiving
waters, downstream of the discharge point, are the Camarillo WRP effluent and other
NPDES-permitted discharges, including urban runoff conveyed through the municipal
separate storm sewer systems (MS4). Storm water and dry weather urban runoff from MS4
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are regulated under.an NPDES permit, Waste Discharge Reguirements for Municipal Storm
Water and Urban Runoff Discharges within the Ventura County Watershed Protection District
(formerly known as Ventura County Flood Control District), County of Ventura (Ventura
Municipal Permit, NPDES Permit No. CAS004002). -The Ventura County Watershed -
Protection District channelized portions-of Calleguas Creek to convey and contro! floodwater,
and to prevent damage to homes located adjacent to the Creek. Calleguas Creek is a water
of the United States that conveys floodwater and urban runoff, along with treated waste
water. Conejo Creek is unlined at the point of discharge. Groundwater recharge may occur
incidentally inthese unlined areas of Conejo Creek, and Calleguas Creek; where the
underlying sediments may be transmissive to water as well as pollutants. Notwithstanding
that segments located further downstream of the discharge are concrete-lined, the watershed
supports a diversity of wildlife. Threatened and endangered species such as the peregrine

falcon, least tern, light-footed clappe

Creek and Mugu Lagoon.

C. Sumfnary of Existing Reﬁ]uiremenfs and Self-Monitoring Report'(SMR) Data

r rail. and the brown pelican are found in.Calleguas

Effluent limitations contained in the existing Order for discharges from Discharge Point 001

 previous Order, as reported by the Permitteg in the ROWD, are as foliows:

¢ Effluent Limitations gnd--Moniforing Dafa- g

(Monitoring Location EFF-001) and representative monitoring data from the term of the

© Table F-2. Histori

Effluent Limitation " “Monitoring Data
(Order No. R4:2003:0079- I
(Amended by Order No. R4-
. 2004-0121 :
Paramater Units ——————"— — T Highest | Highest | Highest
Average | Ave, | Max. Average Average Daily
Monthily | Weekly | Daily Monthly | Weekly | Discharge
. Discharge | Discharge
BODs20°C. .- | omgr- | 20 30 .| .45 | . 268 - 4.2
Total Suspended Solids | mgiL | 15 40 [ 45 2.19 3.60
(TSS) :
Oil-and Grease . _ omgi | 10 - bos |0 e 2.3
Settleable Solids fomlit | 0.1 R Y X T 1 B R <0.1
Residual Chlorine - g/l a0 0,00 - - 0.00
Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 850 - 1066 1170
MBAS mg/L 0.5 - n 003 - 0.05
CTAS . [ 006 ] 15
Chloride T mg/L | The State Water Board issued'd *| - 193 300
e o Co Stay for the final effluent ‘
S _- » |.Chloride:limitations. -

Sulfate mg/ll | 250 - N 241 351
Boron mgll | 1 - 0.58 0.82
‘Fluoridé - “mall- [ 14 - 05 - 0.96
Organic nitrogen (as N) | mgiL S . 0.86 - 5.77
Nitrate + Nitrite as N mg/L 10 - - 5.26 - 7.41
AmmoniaasN . mg/l | .35 . 1.29 -- 16
Total kieldahl nitrogen - { mg/L 5.26° - 7.41
(TKN). _ - _ =
Qrtho phosphate . mg/L - 337 6.08
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Effluent Limitation Monitoring Data

(Order No. R4-2003-0079

(Amended by OrderNo. R4-
2004-0121) .

Parameter | Units Highest | Highest | Highest
: Average | Ave. Max. | Average Average Daily

| Monthly - Weekly .| Daily [~ Monthly [ Weekly [ Discharge
R i _ Discharge | Discharge | ‘
Chlorophyll-a mgér _ ' ) _ 2_.43 ' SR
: _ cm :
Turbidity | NTU ‘ 08 - 8.2
Antimony woll | 6 - - 026 | = --.|. 055
Arsenic o Hg/L - 50 - | - 1.23 14
| Beryllium = - g/l — - | - <03 - <2
Cadmium . lbgt oy 08 | - | - ] 001 | - |08
Chromiumil . | wgh | - | - | e - =
ChromiumVI | pg/l | 50 R R 029 | o] 035
|.Copper T - L T e 48 . | - | 48
ltead: . 1ot | 50 | -~ [ - | 004 | -~ 1 016 .
Mercury . lwpgrof 2 | - | - | <004 | - | <027
|selenium . | pgt | 80 | - | - | 042 | - ] -o048 |
1 Silver - g/l 50 - 001 |~ ] o002
| Thallium | Mg/l - - -0.08 - | o2
1 Zing ‘ ' 1 Hgll 5000 S c— - 37,7b - | a2
Cyanide = - ] gl | 88 9.4 L2 = | =10 -
Asbestos - 1 pgil e - _ L T
1 2.37,8-TCDD (Dioxin) | pgiL - - |- - 1 <0.000006 — '} <0.000006
| Acrolein | gl - ~ ND | - | ND
| Acrylonitrile | g/l - - - <17 T -
| Benzene 1 g -- - - <085 | - . ] <5
Bromoform wgll | - - - 1 - ] a2
1 Carbon Tefrachloride Hg/L = - - <068 ‘| - ] <
| Chiorobenzene | opgll - <0.7 D DTN
Dibromochloromethane | pg/L - - - - 65 - . | 248
Chioroethane Hg/L - - - <097 | - |- <5
‘| 2-¢hloroethyl vinyl ether | pg/L - ~ -- <28 - <10 -
| Chioroform | paL |- - -- 013 | o= | M3
| Dichlorobromomethane | pg/L - - - 1 89 - 1. 20
1,1-dichloroethane ol | - - - 071 | = | <5
1 2-dichloroethane Hg/L - - - <09 - <5
1,1-dichloroethylene .| 'Lig/L - - | - <067 | - . <5
1,2-dichloropropane | pg/L - - - <074 — | <5
1,3-dichloropropylene | pg/l | . - - <097 | - | <5
Ethylbenzene | gl - - - | <056 | -~ | <5
Methyl bromide Hg/L - - - <1 - | <5
Methyl chloride Hg/L - - <12 - <5

T
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Effluent Limitation - Monitoring Data
(OrderNo. R4-2003-0079.
(Amended by Order No. R4-
2004-0121) .

., Parameter Units - Highest | Highest | Highest -

: Avérage Ave, Max. - | -Average Average | Daily 1.
Monthly - | Weekly-| Daily Monthly Weekly | Discharge-
: e - . Discharge | Discharge _
Methylene chloride ug/L - -- - 0.04 - 0.17
1,4,2,2- ug/L -- - - | <088 - - <5
| tetrachloroethane ‘ _ _
Tetrachloroethylene Hg/L 5 - -- 0.3, - 1.2
| Toluene g | - L - | - | <075 | - | <5
1 Trans1,2- | o - - | - <073 | - <5
‘| Dichioroethylene o ' : : , L
["id-Trchlorosthane | woL | -~ | - | - | <5 | - [ <64
[AA2Trchioroethane | wolt | -~ | - | - | <07t | - [ <5
Thonoroethylene | wok | = | = | = | <1 | - [ <5 _
Vinyl Chloride | gl | - = [ - [ o7 [ o s T
| P es—— S R A S Y Y- R YT
Zadichiorophenol | pok | - | - | = | <0647 | - [ <48
Dadmetylprenol | gt | - | - |~ | <osr [ - | <98
Taantooresolaka | Wal | = | - | -~ | <88 | - | <20
| 2:methyi-4,6- . " | o
Dinitrophenol) S : - : :
2,4-dinitrophenal | gt f - | - - <32 - - <48
-2-nitrophenol | woL- - - - <048 -- <48
| 4-nitrophenol . | pglL. o - | <13 - | <48 .
3-Methyl-4- ] i IJQ/L - . B <04 - S ] 41—_8, i
| Chiorophenol (aka 4- ' ‘ ‘ : .
chloro-m-cresol) - A 1l - S
| Pentachlorophenol | pg/L e - <094 - =29
|Phenot -~ . | wglt - - <043 - <48 "
| 2.4:trichlorophenol oL | - - - | <049 | = | <48
| Acenaphthene Mg/ - - < 0:44 - | <48
| Acenaphthylene bt | - e N <042 | - = - | <48
| Anthracene Lig/L e <0.28 - o <48
| Benzidine | Mg/L - - - <18 | - ). <96 "
Benzo(a)Anthracene uglL | - - - <032 - <48
| Benzo(a)Pyrene _ | mglL - - ]l - <03 a |- <48
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene gL - -- < 0:31 - | <48
Benzo(ghi)Perylene ugiL - - - <034 -~ | <48
Berizo(k)Fiuoranthene | ug/L - -- - <0.29 = <4.8
Bis(2-Chloroethoxy) uglL |- -- - <0.47 - - <48
methane - e : . _ . :
‘Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether | pgiL - - - < 0.48 - | <aB
‘Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl) g/l -- - - <05 - <48
Ether ,
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Effluent Limitation
(Order No. R4-2003-0079
(Amended.by Order No, R4-
2004-0921)

Monitoring Data

Parameter -

Units.

Average
Monthly .

Ave.
Weekly -

Max. -

.. Daily ..

Highest
. Average
. Monthly
Discharge

Highest

Average

Weekly
Discharge

Highest .'
Daily
Discharge

Bis(2-Ethylhexy) gl | 4 N R
| Phthalate

4-Bromophenyl Phényl -

148 - 59

Ether
| Butylbenzy! Phthalate
2-Chloronaphthalene
| 4-Chlorophenyl Phényl
| Ether-
Chrysene -
Dibenzo(a,h)
Anthracene- - -
'} 1,2-Dichlorobenzene
1,3-Bichlorobenzene
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
| 3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine -
| Diethyl Phthalate
| Dimethyl Phthalate
| Di-A-Butyl Phthalate
| 2-4-Dinitrotoluene
- 2-6-Dinitrotoluene
| Disn-Octyl Phthalate - -
| 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine -
| Fluoranthene :
‘| Flugrene
Hexachlorgbenzene
| Hexachlorobutadiene -
Hexachlorocyclopentadi
1 ene e
Hexachloroethane
: Indeno(1,2:3-cd)Pyrene
| Isophorone :
| Naphthalene
Nitrobenzene
N-Nitrosodimethylamine
N-Nitrosodi-n-
Propylamine.
N-Nitroscdiphenylamine
Phenanthréne
Pyrene _
1,2 4-Trichlorobenzene

ug/L - _ n . - g . o < 0.42 L - L < 4_8

<48
<438

< (.22 -
T < (0,50 R
""<"0.45_ -

ol | - - -
e I R
e | - | - | -

<48

<034 | - ._
e

< 0.40 C -

T S I

<48
<48
<4;8

<052 -
<05 | -
<088 | - [
<0009 ~ <20 -
<045 | -~ | <48
<078 | - -7 | <48
- <0.32 - <48
<035 - - <48
<034 | - | <48
<092 |- — < 48 -
- <042 - . <48
<034 | - . <48
<038 - | <48
<036 | - | <as
<06 - <48
<038 -

T I B I
WL - | - | -
bk | 5 - -
ot |- [ = | -
Twor [ = [ = | =
Twt | = | - [ -
Ug”- 1 — S e -
Tt [ = [ = [ =

wL | - | - -
Mg/l - - -
ol |- =
| gL e e -
T I I
ot | - -
wt | - | - | =

<48

<48
<478 .
<48
< 4.8°
<48
<48
<48

<085 -
<032 Ca
<046 -
<072 o
<048 | -
<043 | 7 < |

Mg/l - -
pglt’ |- - -
po'l | o~ -
Mgl |- - -
g/l - BN --
KoL - - -
Mo/l - -

< 0.35 T
<032 - -
< (0.48 -
<0.52 -

polL - o Co e
giL 1 = =
oL - - -
I R I

<48
<48
<48
<48
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Effluent Limitation Monitoring Data
(Order No. R4-2003-0079
(Amended by Order No. R4-
. 2004-0121" -
Parameter Units e | Highest | Highest | Highest
Average Ave, Max. | Average Average Daily
1 Monthly | Weekly Datly Monthly Weekly | Discharge
, : Discharge .| Discharge ;
Aldrin Hg/L - - - <0.0015 - <0.0050
| Alpha-BHC Hg/L -- - © <0.0018 - <001 |
| Beta-BHC Hg/L - - - < 0.0031 - < 0.0050
Gamma-BHC (aka HgiL 0.2 - - 0.00392 - 0.00392
| Lindane) T A | S I
delta-BHC HalL - - <0.0021 | - <0.02 ]
Chlordane Hg/L 0.1 - - <001 o <008
44’ -DDT Mg/l - — <0.0031 - - <0.01
| 4,4-DDE | g | 0.00059 - 0.0012-- | <0.0025 - - <0.05
1 4.4-DDD - Hg/L | 0.00084 - 0.0017 <0.003 - - <0.05
Dieldrin - | ug/ll - .- : - <:0.0021 s <001
Alpha:Endosulfan Hg/L - - <0.0017 " - <002
| Beta-Endosutfan Mg/l -- <0.0019 - | <001 -
Endosulfan Sulfate pa/l - -- - <04 | = | <01
'| Endrin “Hg/L 2 - - <0.0028 | - <0.01
Endrin Aldehyde - - Hg/L - - - <0.003 - <0.01
| Heptachlor Hg/L - -- - <0.0017 . - | <0.01
Heptachlor Epoxide Hg/ll - b - <0.0019 . <0.01
PCB 1016 . pg/L - - - <005 - - ] <05
PCB 1221 HglL - - - <006 - | <05
PCB 1232 . HalL - - <015 <05
| PCB 1242 Hg/L - -~ - <0.07 e <05 ¢
‘| PCB 1248 - Hgit - - - <0.06 - <05
PCB 1254 pg/ll | 0.00017 I - <004 - <05 °
PGB 1260 Ho/L - - - <0.04 -] <05 -
V- Toxaphene - pgll 3 - - <012 | = | <05
Barium Hg/L 1000 - 245 | - 9
Tion, UgiL 300 | - - 8 e | 32
Total trihalomethanes | pg/L 80 - 652 < Vo147
Methoxychlor gL | 40 | - - <0.0047 - | <001
(24D ' gL 70 | - <005 | - 22
| 2.45-TP (Sivex) Hg/L 50 - - <0.02 - <1

D. Compliance Summary

Prior to the July 14, 2011, adoption of Time Schedule Order (TSO) No. R4-2011-01286,
Regional Water Board staff issued enforcement actions in response to violations of the
NPDES permit Order No. R4-2003-0079, for the Camarillo WRP, as discussed below.

« OnJuly 1, 2005, the Executive Officer issued Camarillo SD a Notice of Violation
(NOV) for violating effluent limitations contained in Board Order No. R4-2003-0079.
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¢ On October 23, 2008, the Re‘gional Water Board-issued Expedited Payment Letter -
(EPL) No. R4- 2008 0068-M for the following ninety (90) effluent limitation violations,
all which are subject t6 Mandatory Minimum Penalties (MMPs) in the amount of
$252,000.

. .On November 30, 2010, the Regional Water Board issued EPL No R4-2010 0192-M
. forthe foIIowmg flfty—sm (66) effluent Iimrtat|on V|olat|ons all which are subject to
 MMPs in the amount.of $168,000.

_ 'The Reglonal Water Board Prosecutton Team reached a settlement agreement regarding
past violations of final effluent limitations i inthe NPDES permlt _Camarilio SD proposes to
do a Supplemental Envrronmental Pro;ect (SEP) as part of the settlement

-On January 30, 2014, the Reg|onal Water. Board |ssued a Not|ce of V|oIat|on for failure to
complete the supplemental enwronmental project under settlement agreement and
stipulation for entry of Order No. R4-2012-0138-M. On June 19,2013, Camarillo SD had
submitted a formal request to modify the Stipulated Order, to reduce the number of
groundwater monitoring wélls to'bé devélsped-from-thrée to one; ‘because the actual cost
of the SEP. exceeded the estimated budget of $469,500 provided. by Camarillo SD.
Howeyver, Reg|onal Water Board denied the request because the: proposed meodification
does not satisfy the requirement of the- SEP Pohcy Eull. _payment of the remaining

- @ssessed amount of. $413 935,42 was recelved on February 26, 2014,

R Camarlllo SD has had various TSOs However from the effective date of TSO No. R4-
_201 1-0126 unt|I the. present Camarillo SD has been able to. compIy with the following
_ provisions of the TSQ:. L
- 1. Meetthe interim effluent I|m|tat|ons for totaI d|ssolved SO|ldS (TDS) and squate
-.2.. Submita for PoIIutlon Prevention Plan work pIan and :
.3 Submlt quarterly updates regardlng the progress made

Camarillo SD proposes to do one or more of the foIIowmg decrease the amount of water
-dlscharged to surface water by d:schargmg to the regional salinity - management pipeline
(also referred.to as. the brine. ling);. increase the..amount of- recycled water provided to
customers; and/or, reduce the salt content of. their, potable water supply by treating it with
reverse osmosrs '

While the Perm|ttee continues maklng progress towards achtevrng compliance with the final
effiuient limitations for TDS and sulfate, an additional year is needed to address issues
raised during the' CEQA process Therefore the compliance schedule and milestone dates
i TSO'No. R4-20111- -0126 were amended on September 12, 2013, to accommodate
* Camarillo SD’s request TSO No. R4-2011- O126-A01 may be amended to include
' '_performance based |nter|m I|m|ts for chlonde o

E. 'Planned Changes o

The Camarlllo WRP’s treatment system was upgraded in February 2007 to include filiration
as a new process. As such, the facility is now considered a tertiary POTW., The facility has
also undergone changes W|th respect to nitrogen removal, in order to comply with the
Nutrient TMDL for Calleguas Creek Watershed.  In the future the facility plans on eliminating
its surface water discharge from Discharge Points 001A & 001B, by expanding its recycled
water program and by connecting to the brine line.
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. APPLICABLE PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS

The requ|rements contamed in this Order are based on the reqwrements and authorities described
in this section.

~ A. Legal Authorities

This Order serves as WDRs pursuant to article 4, chapter 4, drvrsron 7 of the California Water
Code (CWC commencing with section 13260). This Order is also issued pursuant 1o section
402 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and implementing regulations adopted by the
United States Enwronmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and chapter 5.5, division 7 of the
CWC (commencmg with section 13370). It shall serve as an NPDES permit for point source
d|scharges from thrs Facrllty to surface waters.

B. Calrforma Environmental Quahty Act (CEQA)

Under GWC section 13389, this action to adopt'an NPDES permit’ is exempt from the
provisions of Chapter 3 of CEQA (commencrng with sectlon 21100} of DIVISIOH 13 of the
Publlc Resources Code ‘

C. State. and Federal Laws, Regutatlons, Polmles and Plans .

1. Water Quality Controf’ Plan, The Regional ‘Water Board adopted a Water Quality
" ‘Contral Plan for the'Los Angelés Region (Basin Plan) on June 4, 1994 that designates

bengficial Uses, establishes water quality objectives (WQOs), and contains
|mplementat|on prograrms and policies to achieve those objectives for all waters
addressed through the plan. Requirements in this Order implement the Basin Plan. In
addition, the Basin Plan implements State Water Board Resolution 88-63, which
established state policy that all waters, with ceftain exceptlons should be considered
suitable or potentially suitable for municipal or domestic supply. On May 26, 2000, the
USEPA approved the reviséd Basin Plan except for the implementation plan for potential
MUN-designated water'bodigs. On August 22, 2000, the City of Los: Angeles, City of
Burbank, City of Simi Valley, and the County Sanrtatlon Districts of Los Angeles County
challenged USEPA’s water quality standards action in the U.S. District Court. On
Deécember 18, 2001, the court issuied an‘arder-remanding the: matterto USEPA to take
further action on: the 1904 Basin Plan consistent with the court’s-detision. On February
15, 2002, USEPA revised its decision and approved the 1994 Basm Plan in whole. in its
February 15, 2002 letter, USEPA stated:- -

EPA bases its approval on the court’s fmdmg that the Regronal Board’s

identification of waters with an asterisk (“*”) in conjunction with the
lmplementatlon tanguage at page 2-4 of the 1994 Basin Pian, was intended * to
only condrtronally des:gnate and not flnally desrgnate as MUN those water bodies
identified by.an (™) for the, MUN use in Table 2.1 of the Basin Plan, without
further action.” Court Order at p, 4. Thus, the waters Jdentlfled with an (") in
Table 2-1 do not have MUN as a desrgnated use until such time as the State
undertakes additional study and modifies its Basin Plan. Because this conditional
use designation has no legal effect, it does not constitute a new water quality
standard subject to EPA review under section 303(c )(3) of the Clean WaterAct
(“CWA") 33U. S C.§ 1313(c)(3)

USEPA's decrsron has no effect on the MUN designations of groundwater

Beneficial uses applicable to Conejo Creek are as follows:
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Table F-4a. Basin Plan Beneflmal Uses — Receiving Waters

Hydrologic Unit

_Code (HUC) Recetving Ytlater Name. L _ Beneﬂclal Use(s)

' ' ' Existing: ' o

_ , . industrial service supply (IND), mdustnal process supply

S : ' ' ' en 1 (PROC), agricultural supply (AGR), ground-water recharge
1f807.01lq3g 110 ; t .g;’:ﬁgﬂas'c%;ee?g' S?::B o8 {(GWR), coritact (REC-1) and non-contact water recreation
(formerly Calwater ¥ Lonejo Lrees (REC-2), warm freshwater habitat (WARM), and wildlife habitat
Hytﬂrq Unit 403.12) : (WILD)
. . Pgtentral Mummpai and domestlc water supply (MUN' ).
PN ' . Existing:
180701030107 Calleguas Creek Reach 3 | IND, PROC, AGR, GWR, REC‘I REC-2, WARM, and WILD;

-(formerly Calwater -
Hydro Unit 403.12) Bstential: MUN1.
“Existing: .

_ L o L AG, GWR, freshwater replenlshment (FRSH) REC-1, REC-2,
180701030107 Callequas Creek Reach 2 WARM cqld freshwater habitat (COLD), WILD, rare,
(formeérly Calwater arlegua - threatenied, or éndangered species (RARE) and wetland
Hydro'Unit 403.11) | -+~ _ habltat (WET)

: Potentlal MUN1

: o ‘ | Existing:- ‘ '
- NAV, REC-2, COMM, EST marine hab|tat (MAR) WILD,
Sfﬁ?;‘;:l“g;l?\?ater ggr'ﬁg‘rjlasM%;ef"L?e;:y preservation of biological habitats (BIOL), RARE, MIGR,
Hydro:Ull(']it#Of‘S”‘l"l) | formerly Mugu Lagool 'shellfsh harvestmg (SHELL) and WET. -

. Potentlal REC1

Beneflmal uses of the rece:vmg ground waters are as follows

Table F-4b Basm Plan Beneflclat Uses Ground Waters

Dep%rg?;rnt of - j e Benef;ctal Use(s)
Resources R_ebéivirthater Name ' —
OWR)Baein | o . | MUN_ | IND | PROG | AGR [AQUA
=7 7w | Pleasant Valley o ; . R
4-6 i "’G’onfnéd'AqUife'r' Coo 0 existing | existing | existing: | - existing
Unconﬂned Aqwfer L | potential | existing | existing .| existing
T Oxrard —— — N R B
: ' “‘Confi ned Aqu1fer o © s |- existing | “existing | - existing existing
- “Unconfined Aquifer - | Vexisting | potential - - | ‘existing
- Oxnard Forebay™ = _ | existing' | existing"| existing ‘| existing

2. National Toxics Rule (NTR) and California Toxics Rule (CTR) USEPA adopted the
'NTRon December 22, 1992, and later amended it on May 4, 1995 and Noveniber 9,
1999. About forty crlterta in the NTR applied in California. On May 18, 2000, USEPA
adopted the CTR. The CTR promlilgated new toxics criteria for California and in
addition, incorporated the previously adopted NTR criteria that were appllcable in the

The potential municipal and domestic supply (p*MUN}) beneficial use for the waterbody is consistent with the
State Water-Resources Control Board Resolution 88-63 and Regional Water Board Resoiution No. 89-003:
however, the Regional Water Board has only conditionally designated the MUN beneficial use of the surface
water and at this time cannot establish effluent limitations designed to protect the conditional designation.
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state. The CTR'was amended on February 13, 2001. These rules contain federal water
quality criteria for priority pollutants. N ] C R

3. State Implementation Policy (SIP}. On March 2, 2000, the State Water Board adopted
the Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed
Bays, and Estuaries of California (State Implementation Policy or SIP). The S|P became
effective on April 28, 2000, with respect to the priority poliutant criteria promulgated for
California by the USEPA through the NTR and to the priority pollutant objectives
established by the Regional Water Board in the Basin Plan. The SIP became effective on
May 18, 2000, with respect to the priority poliutant criteria promulgated by the USEPA
through the CTR. The State Water Board adopted amendments to the SIP on February
24, 2005, that became effective on July 13, 2005. The SIP establishes implementation
provisions for priority pollutant criteria and objectives and provisions for chronic toxicity
control. Requirements of this Order implement the SIP. ST T

4. Alaska Rule. On March 30, 2000, USEPA revised its regulation that specifies when new
and revised state and tribal water quality standards become effective for CWA purposes
(40 CFR § 131.21, 65 Federal Register 24641 (April 27, 2000)). Under the revised
regulation (also known as the Alaska-Rule), new and revised standards submitted to
USEPA after May 30, 2000, must be approved by USEPA before being used for CWA
purposes. The final rule also provides.that standards already in effect and submitted to
USEPA by May 30, 2000, may be used for CWA purposes, whether or not approved by
USEPA. e ' _ n . - '

5. Stringency of Requirements for Individual Poliutants. This Order contains both
technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) and water quality-based effluent limitations
(WQBELSs) for individual pollutants. The TBELs consist of restrictions on BOD, TSS, oil
and grease, settleable solids, turbidity, pH, and percent removal of BOD and TSS.
Restrictions on BOD, TSS, oil and grease, settleable solids, turbidity,.and pH are
discussed in section IV.B.2 of the Fact Sheet. This Order’s technology-based pollutant
restrictions implement the minimum, -applicable federal technology-based requirements.
In addition, this Order contains effluerit limitations moré strigent than the minitmdim,
federal techhology-based requirements that are carried over from the previous-permit.

WQBELSs have been sciertifically derived to implement WQOs that protect beneficial
uses. Both the beneficial uses and the WQOs have been approved pursuant to fedéral
law and are the applicable federal water quality standards.: All benéficial uses and
WQOs contained in the Basin Plan and the Ocean Plan were approved under state law
and submitted to and approved by USEPA prior to May 30, 2000. Any WQOs and

~ beneficial uses submitted to USEPA prior to May 30, 2000, but not approved by USEPA
before that date, . aré nonetheless “applicable water quality standards for purposes of the
CGWA” pursuant fo-40 CFR § 131.21(c)(1). Colléctively, this Order’s restrictions on
individual poliutants are no more stringent than required to implement the requirements
of the CWA, ' , . o _

6. Antidegradation Policies. Federal regulation 40 CFR § 131.12 requires that state water
quality standards include an antidegradation policy consistent with the federal
antidegradation policy. The State Water Board gstablished California’s antidegradation
policy in State Water Board Resolution 68-16 (“Statement of Policy with Respect to
Maintaining the Quality of the Waters of the State”). Resolution 68-16 is deemed to
incorporate the federal antidegradation policy where the federal policy applies under
federal law. Resolution 6816 requires that existing water guality be maintained.unless
degradation is justified based on specific findings. The Regional Water Board's Basin
Plan implements, and incorporates by reference, both the state and federal
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10.

11.

12

antidegradation pohcres The discharges permitted in this Order are consistent with the
antidegradation provisions of 40 CFR § 131.12 and State Water Board Resolution 68-16.

Anti-Backsliding Requirements. Sections 402(c) and 303(d){4) of the CWA and federal
regulations at 40 CFR § 122.44(l) restrict backsliding in NPDES permits. These anti- -
backsliding provisions require that effluent limitations in a reissued permit be as stringent
as those in the previous permit, with some exceptions in which Irmltatlons may be
relaxed. : : : :

Endangered Species Act (ESA} Requirements. This Order does not authorize any act
that results in the taking of a threatened or endangered species or any act that is now
prohibited, or becomes prohibited in the future, under either the California ESA (Fish and
Game Code, sections 2050 to 2097) or the Federal ESA (16 USC sections 1531 to
1544). This Order requires compliance with effluent limits, receiving water limits, and
other requirements to protect the beneficial uses of waters of- the state. The Permlttee is

, responS|bIe for meetlng all reqmrements of the applicable ESA.

Water nghts Prior to making any change in the point of dlscharge place of use, or

purpose of use of treated wastewater that results in a decrease of flow'in any portion of a
surface or.subterranean stream, the Permittee must file a petition with the State Water
Board (State Water Board), DlVlSlon of Water nghts and receive approval for such a
change The State Water Board retains the jurlsdlctlonat authority to enforce such
reqmrements under CWC section 1211.

Domestic Water Quallty 1t is the pollcy of the State of Caflfornla that every human

“being has the right to safe, clean, affordable, and accessible water adequate for human

consumption, cooking, and sanitary purposes. .This order promotes that policy by

‘requiring discharges-to méet maximum contaminant levels-developed to protect human .

health and ensure that water is safe for dcmestlc use.

Water Recycling - In accordance with stateW|de pcllcles concernlng water rec]amatlon
this Regional Water Board strongly encourages, wherever practical, water recycling,
water consetvation, and use of storm water and dry-weather urban runoff. The Permittee
shall investigate the feaSIbmty of recycling, conservation, and/or alternatlve disposal
methods of wastewater (such as groundwater injection), and/or Use of storm water and

. dry-weather urban runoff. Camarillo Sanitary District has a project under design which
will dramatically expand its: future recycled water delivery from the Camarillo WRP. The

project would entail dellverlng recycled water to a 40-acre recreational park and to
nearby farming operations. The project is scheduled for completion by December 31,
2015. lts goal is to recycle 100% of Camarillo WRP's effluent. The Permittee shall
submit a report summarizing its plans.for recycled water expansion efforts to the
Regional Water Board 180 days after the effective date of this Order and a separate
report 30 days after completion of a major project -

Monitoring and Reportirig. 40 CFR § 122.48 requires that all NPDES permits specify

requirements for recording and reporting monitoring results. CWC sections 13267 and
- 13383 authorize the Regional Water Board to require technical and monitoring reports.

The Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) establishes monitoring and reporting

fequirements to lmplement federal and state requirements. Thrs MRP i is provrded in

Attachment E

?  See, e.g., CWC sections 13000 and 13550-13557, State Water Board Resolutron No. 77-1 {Policy with
Respect to Water Reclamation in California), and State Water Board Resolution No. 2009- 0011 (Recycled
Water Policy).
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13. Sewage Sludge/Biosolids Requlrements Sectlon 405 of the CWA-and implementing
- regulations at 40 CFR part 503 require that producers of sewage sludge/biosolids meet
certain reporting, handling, and use or disposal requirements. The state has not been
delegated the authority to implement this program; therefore, USEPA is the implementing
agency. This Order contains sewage sludge/biosolids requ1rements pursuant to 40 CFR
.part 503 that are applicable to the Permittee. ,

b. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List

The State Water Board proposed the California 2008—201 0 Integrated Report from a
compilation of the adopted Regional Water Boards’ Integrated Reports containing 303(d} List
of Impaired Waters and 305(b) Reports following recommendations from the Regional Water
Boards -and information $dlicited from the public and other interested parties. The Regional

. Water Boards' Integrated Reports were used to revise their 2006 303(d) List. On August 4,
2010, the State Water Board adopted the California 2008-2010 Integrated Report. On .
November 12, 2010, the USEPA-approved California 2008-2010 Integrated Report Section
303(d) List of lmpa|red Waters requiring Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for the Los
Angeles Region. The 303(d) List can be viewed at the following link:

_ hitp./mww.waterboards.ca.gov/water - lssues/proqramsftmdllinteqratedzm0 shimi

_Conejo Creek and Calleguas Creek Estuary are in the Cahfornla 2008- 2010 Integrated
Report. The following are the identified pollutants impacting the receiving water:

Callequas Creek Reach 9A (was lower part of Conejo Creek Reach 1 on 1998 303(d) list)

Pollutants: ChemaA (tissue), chlordane (tissue), chlorpyrlfos DDT diazinon, dieldrin
(tissue), endosulfan (tissue), fecal coliform, lindane, nitrate as mtrogen nitrogen mtrate,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), sulfates, TDS, toxaphene, toxicity, and trash.

Calleguas Creek Reach 3 (Potrero Road upstream fo confluence with’ COl‘IEjO Creek on 1998
303(d) List) - Calwater Watershed 40312000 :

Pollutants: Ammonia, chlordane, chloride, DDT dieldrin, nitrate and nitrite,
polychlonnated blphenyls (PCBs), sedlmentatlonls:ltanon total dlssolved solids,
toxaphene end trash.

Calleguas Creek Reach 2 (Estuary to Potrero Road - was Calleguas Creek Reaches 1and 2
on 1998 303(d) L|st) Ca[water Watershed 40312000 ‘

Pollutants Ammoma chemA (t|ssue) chlordane (tissue), dissolved copper DDT,
dieldrin, endosulfan (tissue), fecal coliform, nitrogen, PCBs (tissue), sediment toxicity,
sedimentation/siltation, toxaphene (tissue and sediment), and trash.

E. Other Plans,-.PoIices énd Regulations c

1." Sources of Drinking Water Policy. On May 19, 1988, the State Water Board adopted
Resolution No. 88-63, Sources of Drinking Water (SODW)} Policy, which established a
policy that all surface and ground waters, with limited exemptions, are suitable or
potentially suitable for municipal and-domestic supply. To be consistent with State Water
Board's-SODW Policy, on March 27, 1989, the Regional Water Board adopted
Resolution No. 89-03, Incorporation of Sources of Drinking Water Policy into the Water
Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) — Santa Clara River Basin (4A)/ Los Angeles River
Basin (4B).

Cons:stent with Regional Water Board Resolution No. 89-03 and State Water Board
Resolution No. 88-63, in 1994 the Regional Water Board conditionally designated all
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inland surface waters in Table 2-1 of the 1994 -Basin Plan-as existing, intermiitent, or
potential for Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN). However, the conditional
designation in the 1994 Basin Plan included the following implementation provision: “no
new effluent limitations will be placed in Waste Discharge Requirements as a result of
these [potential MUN designations made-pursuant to the SODW policy and the Regional
Water Board's enabling resolution].until the Regional Water Board-adopts [a special
Basin Plan Amendment that incorporates a detailed review of the waters in the Region
that should be exempted from the potential MUN designations arising from SODW policy
~ and the Reg|onal Water Board’s enabling resolution].” On February 15, 2002, the
'USEPA clarified its partial approval (May 26, 2000) of the 1994 Basin'Plan amendments
and acknowledged that the conditional de5|gnat|ons do not currentty have a legal effect,
'do not reflect new water qualrty standards subject to USEPA review, ahd do not support
“new effient limitations based on the ‘conditional designations stemming from the SODW
Policy until a' subsequent review by the' Reglona] Water Board finalizes the designations
for these waters Th|s permlt is deS|gned to be con5|stent W|th the exrstmg Basin Plan.

2. Title 22 of the Callforma Code of Regulatrons (CCR Title 22) The Callfornla
* "Department of Public Health (CDPH) established primary and’ secondary maximum
contaminant levels, (MCLs) for | rnorganlc organ|c and radioactive contaminants in
dnnklng water, These MCLs are codified in Title 22 The Basin Plan (Chapter 3)
mcorporates Title 22 primary MCLs by reference Thrs mcorporatlon by’ reference is
prospective, |nclud|ng future changes to'the mcorporated provisions as the changes take
effect. Title 22 primary MCLs have been used as bases for effluent limitations in WDRs
and NPDES permits-to: protect groundwater recharge beneficial-use when that receiving
* groundwater is-designated-as MUN. Also, the Basin Plan-specifies that “Ground waters
-shall not. contain taste: or odor=producing substances in concentratlons that cause
nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.” - - - : :

3. _Secondary Treatment Regulat:ons 40'CFR part 133 °6F establrshes the minimum levels
of efﬂuent qualrty to be achleved by _secondary treatment. These limitations, established by

_ : in spi where | more st__ngent 1|mttatlons are
requlred by'otherappllcable'plans polrcres or regulatlons'or to prevent backslrdrng

4. .Stonn Water CWA section- 402(p) as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987,
requires NPDES permits for storm water-discharges. Pursuant to this requirement, in
1990, USEPA promulgated 40:CFR:§ 122.26 that established reguirements for storm
water discharges under an NPDES program. ‘To facilitate compliance with federal

_ regulatlons on November 1991, the State Water Board issued a statewide general
permit, General NPDES Permit No CASOOOOO1 gnd Waste Drscharge Requirements for
Drsoharges of Storm Water Asscciated with !ndustrra! Activities. This permit was
amended jn September 1992 and reissued on Apnl 17,1997 in State Water Board Order
‘No. 97-03-DWQ fo regulate storm water discharges assoc;ated wrth industrial activity.
General NPDES Permrt No. CA8000001 was revised on Apnl 1, 2014 and becomes
effective on July 1, 2015. '

General NPDES permit No. CASOOOOO1 is not appllcable to the Camarlllo WRP because
-the faclllty captures and treats storm water that falls on the premises.

5. Sanltary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) The CWA prohibits the dlscharge of poIIutants from
- point sources to surface waters of the Unlted States unless authorized under an NPDES
permit. (33 United States Code (USC) sections 1311 and 1342) The State Water Board
adopted General WDRs for Sanitary Sewer Systems, (Water Quality Order No. 2006-
0003-DWQ; 550 WDR) on May 2; 2006, to provide a consistent, statewide regulatory
approach to address SSOs. The SSO WDR requires public agencies that own or
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operate sanitary sewer systems to apply for coverage under the SSO WDR, develop and
implement sewer system management plans, and report all SSOs to the State Water
Board’s online SSO database. Regardless of the coverage obtained under the SO
WDR, the Permitteg’s collection system is part of the POTW that is subject to this
NPDES permit. As such, pursuant to federal regulations, the Permittee must properly
operaté and maintain its collection system (40 CFR § 122:41 (e})), report any non-
compliance (40 CFR § 122.41(1)(6yand (7)), and mitigate any discharge from the
collection system in violation of this NPDES permit (40 CFR § 122.41(d)).

The requirements contained in this Order sections VI.C.3.b (Spill Cleanup Contingency
Plan section), VI.C.4 (Construction, Operation and Maintenance Specifications section),
and VI1.C.6 (Spill Reporting Requirements section) are intended to be consistent with the
requirements of the SSO WDR. The Regional Water Board recognizes that there may

"be some overlap between these. NPDES périnit provisions and SSO WDR requirements,
related to the collection systems. The requirements of the 88O WDR are considered
the minimum thresholds (see Finding 11 of State Water Board Order No. 2006-0003-
DWQ). To encourage efficiency, the Regional Water Board will accept the
documentation prepared by the Permittees under the SSO WDR for compliance
purposes as satisfying the requirements in sections V1.C.3.b, VI.C.4, and VI.C 6,
provided the more stringgnt provisions contained in this NPDES permit are also
addressed. - Pursuant t6 SSO WDR, section D, provision 2(iii) and (iv), the provisions of
this NPDES permit supersede the SO WDR, for all purposes, including enforcement, to
the extent the requirements may be deemed duplicative, -

8. Watershed Management - This Regional Water Board has been implementing a
Watershed Management Approach (WA} to address water quality protection in the Los
Angeles Region following the USEPA guidance in Watershed Protection. A Project
Focus (EPA841-R-95-003, August 1995). The objective of the WMA is to provide a
more comprehensive and integrated strategy resulting in water resource protection,
enhancement, and restoration while balancing economic and environmental impacts
within a hydrologically-defined drainage basin or watershed. The WMA emphasizes
cooperative relationships between regulatory agéncies, the regulated community,
envifonmental groups, and other stakeholders in the watershed to achieve the greatest
environmental improvements with the resources available. The WMA integrates
-activities across the Regional Water Board’s dlverse programs, particularly permitting,
planning, and othér surface water-oriented programs that have tended to operate
somewhat independently of each other. -~~~ o

The Regional Water Board has prepared and periodically updates its Watershed
Management Iritiative Chapter, the latest is updated December 2007. This document
contains a summary of the region’s approach to watershed managément. It addresses
each watershed and the associated water quality problems and issues. It describes the
background. and history of each watérshed, current and future activities, and addresses
TMDL development. The information can be accessed on our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles.

7. Relevant TMDLs — Section-303(d) of the CWA requires states to identify water bodies
that do not meet water quality standards and then to establish TMDLs for each
waterpody for each pollutant of concern. TMDLs identify the maximum amount of
pollutants that can be discharged to waterbodies without causing violations of water
quality standards: -

a. Calleguas Creek Watershed Salts TMDL - On October 4, 2007, the Regional
Water Board adopted Resolution No. R4-2007-016, Amendment to the Water Quality
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Control Plant — Los Angeles Region to Incorporate the Total Maximum Daily Load for
. Boron, Chloride, Sulfate, and TDS (Saits) in the Calleguas Creek Watershed. This

Resolution was approved by the State Water Board, Office of Administrative Law,

and USEPA on May 20,.2008, November 6, 2008, and December 2, 2008
_respectrvely This TMDL became effective on December 2, 2008.

b. Calleguas Creek Watershed Nltrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL. -
' OnOctober 24, 2002, the Regional Water Board adopted Resolution No. 02-017,
Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region to Include
a TMDL for Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects-in-Calleguas Creek (Nitrogen
Compounds TMDL). This Resolution was approved by the State Water Board, Office
of Administrative Law, and USEPA on March 19, 2003 June 5, 2003, and June 20,
2003, respectively. i

"On September 11, 2008, the Regronal Water Board adopted Resolutron No. R4-
2008-009, Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region.
through revision of the Waste Load Aliocation for the Calleguas Creek Watershed
Nitrogen Compounds and-Related Effects Total Maximum Daily Load (reised

- Nitrogen Compounds TMDL). This Basin Plan amendment corrects the mass based
dally WLAs for ammonia to be:used based upon MDEL, and updates the WLAs to be

. ith ; : : :

I|m|t MDEL and the actual POTW efﬂuent flow rate 'at the t1me the monltonng |s
' conducted Thrs Orderlncludes effluent Ilmrtatlons for n|trogen compounds o
established by the reviséd Nrtrogen Compounds TMDL wh ich became effec’uve on
- October 15, 2009.

e ‘Calteguas Creek Tox1c1ty, Chlorpyrlfos, and Dlaz:non TMDL On July 7, 2005
- the Regional Water Board adopted: Resolution No. 4-2005 009, Amendment fo the
Water Quality, Control Plan for the Los Ange!es Region fo Incorporate a Total
Maximum Daily Load for Toxicity, Chtomyr:fos and Diazinon in Catteguas Creek its
Tributaries, and Mugu Lagoon (Toxicify TMDL). This Resolution was approved by
the State Water Board, Office of Administrative Law, and:USEPA: on September 22,
2005, November 27, 2005 and March 14, 2006, respectively. . This Order includes
f_effluent limitations_for chlorpyrifos and dlazmon established by the Toxicify TMDL
which became effective on March 24, 2006. The toxicity WLA will be implemented in
‘accordance with. USEPA State Water Board, and Reglonai Water Board resolutions,
guidance, and policy at the time of permit rssuance or renewal

. d. Calleguas Creek OC Pestlcldes and PCBs TMDL. - On Juiy 7 2005 the Regional
Water Board adopted Resolition No. R4-2005-010, Amendment to the Water Quality
Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region to Incorporate & Total Maximum Daily Load
for Organochlorine Pesticides, Polychlorinated Brpheny!s and Siftation in Calleguas
Creek, its Tributaries, and Mugu Lagoon (OC Pesticides and PCBs TMDL). This
Resolutron was approved by the State Water Board, Office of Admlnlstratlve Law,
and USEF’A on September 22, 2005, January 20, 20086, and March 14, 2008,
reSpectrver This Order includes efﬂuent limitations for OC pest|0|des and PCBs

~ based on the final WLAs established by the OC Pesttcrdes and PCBs TMDL, which
became effective on March 24, 2006 ‘

e. . Calleguas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL = Ori Jurie 8, 2006 the Regional Water
Board adopted Resolution ‘No. R4-2006-012, Amendment fo the Water Quality
Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region to Incorporate a Total Maximum Daily Load
for Metals for the Calleguas Creek, its Tributaries, and Mugu Lagoon (Metals TMDL)
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This Resolution was approved by the State Water Board; Office of Administrative
Law, and USEPA on October 25, 2006, February 8, 2007, and March 26, 2007,
respectively. This Order includes effluent fimitations for metals consistent with the
assumptions of the Metals TMDL which became effective on March 26, 2007.

i.  Calleguas Creek Copper WER — On November 9, 2008, the Regional Water
Board adopted Resolution No. R4-2006-022, Amendment fo the Water Quality
Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region Water Effects-Ratios (WERs) for
Copper in-Lower Calleguas Creek and Mugu Lagoon Located in the Calleguas
Creek Watershed, Ventura County (Copper WER). This Resolution was

“approved by the State Water Board, Office of Administrative Law, and USEPA on
June 19,.2007, August 16, 2007, and August 23, 2007, respectively. The 3.69
copper WER is protective of the saltwater copper criteria for Reach 1 of

_Calleguas Creek. Use of the copper WER for the final mass-based WLAs is
consistént with the Metals TMDL. ' '

IV. RATIONALE FOR EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND DISCHARGE SPECIFICATIONS
" The CWA requires point source dischargers to control the amount of conventional, non-
converitional, and toxic pollutants that are disctiarged into the waters of the United States. The
control of péllutants discharged is established through effluent limitations and other requirements

in NPDES permits. There are two principal bases for effluent fimitations in 40 CFR §'122.44(a)

requires that permits include applicable TBELs and standards, and 40 CFR § 122.44(d) requires
that permits include WQBELS to attain and maintain applicable numeric and narrative water quality
criteria to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving water. - ‘

The variety of potential poliutants found in the Facility discharges presents a potential for
aggregate toxic effects to oceur. Whole effluent toxicity (WET) is ‘an indicator of the combined
effect of poliutants contained in the discharge. Chronic toxicity is a more stringent requirement
than acute foxicity. Thereforg, chronic toxicity is considered poliutant of concern for protection and
evaluatioh of narrative Basin Plan Objectives. o

A. .Discharge Prohibitions _ -

" Effluent and receiving water limitations in thiis Board Order are based on the CWA, Basin
Plan, State Water Board's plans and policles, USEPA guidance and regulations, and best
practicable waste treatment technology. This order authorizes the discharge of tertiary-
treated wastewater from Discharge Points 001A and 001B only. It does not authorize any
other types of discharges. o ' '

B. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations (TBELs)

1. Scope and Authority
Technology-based effluent limits require a minimum level of treatment for
industrial/municipal point sources based on currently available treatment technologies
while allowing the Permittee to use any available control techniques to meet the effluent
limits, ‘The 1972 CWA required POTWSs to meet performance requirements based on
available wastewater treatment technology.” Section 301 of the CWA established a
required performance level=-referred o as “secondary treatment’ —that all POTWs were
required to meet by July 1, 1977. More specifically, section 301(b)Y{(1)(B) of the CWA
required that USEPA develop secondary treatment standards for POTWs as defined in
section 304(d)(1).. Based on this statutory requirement, USEPA developed national
secondary treatment regulations which.are specified in 40 CFR part 133. These
technology- based regulations apply to all POTWSs and identify the minimum level of
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effluent quality to be attained by secondary treatment in terms of BOD520°C TSS, and
pH. -

' Apphcable TBELs

This Facility is subject to the technology based regulations forthe mrnlmum level of
effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms of BOD520°C, TSS, and pH.
However, all TBELs from the previous Order No, R4-2003-0079 (as revised by Order No.
R4-2004- 0121) are based on tertlary-treated wastewater treatment standards. These
effluent limitations have been carried over from the previous Order to avoid backsliding.

“Further, mass-based effluent limitations z are based on'a de5|gn flow rate of 7.25 mgd.

The removal eff|0|ency for BOD and TSS is set at the minimum level attainable by
secondary treatment technology The prlnC|paI de3|gn parameter for wastewater
treatment plants is the daily BOD and TSS loading rates and the corresponding removal
rate of the system In‘ applylng ‘40 CFR Part 133 for weekly and monthly average BOD

* and'TSS limitations, the apphcatron ‘of tertiary treatment processes results in the ability to

achieve lower fevels for BOD and TSS than the secondary standards. In addition to the
average weekly and average monthly effluent limitations, a daily maximum effluent

limitation. for BOD.and TSS is included in the Order to ensure that the treatment works
~are-not organically overloaded and operate in accordance with design capabllrtles The
following :Table summarizes the TBELs applicable to the Facility: :

Table F-5. Summary of TBELs

Parameter

Effluent Limitations

" Units - [TAverage | Avérage | -Maximuff ‘| Instantaneous | Instantancous
Monthly | Weekly Daily Minimum ~ Maximum

BOD:20°C

mglk - | .20 30 | . 45

[ bsiay® | 1200 | 1800 [ . 2700

TGS

mgl [ 15 | a0 25

_ |bs/day_ .| 910 | . 2400 2700 . ..

oH

standard units - - . - .| .65 8.5

Removal
Efficiency for

BOD and TSS

% 85 - ) -

.Thts Facmty is. aIso subject to TBELs contamed in srmrlar NPDES permits, for simitar

facilities, based on the treatment level achievable by tertiary-treated wastewater
treatment systems.  These effluent limitations-are consistent with the State Water Board

: precedentlal decision, State Water Board Order No. WQ 2004-0010 for the City of

Woodland. -The Camarillo WRP.is able to. meet these limitations with the existing
treatment. processes in place in the POTW. .

C. Water Quality-Based Effiuent Limitations (WQBELs)

1-'

- Scope and Authority ..

CWA section 301(b) and 40 CFR § 122. 44{d) require that permits include limitations
more stringent than applicable federal technology-based requirements where necessary
to achieve appllcable water quallty standards ‘This Order contains requirements,

The mass emission rates are based on the plant design flow rate of 7.25 mgd, and are calculated as foliows:

Flow {mgd) x Concentration {mg/L)} x 8.34 (conversion factor) = lbs/day. During wet-weather storm events in
which the flow exceeds the design capacity, the mass discharge rate limitations shall not app[y, and
concentration limitations will provide the only applicable effluent limitations.
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expressed as a technology equivalence requirement, that are necessary to achieve
water quality standards. The Regional Water Board has considered the factors listed in
CWGC section 13241 in establishing these requirements. The rationale for.these
requirements, which consist of tertiary treatment or equivalent requirements or other
provisions, is discussed starting from section IV.C.2. '

40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(i) requires that permits include effluent limitations for all pollutants
that are or may be discharged at levels that have the reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative
objectives within a standard. Where reasonable potential has been established for a
pollutant, but there is no humeric criterion or objective for the poliutant, WQBELs must be
established using (1) USEPA criteria guidance under CWA section 304(a),
supplemented where hecessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter
for the pollutant of concern: oF (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, such as a
proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state's narrafive ciiterion, supplemented
with other relevant information, as provided in section 122 44(d)(1){vi).

The process for determining reasohable potential and calculating WQBELs when
necessary is intended to-protect the designated uses of the receiving water as specified
inthe Basin Plan, and achieve applicable WQOs and criteria that are contained in other
state plans and policies, or any applicable water quality criteria contained in the CTR and
NTR. _ _ T

2. Applicable Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Criteria and Objectives

a. The Basin Plan establishes the beneficial uses for surface water bodies in the Los -
Angeles region. The beneficial uses of the Conejo Creek affected by the discharge
have been described previously in this Fact Sheet.

b.  The Basin Plan also"spec]fies narrative and numeric WQOs applicable to surface
water as shown in the following discussions. o

BOD;20°C and TSS

BOD;20°C is a measure of the quantity of the organic matter in the water and,
therefore, the watér's potential for becoming depleted in dissolved oxygen. As
orgahic degradation takes place, bacteria and other decomposers use the
oxygen in the water for respiration. ‘Unless there is a steady resupply of oxygen
- to the system, the-water will quickly become dépleted of oxygen. Adequate
dissolved oxygen-levels are required to support aquatic life. Depressions of
dissolved oxygen can lead to anaerobic conditions resulting in-odors, or, in
extreme cases, fish kills.
40 CFR part 133 describes the minimum leve! of effluent quality attainable by
secondary treatment, for BOD and TSS, as:

- The 30-day average shall not exceed 30 mgL, and
- The 7-day average shall not exceed 45 mg/L.

Camarillo WRP provides tertiary treatment. As such, the BOD and TSS limits in
the permit are more stringent than secondary treatment requirements and are .

based on Best Professional Judgment (BPJ). The Facility achieves solids
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removals that are betterthan eecondai'y-treated wastewater by filtering the
effluent.

The monthly average, the 7-day average, and the daily maximum limits cannot
be removed because none of the anti-backsliding exceptions apply. Those
limits were all included in the previous permit (Order R4-2003-0079 (as revised
by Order No. R4-2004:0121)) and the Camarillo WRP has been able to meet
both limits:(monthly average and the daily maximum), for both BOD and TSS.

In.addition to having mass-based and concentration-based effluent timitations
for BOD and TSS, the Camarillo WRP also has a percent removal
requirement for these two constituents. In accordance with 40 CFR §s
133.102(a)(3) and 133.102(b)(3), the 30-day average percent removal shall
not be less than 85 percent.. Percent removal is defined as a percentage
expression of the removal efficiency across a treatment plant for a given
pollutant parameter, as determined from the 30-day average values of the
raw wastewater influent pollutant concentrations to the Facility and the 30-
‘day-average values of the efﬂuent poIIutant concentrations for a given time
perlod - sy :

. pH-

The hydrogen ion activity of water. (pH) is measured on a logarithmic scale,
ranging from O to 14. While the pH of “pure” water at 25°C is 7.0, the pH of
natural waters is usually slightly basic due to:the solubility of carbon dioxide
from the atmosphere. Minor changes from natural conditions can harm
aquatic life. In accordance with 40.CFR § 133.102(c), the effluent values for
pH shall be maintained within the limits of 6.0 to 9.0 unless the POTW

demonstrates-that (1) inorganic chemicals are not added to the waste stream -

as-part of the freatment process;.and-(2)-contributions from industrial sources
do not cause the'pH- of the effluent-to be less than 6.0 or greater than 9.0.
‘The effluent limitation for:pH in this: permit requiring that the wastes -
- discharged shall-at all times be within.the range of 6.5 to 8.5 is taken from the
Basin Plan (page 3-15) which reads “thé pH of inland surface waters shall not
be depressed b'elow 6.5 or raised above 8.5 as a result of waste discharge.”

iii. Settleable sollds .

Excesswe deposmon of: sedlments can destroy spawning habitat, blanket
benthic (bottom dwelling) organisms, and abrade the gills of !arval fish. The
limits for settleable solids are based on the Basin Plan (page 3-16) narrative,
“Waters shall not contain suspended or settleable material in concentrations
that cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.” The numeric limits

. are-empirically-based on:results obtamed from the settleable solids 1-hour
test, us:ng an Imhoff cone.”

It is |mpract|cable to use a 7-day average limitation, because short-term
spikes of settleable solid levels that would be permlssm[e under a 7-day
average scheme would hot be adequately protec’nve of all beneficial uses.
The monthly average and the daily maximum limits cannot be removed
because none of the anti-backsliding exceptions apply. The monthly average
and daily maximum limits were both included in the previous permit (Order

ATTACHMENT F - FACT SHEET {(Adopted; 5/8/2014) ' F-24



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRIG 1 ORDER R4-2014-0062
CANARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT NPDES NO. CA0053597

-~ WL

R4- 2003 0079 (as revised by Order No. R4- 2004 0121)) and the Camarillo
WRP has been able to meet both limits.

Oil and grease

Oil'and grease are not readily soluble in water and form a film on the water

“surface. Oily films can coat birds and aquatic organisms, impacting

respiration and thermal regulation, and causing death. Oil and grease can
also cause nuisance conditions {odors and taste), are aesthetically
unpleasant, and can restrict a wide variety of beneficial uses. The limits for
oil and grease are based on the Basin Plan (page 3-11) narrative, “Waters
shall not contain oils, greases, waxes, or other materials in concentrations

_-that result in a visible film or coating on the.surface of the water or on objects

in the water that cause nuisance, or that othervwse adversely affect beneficial
uses.” :

The numeric limits are empirically based on concentrations at which an oily
sheen beconies visible in water. It is impracticable to use a 7-day average

limitation, because spikes that occur under a 7-day average scheme could

cause a visible oil sheen. A 7-day average scheme would not be sufficiently
protective of beneficial uses. The monthly averagé and the daily maximum
limits cannot be removed because none of the anti-backsliding exceptions
apply. ‘Both limits were included in the previous permit (Order No. R4-2003-
0079 (as revised by Order No. R4- 2004 0121)) and the Camarillo WRP has
been able to meet both Ilmlts

Re5|dual Chlorme

Dismfect{on of wastewaters with chlonne produces a chlorine residual.
Chlorine and its reaction products are toxicto aguatic life. The limit for
residual chlorine’is based on the Basin Plan (page 3-9) narrative, “Chlorine
residual shall not-be present in surface water discharges at concentrations
that exceed 0.1 mg/L and-shall-not persist in receiving waters at any
concentratlon that causes lmpalrment of: benef;c&at uses.”

It is 1mpract|cable to use a 7-day average ora 30- day average limitation,
because it is not as protective as of beneficial uses as a daily maximum
limitation is. Chlorine is very toxic to aquatlc I|fe and short term exposures of
chlorine may cause fish kills.

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), Sulfate,'-and Boron

During wet weather,; the limits for TDS, sulfate, and boron are based on the
water quality objectives found in Basin Plan Table 3-8 (page 3-12) for the
Calleguas Creek watershed (above Potrero Road) which are: TDS 850 mglL,
Sulfate 250 mg/L, and Boron = 1.0 mg/L.

Dunng dry weather, the limits for TDS, suifate, and boron are based on the
WLAs containéd in the Calleguas Creek Salts TMDL, Resolution No. R4-2007-
016, Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plant - Los Angeles Region to
!ncorporate the Total Maximum Daily Load for Boron, Chioride, Sulfate, and
TDS (Salts) in the Catteguas Creek Watershed,-adopted by the Regional Water
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Board on October 4, 2007. This Resolution was approved by the State Water
Board, Office of Adminrstratrve Law, and USEPA on May 20, 2008, November
6, 2008, and December 2, 2008, respectively. This TMDL became effective on
December 2, 2008

Water conservation efforts anda change in potable water supply have
increased salt concentrations in the .Camarillo area. So even though the Salts
TMDL ¢ontains interim WLAs for TDS, chloride, sulfate, those interim WLAs no
longer provide sufficient relief during the TMDL-established compliance
schedule period. - Interim effiuent limitations' may be established in a separate
Time Schedule Order. . T

i. Chloride

The WQO for chloride in the Basan Plan Table 3-8 (page 3-12}, for Calleguas
Creek Watershed (above Potrero Road) is 150 mg/L Due to several actions of
the Regional Water Board anid State’ Water Board, thls water quality objective
has not been applied to the CamarrIIo WRP.’

On January 27,1997, the Reglonal Water Board adopted Resolution No. 97-02,
Amendment to the Basm Plan to mcorporate a Policy for Addressing Levels of
' Ch]orlde in Dlscharges of Wastewaters It was approved by the State Water
" Board in State Water Board Resolutlon 97: 94 and approved by the Office of
'Admlnlstratrve Law (OAL) on January 8, 1998. Resolution No. 97-02 served to
- revisé the, chlorrde water qualrty objectlve in Calleguas Creek and other surface
waters.

On April 13, 1998 the Reglonal Water Board adopted Order No. 98-027, which

" amended NPDES Order No. 96-042 for Camarillo WRP to include an lnterrm
'chIorlde dally maximum efffuent limit of 190 mg/L based on Resolution No. 97-
02 This |nter|m I|m|t exprred on January 9, 2001

On December 7,-2000, the Regional Water Board adopted Resolution No.
2000-22, to extend the Interim Chloride L|m|ts for Discharges to Calleguas
Creek unt|I March 31 2001 S

On March 22;- 2002 USEPA Reglon 9 established the Calleguas Creek Total
Maximum Daily Load for.chloride which used the 150 mg/L objective in the
Basin Plan to establish a waste load allocation of 2,300 Ibs/day for the Camarillo
WRP. during normal conditions, and a waste.load allocatlon of 2,200 Ibs/day for
the Camarillo WRP during drought conditions.

On August 14, 2002 the City of Simi Valley (Simi Valley WQCF), Thousand
- Oaks(Hili Canyon WWTP), Camarillo Sanitary District (Camarillo WRPY;

‘Camrosa Sanitation District (Camrosa WRP), Ventura County Water Works
District-No. 1 {Moorpark facility) and the Regional Water Board entered into a

- "Stipulation for Order Issuing-Stay, with Conditions," which stayed the chloride

-final effluent limitation of 150 mg/L. in NPDES Order No. 96-042. The State
Water Board adopted WQO 2002-001 7, which approved the August 14, 2002
stipulation. - :

On June 5, 2003, the NPDES per'mitstbr the City of Simi Valley (Simi Valley
WQCF), Thousand Qaks (Hill Canyon WWTP), and the Camarillo Sanitary
District (Camarillo WRP NPDES Order No. R4-2003-0081) were renewed,
thereby rescinding the 1996 NPDES Orders, except for enforcement purposes.
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vili:

The Dischargers petitioned the revised NPDES Orders to the State Water
Board, requested an extension of the chlorlde stay, and asked that the petitions
be held in abeyance. -

On October 10, 2003, the City of S|m| Valley (Simi Valley WQCF), Thousand
Oaks (Hill Canyon WWTP), Camarillo Sanitary District (Camarillo WRP), and
the Regional Water-Board entered into a "Stipuilation for Further Order Issuing
Stay, with Conditions," which stayed the chloride final effluent limitation in
NPDES Order No. R4-2003-0081. The State Water Board adopted WQO
2003-0019, which approved the. October 10, 2003 stipulation and held the
petitions in abeyance for three years (until N0vember 19, 2006). The stay will
become inoperative upon the effective date of the NPDES Order No. R4-2014-
0062.

On September 28, 2006 the State Water Board granted an extension of the
abeyance until July 15 2008, when the petltlon would be dismissed without

prejudice. The State Water Board however, has continued granting extensions

to the abeyance

On October 4, 2007, the Reglonal Water Board adopted the Calleguas Creek
Salts TMDL, Resolutton No. R4-2007-016, Amendment to the Water Quality
Controt Plént - L os Angeles Regron to Incorporate the Total Maximum Daily

Load for Boron, Chioride, Sulfate, and TDS (Selts) in the Calleguas Creek
Watershed. This Resolution was approved by the State Water Board, Office of
Admrmstratwe Law, and USEPA on May 20, 2008 November 6, 2008, and
December 2, 2008, respectively. This TMDL became effective on December 2,
2008.

The Salts TMDL established interim and final WLASs for chioride. During wet
weather, the chloride limjt will be based on the water quality objective found
in Basin Plan Table 3-8 (page 3-12) for the Calteguas Creek watershed (above
Potrero Road) which is: Chloride = 150 mg/L. Durmg dry weather, the limit for
chiloride will be based on the WLAs contained in the Salts TMDL.

‘This Order establlshes mterlm and flnal efﬂuent I|m|tat10ns for chloride based on

the Salts TMDL's WLAs. Water conservation efforts and a change in potable

“water supply have increased salt concentrations in the Camarillo area. So even

though the Salts TMDL contains interim WLAs for chloride, that interim WLA no
longer provides sufficient relief during the TMDL- gstablished compliance
schedule period. “Interim effluent limitations may. be established in a separate
Time Schedule Order.

fron : '

The previous Order had an efﬂuent llmlta’uon of 300.mg/L for iron, which was
based on the USEPA document, Quality Criteria for Water 1986 [EPA 440/5-86-
001, May 1, 1986}, alsc referred o as the Gold Book, for the protection of GWR

" peneficial use.: 300 }ig/L was-also the secondary MCL for iron. Since the

discharge had reasonable potential fo cause to contribute to an exceedance, a
limit for iron, based on the 300 pg/L criteria, is prescribed for the protection of

‘the GWR beneficial use in the surface water and for the protection of the MUN

beneficial use in the underlying groundwater basins.
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ix. Methylene Blue Acti\rated Substances (MBAS)

The exlsting permlt effluent’ limitation of 0.5 mg/l for MBAS was developed
based on the Basin Plan |ncorporat|on of Title 22, Drinking Water Standards, by
reference to protect the surface water groundwater recharge (GWR) beneficial
use and the groundwater basin’s MUN heneficial use. Given the nature of the
Facility which accepts domestic wastewater into the sewer system and
treatment plant, and the characterlstlcS of the pollutants discharged, the
discharge has reasonable potential to exceed both the numeric MBAS WQO
and the narrative WQO for the prohibition of floating material such as foams and
scums. The discharge has tier 3 Reasonable Potentlal (RP), therefore an
effluent Irmltatlon s reqwred

X. 'Total Inorgantc N:trogen (NOz + NOs as N)

' Total inorganic nitrogen-is the sum of Nitrate- nltrogen and Nitrite-nitrogen. High
nitrate levels in drinking water can cause healthproblems in humans. Infants
are particularly sensitive and-can develop methemoglobinemia (blue-baby
syndrome). :Nitrogen is also considered a:nutrient. Excessive amounts of
nutrients. can Iead to other water quallty |mpa|rments

_'r(a) Algae ,

Excessive growth of aIgae and!or other aquatlc plants can degrade water
quality. Algal-blooms sometimes occur naturally, but they are often the result of
excess nutrients (i.e., nitrogen, phosphorus) from:-waste discharges or nonpoint

- 'sources. . These algal blooms'can lead to-problems with tastes, odors, color,
-and increased turbidity-and can depress the dissolved oxygen content of the
water, leading to fish kills. Floating algal scum and algal mats are also an
aesthettca[ly unpleasant nuisance.’ -

" The WQO for blo""t;mulatory substances are based on Basin Plan (page 3-8)
~ parrative, ‘Waters shall not contaln btostlmulatory substances in concentrations
. ‘jthat promote’ aquatlc growth to the extent that such. growth causes nuisance or
adversety affec jl uses * and other relevant information to arrive at a
‘mass.based-limit |ntended to be protectlve of the beneflmal uses, pursuant to 40
CFR § 122.44(d). Totalinorganic nitrégen will be the indicator parameter
: r|ntended to control algae; pursuant to 40 CFR§ 122 44(d)(1XviXC). -

(b) Concentratlon based llmlt

Total inorganic nltrogen (NO~N + NOa—N) effluent limitation of 10 mg/L is
-based.on Basin Plan Table 3-8 (page 3-12), for Calleguas Creek Watershed
above Potrefo Road. However; the Nitrogen Compound TMDL for this
Watershed has beenin effect since.July 16,-2003.- Therefore, total inorganic
nitrogen. effluent limitation of 9 mg/L, wh|ch is based on the Nitrogen Compound
“TMDL, will apply in this permit: : S

_ (c) Mass based hmtt

- 8ince the Nitrogen Compound TMDL does not Spe0|fy any mass-based WLA
- for nitrate plus nitrite as nitrogen, ‘mass bases limits are not included for NO,-N
+ N03'-N _ )

ATTACHMENT F — FACT SHEET (Adopted: 5/8/2014) : F28



J."f\

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRI. { R ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT ' NPDES NO. CA0053597

xi. Nitrite as Nitrogen and Nitrate as Nitrogen

The effluent limit for nitrite as mtrogen (NO2-N) of 0.9 mg/L is based on the.
Calleguas Creek Watershed Nutrient TMDL Waste Load Allocation which
was assigned to the Camarrllo WRP. The effilient limit for nitrate as nitrogen
(NOS N) of 9 mg/L is based on the Calleguas Creek Watershed Nutrient
TMDL Waste Load Allocation which was aSS|gned to the Camarillo WRP.
Since the TMDL does not speC|fy any mass-based WLA for nitrate as -
mtrogen or nitrite as nitrogen, mass bases limits are not included for either of
the two constltuents

xii. Total ammonia

Ammonia is a poliutant routinely found in the wastewater effluent of POTWs,
in landfill-leachate, as well as in-run-off from agricultural fields where
commercial fertilizers and animal manure -are applied. Ammonia exists in two
forms — un-ionized-ammonia (NH3) and the -ammonium ion (NH4 }. They are
boeth toxic, but the neutral, un-ionized ammonia species (NH3;) is much more

- toxic; because it is able to diffuse across the epithelial membranes of aquatic
organisms much more.readily than the charged-ammonium ion. The form of
ammonia is primarily a function of pH, but it is also affected by temperature
and other factors. Additional impacts can also occur as the oxidation of
‘ammonia lowers the dissolved oxygen content. of the water, further stressing
aguatic organisms. - Oxidation of ammonia to.nitrate may lead to groundwater
impacts in areas of recharge. There is groundwater recharge in these
reaches. Ammonia-also combines with chlorine (often both are present in
POTW treated effluent discharges) to form chioramines - persistent toxic

. compounds that extend the effects of ammonia and chlorine downstream.

On October 24, 2002 the Reg|onal Water Board adopted Resolution No. 02-
_017 Amendmem‘ fo the Water Qualrty Controf Plant for the Los Angeles
Regron fo Include a TMDL “for throgen Compounds and Related Effects in
Caileguas Creek. Th|s Resolution was approved by the State Water
Resources Control Board, Office of Administrative Law, and USEPA on
March 19 2003 June 5, 2003 and June 20 2003 _respectively.

: On September 11, 2008 the Reglonal Water Board adopted Resolution No.
R4-2008-009, Amendment to the Water Quality Controf Plan for the Los
Angeles Region throtigh révision of the Waste Load Afiocation for the
Calleguas Creek Watershed Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects Tolal
Maximim Daily L-oad (revised Nitrogen Compounds TMDL). This Basin Pian
amendment cofrects the-mass based daily WLAs for ammonia to be used
based upon MDEL, and updates the WLAs to be consistent with the current
practice of recognizing that the flow is variable; . The mass based WLAs for
ammonia are corrected-to be based:on the maximum daily effluent limit,
MDEL and the actuat POTW effluent flow rate at the time the monitoring is
conducted. This Order includes efflught iimitations for nitrogen compounds
established by the revised Nitrogen Compounds TMDL which became
effective on October 15, 2009. Calleguas Creek Nitrogen Compounds TMDL
has ammonia nitrogen waste load allocations of 7.8 mg/L and 3.5 mg/L as
maximum daily and average monthly effluent limitation, respectively. These
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waste load allocations will apply as end-of-pipe effluent limitations to the
Camarillo WRP. _
xili. Coliform

“Total and fecal coliform bacteria are used to indicate the likelihood of

pathogenic bacteria in surface waters. Given the nature of the Facrllty,
wastewater treatment plant, pathogens are likely to be present in the effluent

in cases where the disinfection process is not operating adequately. As such,
" the permlt contams the fottowmg filtration and disinfection TBELs for coliform:

(1). Effluent Limitations: ~~ ~

s The 7-day median number of total coliform bacteria at some point at the
end of the UV channel, during normal operation of the UV channel, and
at the 'end of the chlorine contact chamber, when backup method is
used, must not exceed a Most Probable Number ( MPN) or Colony
_Formlng Un|t (CFU) of 2 2 per 100 mrlllllters

. the number of total collform bacterla must not exceed an MPN or CFU
of 23 per 100 mlllltrters in more than one sample within any 30- day
'_penod and :

. No sample shaII exceed an MPN of CFU of 240 total ccllform bacteria
per-100 m||||l|ters

- These disinfection-based effluent limitations for coliform are for human

- health protection and are consistent with requirements established by the
California Department of Public Health. These limits for coliform must be
met at the point. of the treatment traln |mmed|ately following disinfection,
as a measure of the effectiveness of the dlsmfectron process.

(2) The foltowmg Recelvmg Water Limltatlons shall not be exceeded as a
result of wastes dtscharged

e Geometric Mean Limitations

= -E. colr densrty shalt not exceed 126/100 mL.

. Slngle Sample lertatrons

. E coll den3|ty sha[l not- exceed 235/100 mL. -
These receivmg water Ilmltatro_ns are based—on Resolution No. R10-005,
Amendment to. the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region
to Updatle the Bacteria Objectivés for Freshwaters Designated for Water
Contact Recreation by Removing the Fecal Coliform Objective, adopted
by the Regional Water Board on July 8,-2010, and became effective on

December 5, 2011. .
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xiv. Temperature

USEPA document, Quality Criteria for Water 1986 [EPA 440/5-86-001, May
1, 1986], also referred to as the Gold Book, discusses temperature and its
effects on beneficial uses, such as recreation and aquatic life.

« The Federal Water Pollutron Control Adm|n|strat|on in 1967 called
temperature “a catalyst, adepressant an activator, a restrictor, a
stimulator, a controller, a klller and one of the most important water
quality characteristics to life in water.” The suitability of water for total
body immersion is greatiy affected by temperature. Depending on the
amount of activity by the swimmer, comfortable temperatures range from
20°C to 30°C (68 °F to g6 °F).

. Temperature also affects the self-purlflcatlon phenocmenon in water
bodies and therefore the agsthetic and sanitary qualities that exist.
Increased temperatures accelerate the biodegradation of organic material
both in the overlying water and in bottom deposits which makes increased
demands on the dissolved oxygen resources of a given system. The
'typlcal srtuation is exacerbated by the fact that oxygen becomes less
solubleé as water temperature increases. Thus, greater demands are
exerted on an increasingly scarce resource whrch may lead to total
oxygen depletion and obnoxious septic conditions. Increased temperature

" may increase the odor of water because of the increased volatility of
odor-causing compounds. Odor problems associated with plankton may
also be aggravated

. Temperature changes in water bodles ¢an alter the existing aquatic
* community. Coutant (1972) has reviewed the effects of temperature on
aquatic life reproductlon and development Reproductive elements are
notéd as perhaps the most thermally restricted of all life' phases assuming
other factors are at or near optimum levels. Natural short-term
‘temperature fluctuations appear té cause reduced reproduction of fish
and invertebrates.’ :

The Basin Plan lists temperature requirements for the receiving waters.
Based on the requirements of the Basin Plan and a white paper developed by
Regional Water-Board staff entitled Temperature and Dissolved Oxygen
Impacts on Biota in Tidal Estuaries and Enclosed Bays in the Los Angeles
Region, a maximum effluent temperature limitation of 86°F is included in the
Order. The white paper evaluated the optimum temperatures for steelhead,
topsmelt,.ghost shrimp, brown rock crab, jackknife clam, and blue mussel.
The new temperature effluent limitation is reflective of new information

_ available that indicates that the 100°F temperature which was formerly used
in permits was not protective of aquatic organisms. A survey was completed
for several kinds of fish and the 86°F temperature was found to be protective.
It is impracticable to use a 7-day-average or a 30-day average limitation for
temperature, because it is not as protective as of beneficial uses as a daily
maximum limitation is. A daily maximum limit is necessary to protect aquatic
life and is consistent with the fishable/swimmable goals of the CWA.
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XV.

XV

| ; rad|oact|_' e sub
wildlife, or humans. ‘Section 301(f) of the CWA Contains the following

Section IV.A.3.b. of the Order contains the following effluent limitation for
temperature:

- "The temperature of wastes dlscharged shall not exceed 86°F except as a
result of external ambient temperature

The above effluent limitation for temperature has been q”uoted in all recent
NPDES permits adopted by this Reglona[ Water Board. Section V.A.1. of the
Order explalns how compllance with the receiving water temperature

~ limitation WI|| be determlned

Turbidity

Turbidity is an expreSS|on of the optical property that causes Ilg ht to be
scattered in water due to partlculate matter such as clay, S|It organic matter,
and microscopic orgamsms Turbldlty canresultin a vartety of water quality
impairments: The effluent limitation for turb|d1ty which reads, “For the protection

of the water contact recreatton benet‘ C|a1 use, the discharge to water courses

shall have recelved adequate f 'atment 50 that the. turbldlty of the wastewater
does not exceed_ (a) adaily av rage of 2 Nephelometrlc turbldlty units (NTU);
(b). 5NTU more than 5 percent of the tirme (72 mmutes) during any 24 hour
period and (c) 10'NTU at any time” is based on'the Basin Plan (page 3-17) and
section 60301 320 of T|tIe 22, chapter 3, “Filtered Wastewater" of the CCR.

Rad loactlwty

Radioactive substances are generally present in natural waters in extremety
low concentrations. Mining or industrial activities increase ‘the amount of
ubstances in waters to levels that are harmful to aquatic life,

statement with respect to effluent limitations for radicactive substances:
“NotW|thstand|ng any of other provisions of this Act it shall be unlawful to
discharge | any radrologrcal chemlcat or b|olog|cal warfare agent, any high-
level radioactive waste, of any medical waste, into the havigable waters.”
Chapter 4.4 of the CWC contains a similar prohibition under section 13375,

"“which reads as follows: "The dlscharge ofany radiological, chemical, or

biclogical warfare agent into'the waters of the state is hereby prohrbated "

However, rather than an absolute prohibition on radioactive substances,

Reglonal Water Board staff have set the following effluent limit for
radioactivity: “Radioactivity of the wastes discharged shall not exceed the
limits specified in Title 22, Chapter 15, Article 5, sections 64442 and 64443, of

~.the CCR, or subsequent revisions.” The limit.is based on the Basin Plan

mcorporatron of Title 22, CCR; Drmkmg Water Standards by reference, to
protect beneficial use. Therefore the accompanylng Order will retain the fimit
for radloactlwty

c. CTR and SIP

The CTR and the SIP specify numeric objectives for toxic substances and the
procedures whereby these objectives are to 'be implemented. The procedures
include those used to conduct reasonable potential analysis (RPA) to determine the
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need for effluent limitations for priority poltutants. The TSD also specifies procedures
to conduct reasonable potential analyses.

3. Determining the Need for WQBELSs

The Regional Water Board developed WQBELs for ammonia-nitrogen, nitrite-nitrogen,
nitrate-nitrogen, nitrite plus nitrite as nitrogen, TDS, sulfate, chloride, boron, copper,
nickel, mercury, chlordane 4.4-DDD, 4,4'-DDE, 4,4'-DDT, dieldrin, PCBs, toxaphene,
chIorpyrlfos dlazrnon and chronic toxicity based upon TMDLs. The effluent limitations
for these pollutants were established regardfess of whether or not there is reasonable
potential for the poellutants to be present in the discharge at levels that would cause or
contribute to a violation of water quality standards. The Regional Water Board
developed water quality-based effluent limitations for these pollutants pursuant to Part
122.44(d)(1)(vii), which does not require or contemplate a reasonable potential analysis.
Similarly, the SIP at Sectioni 1.3 recognizes that reasonable potentral analysis is not
appropriate if a TMDL has been devéloped.

In accordance wrth Section 1.3.of the SIP, the Regional Water Board conducted a
reasonable potentlal analysrs for each pnonty poilutant { with an applicable criterion or

~ objective to determine if a WQBEL i is requrred in the permit. The Regional Water Board
analyzed effluent data to determine if & pol[utant in a discharge has a reasonable
potent|a! to ¢ ause or contribute to an excursion above a state water quality standard.

- Forall. parameters that demonstrate feasonable potentlat humeric WQBELs are
requwed ‘The RPA considers water quality ¢ crlterla from the CTR and NTR, and when
applicable, water quality objectives specified in the Basin Plan. To conduct the RPA, the
Regional Water Board staff identified the maximum effluent concentration (MEC) and
maximum background concentration in the receiving water for each constituent, based
on data provided by the Permlttee The monrtorlng data cover the period from February

. 2007 to ‘August 2013,

Section 1.3 of the SIP pl‘OVIdES the procedures for determining reasonable potential to
exceed appllcable water quality crlterla and objectives. The SIP specifies three triggers
to complete aRPA; : ‘

_ Trtgger 1= If the MEC is greater than or equal to the CTR water quality criteria or
apphcable object|ve (C) a I|m|tatron |s needed.

Tngger 2| background water quality (B) > C and the poliutant is detected i in the
_effluent a Ilmitatlon |s needed ‘

- Trigger 3—1f other retated information such as CWA 303(d) listing for a pollutant,
dtscharge type compllance hrstory, then best professional judgment is used to
_determrne that a limit is needed

Sufﬂcrent efﬂuent and amb|ent data are needed to conduct a complete RPA. If
‘data are not sufficient, the Permittée will be required to gather the appropriate data
for the Regional Water Board to conduct the RPA. Upon review of the data, and if
the Regional Water Board determines that WQBELSs are needed to protect the
beneficial uses, the permit will be reopened for appropriate modification.

The RPA was performed for the priority pollutants regulated in the CTR for which

data are available.. Based on the RPA, pollutants that demonstrate reasonable
potential are.copper, mercury, nickel, chiordane, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, 4,4'-DDD,
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4,4-DDE, 4,4-DDT, dieldrin, PCBs, and toxaphene because TMDLs are adopted
for these constituents and Fnal WLAs are assigned to the Camarillo WRP.

Cyanide, 2,3, 7,8-TCDD, aldrin, alpha-BHC, heptachlor epoxide, and bis(2-

- ethylhexyl)phthalate show reasonable potential because MEC is greater than C.
Iron shows reasonable potential because the receiving water exceeds the criteria
and the pollutant was present in the effluent. The followmg Table summarizes

results from RPA.

Table F-7. Summary of Reasonable Potential Anaiys:s

Applicable Maximum
Water - ‘Max Detected
Quality. Effluent Receiving
: Criteria Conc. Water .RPA Result
CTR| - B (c) {(MEC) Conc.(B) ~Need
No. | Constituent g/l ugll pglL : leltatlon? Reason
1" | Antimony 6 -1 0.65 |06 " 'Ne MEC<C, B<C"
-[2° {Arsenic’ 110 2.67 147 I'Ne = .. | MEC<C
3 | Beryllium - 4 ] <0.01 <0.01 ‘No™ MEC<C, B<C
4 Cadmium 5 3 0.7 | Ne' ‘| MEC<C, B<C
5a Chromium Il 600 133 L. 7.6 No_-'__, : MEC<C, B<C
18b- | Chromium VI 50 0.06 0.07 No - - MEE<C, B<C
6 Copper " |'TMDL 10 - 5.7 - ',-YES."_ _ TMDBL WLA
7 Lead 16 - 0.16 1.2 ‘No™ - | MEC<C, B<C
8 Mercury 1 0.051 0.01 0.02 | No. = MEC<C, B<C
9 Nickel TMDL 4.8 17.5 | YES = TMDL WLA
10 | Selenium 15 133 4486 . - | No " MEC<C, B<C
11, | Siver :36 002. - 10018 - INo. =~ | MEG<C, B<C
C 120 ‘Thalhum ]2 . 7} <0003 1001 . |No | MEC<C, B<C
143 Zinc © | 248 | 44.8 {261 T INo. . | MEC<C, B<C
- [14° | cyanide .- 52 - 120 -4 | YES. MEC>C
115 | Asbestos. 7x10° flbers/L No samplef.f No sample "' No .~ . N/A
16. 1237 8-TCDD{D|oxm) 0014_glL 10, 235 pg/L | ND - | YES ~ MEC>C, B<C
- 147 | Acrolein 780 - . <5 . i |i<B I No: MEC<C, B<C
1.18: Acrylomtrlle -] 0.66 - <2 <2 | No. . MEC<C, B<C
19 | Benzene 1 <1 < . INe . MEC<C, B<C
20. | Bromoform . 1.360 442 1183 " [No | MEC<C, B<C
21 | Carbon Tetrachloride. [ 0.5 <0.5 =t {Ne MEC<C, B<C
- {22 | Chlorobenzene C [ 21,000 <005 1<0.05 . |No MEC=<C, B<C
‘123 | Dibromochloromethane | 34 246 269 [No MEC<C, B<C
24 | Chloroethane . ‘No criteria "<0.5 1 =<2 No = = No criteria
25 2-chloroethyl vinyl ether ‘No criteria <0.3 <0.3 No No criteria
26 " | Chloroform " | No criteria 15 8.26 . No - | No criteria
27 Dichlorobromomethane | 46 | 248 3.54 No . . MEC<C, B<C'
28 " | 1,1-dichlgraeethane No'criteria . | <0.5° <0.5 I No:. ... 't Nocriteria
29 1,2-dichloroethane 99 <0.5 <0.56 No =t MEC<C, B<C
30 1,1-dichloroethylene = | 3.2 1 <05 <0.5 No.. MEC<C, B<C
31 1,2-dichlorobropane 5 <0.5 <0.5 No MEC<C, B<C
.32 1 3—d|chloropropylene 05 <0.5 <5 . . " I'No MEC<C, B<C
33. | Ethylbenzene 129,000 <05 = |<05 . " |No . MEC<C, B<C
34 - | Methyl bromide 4,000 <0.5 | <0.5 No . MEC<C, B<C
35 Methyl chloride No criteria <0.5 <0.5 No No criteria
;36. | Methylene chioride 1,800 0.17 <0.5 No. | MEC<C, B<C
a7 1,1,2,2- 1 ' <1 <0.5 No MEC<C, B<C
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Applicable Maximum
Water Max Detected
Quality Effiuent Receiving
o Criteria Conc. Water RPA Result
CIR| (C) (MEC) | Conc.(B) -Need
No. | Constituent ugll ug/L _pg/L | Limitation? |  Reason
" | tetrachloroethane L 1 L
38 Tetrachlorogthylene 5 2.3 ND No MEC<C, B<C
39 Toluene 150 0.95 <0.5 No MEC<C, B<C
40 Trans 1,2- 10 MEC<C, B<C
Dichlorosthylene ' <05 §0.,5 No
41 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 <0.5 <0.5 No MEC<C, B<C
42 1,1,2-Trichloroethane | 5 <0.5 <0.5 No MEC<C, B<C
43 | Trichloroethylenea ~ ~ |6 7 <05 " | <05 No MEC<C, B<C
44 | Vinyl Chloride . 525 <0.5 <0.5 No MEC<C, B<C
45 | 2-chlorophenol 400 1 <1 <1 . No MEC<C, B<C
46 | 2.4-dichlorophenol [ 790 <1 <] No ‘MEC<C, B<C
47 2 4-dimethylphenol 2,300 <1 <1 No | MEC<C, B<C
48 | 4,6-dinitro-o=resol(aka - MEC<C, B<C
2-methyli4,6- | 785 <0.94 <1 No : '
Dinitrophenol) : 1 L
- [ 49 [ 2 4-dinitrophenol 14,000 <1 1<47 No MEC<C, B<C
150 2-nitrophenol. No criteria <1 <1 No Nocriteria
51 - | 4-nitrophenol No criteria <1.9 <1 Noe ‘No criteria
52 | 3-Methyl-4-- ‘ :
.- | Chlorophenol (aka P- No criteria <1 1 <1 No No criteria
X chloro-mri-resol) . _ 1 :
53 - 1 -Pentachlorophenol |82 . | <1 <1 No MEC<C, B<C
54 . | Phencl g 4 600,000 20 <0.94 No MEC<C, B<C
56 | 2,4,6-trichlorophenol ~ {86 - = - | <1 | <0,94 No | MEC<C, B<C
56 | Acenaphthene 2,700 <094 . |<0.94 No -|. MEC<C, B<C
57 | Acenaphthylene | No criteria <0.94 | <0.94 No:~ | Nocriteria
58 | Anthracene . | 110,000 | <0.94 <0.94 No " | MEC<C, B<C
50 | Benziding 0.00054 <0.94 . | .<0.94 “I'No - MEC<C, B<C
- 160 -| Benzo{a)Anthracene ~ | 0.049 <().94 . +-<0.94 ‘No MEC<C, B<C
|61 . | Benzo(a)Pyrene 0.049 - <0.94 1<0.94 “No ~ MEC<C, B<C
62 Benzo(b)Fluoranthene | 0.049 ' | <0.94 | <0.94 No. MEC=<C, B<C
63 Benzo(ghi)Perylene =~ | No criteria <094 = | <0.94 | No | No criteria
64 Benzo(k)Fluoranthene .| 0.049 <0.94 -} <0.94 | No MEC<C, B<C
5; a:gﬁ;%r;_!qroéthoxy) | N_O cnteng <qjg4 <0.94 . No No criteria
166 | Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether | 1.4 <0.94 <0.94 No MEC<C, B<C .
| 67 Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl) | 170,000 <0.94 <0.94 No MEC<C, B<C
Ether . . 1. :
68 | Bis{2-Ethylhexyl) 4.0 86" 139 YES MEC>C
» Phthalate . L : : ) -
69. té—tﬁ(r;mophenyl Phenyi | No criteria <1 <0.94 N.o N9 criteria
70 | Butylbenzyl Phthalate | 5,200 <1 1 <1 No .. . | MEC<C, B<C
71 2-Chlorénaphthalene 4,300 {1<1 <0.94 No = MEC<C, B<C
72 | té-tggiorophenyl Phenyl | No criteria <0.?4_ <0.94 No No criteri
73 | Chrysene 0.049 <0.94 1.<0.94 No MEC<C, B<C
74 Dibenzo(a,h) 0.049 | <0.94 <0.94 No MEC<C, B<C
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Applicable _ - Maximum
Water Max Detected
Quality Effluent Receiving
Criteria Conc, Water RPA Result
| CTR : | {C). (MEC) Conc.(B) - Need
No. | Constituent pg/l Lg/l ug/L . Limitation? Reason
.| Anthracene S IR cu e ] i
|75 1,2-Dichlorobenzene .| 17,000 <0.94 [=<05 I No = - MEC<C, B<C
176 1,3-Dichlorobenzene. = | 2,600 <094 | <05. No .| MEC<C, B<C
- | 77} 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 2,600 <0.94  [<05 No = MEC<C, B<C
.78 | 3-3-Dichlorobenzidine | 0.077 | <094 - <0.94 | No -~ MEC<C, B<C
{79, | Diethyl Phthalate 120,000 . <0.94 - [<094 No | MEC<C, B<C
80 Dimethyl Phthalate = - | 2,900,000 <0.94: - | <0.94 No. MEC<C, B<C
1’81, | Di-n-Butyl Phthalate. [ 12,000~ :[1 |22 No. .- MEC<C, B<C
82. | 2-4-Dinitrotoluene - .| 9.1 L | <094 . ]'<0.94 No ... MEC<C, B<C
| .837 | 2-6-Dinitratoluene No criteria .. | <0.94 <0.94 No . .- No criteria
| '84" | Di-n-O¢tyl Phthalate. Nocriteria | <0.94 <094 [ No- . No criteria
1.85. | 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine . | 0.54 <0.94 <1 No 'MEC<C, B<C
86 Fluoranthehe 370 <0.94 <0.84 "No MEC<C, B<C
87 Fluorene 14,000 <0.94 <0.94 No MEC<C, B<C
88 Hexachlorobenzene 0.00077 <0.94 <0.94 No MEC<C, B<C
89 Hexachlorobutadiene 50 <(0.94 £0.94 .. | No - MEC<C, B<C
| 90 Hexachlorecyclopenta- 17,000 <094 | <0.94 No- MEC<C, B<C
91 | Hexachloroethane = " | 89 . 1<0.94 ° €094 | No MEC<C, B<C
92 Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene | 0.049 <094 - <094 4 No- MEC<C, B<C
93 Isophorone. 600 <(0.94 <0.94 No MEC<C, B<C
94 Naphthalene No criteria . . |.<0.94 1.<0.84 . [ No No criteria
95 [ Nitrobenzene . 1,900 | <094 " [<0094  |No MEC<C, B<C
IR SIS MEC<C, B<C
“'Nitrosodimethylamine | = SRR R T .
97 ° | N-Nitrosodi-n- 1.4 <0.94 <1 MEC<C, B<C
Propylamine o _ No
98 N- ' 16 1'<0.94 7 11 ' N MEC<C, B<C
. . . ) . 0
Nitrosodiphenylamine _ : :
99 | Phenanthrene No criteria’ | <0.94 " <1 4V No No criteria
100 | Pyrene 11,000 <0.94 s No MEC<C, B<C
101 | 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene | No criteria <0.94 <1 No . No criteria
1102 4 Aldein = 7. - ~|.0.00014 10.0053 - " 1.<0.004 YES MEC>C
103. | Alpha-BHC". 4 0.013.7% L 10.024 "] 0.055 YES MEC>C, B>C
1104 -] Beta-BHC . .. .10046- - - |0.0t5 . | <0.0047 No = MEC<C, B<C
105 Qamma-.BHC {(aka .0.063 . 0.0081 0.0047 No MEC_<C,'B<C _
~pLindane). .. .. AR EEAENEES ,
106 | delta-BHC . - No criteria <0.008 - | =0.0047 No No criteria
107 ! Chlordane - -0.00059 = | <0.009. . . . | <0.0047 YES TMDL WLA
108 | 4,4-DDT . 0.00059. . | 0.016 0.0033 YES TMDL WLA
109 [4,4-DDE 0.00059 1 <0.0098 | <0.0047 YES TMDL WLA
110 | 4,4-DDD . 0.00084 . | 0.0075 | 0.032 YES TMDL WLA
111 | Dieldrin__ 0.00014 | <0.01 71 <0.0047 YES TMDL WLA
112 | AlpFa-Eridosulfan 10.056 0.007 [ <0.0047 No MEC<C, B<C
113 | Beta-Endosulfan 0.056- 0.055 <0.0047 No MEC<C, B<C
114 | Endosulfan Sulfate 1240 | 0:0034 <0.0047 No MEC<C, B<C
116 | Endrin .. - . 0.036 <0009 0.0021 No MEC<C, B<C
116. | Endrin Aldehyde 0.81 | =0.01 <0.0047 No MEC<C, B<C
117 | Heptachlor 0.00021 <0002 <0.0047 No MEC<C, B<C
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Appticable Maximum
Water Max: Detected
Quality Effluent | Receiving
Criteria Conc. Water - RPA Result
CTR (C) (MEC) Conc.(B) - Need :
No. _Constltuent _ ng/L pg/l pgll leltatwn? .. Reason
118 | Heptachior Epoxu:le 0.00011 0.0069 0.0025 YES MEC=>C, B>C
119 . | PCB 1016- 10.00017 '<0.5 [ <0.5 { YES. TMDL WLA
120 | PCB 1221 0.00017 <0. 5 =<0, & -YES _ TMDL WLA
121 | PCB 1232 0.00017- <0.5 <0.5 - "YES TMDL WLA
122 | PCB 1242 0.00017 <0.5 | <0. 5 YES TMDL WLA
/123 | PCB 1248 0.00017 <0.5 "1 <0.5 'YES TMDL WLA
124 | PCB 1254 0.00017 <0.5 1<0.5 | YES - TMDL WLA
1125 | PCB 1260 - ] 0.00017 <05 ~--{<0.5— ~ YES"- -- | TMDL WLA
126 | Toxaphene '0.00075 - <0.3 : <0 47 - YES. TMDL WLA
* | Chlorpyrifos : ' 10. 0201 ' YES TMDL WLA
Digzinon"’ ND :~ = YES TMDL WLA
o : B5C & Detected
Iron 300 166 | 833 YES . i affluent

4. WAQBEL Calculatlons

a. Calculation Options. Once RPA has been conducted usmg either the TSD or the
SIP methodologies, WQBELs are calculated. Alternative procedures for
ca!cu!atmg WQBELs include:

i, Use WLA from applicable TMDL : '

i. Use a steady-state model to derive MDELs and AMELs

iii. Where sufficient data exist, use a dynamic model which has been approved by
. the State Water Board. _

b. TMDL WLA-based limitations

i. Calleguas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL.
» Copper: o

« Concentration-based final WLAs were established for the Camarillo
WRP in the Metals TMDL, expressed in terms of a footnote which
indicates that the concentration-based final limits W|I1 be included in
the permits.in accordance with NPDES guidance and
requirements, but are not calculated as part of the ' TMDL. WLA-
based limits were calculated using the freshwater CTR criteria,
consistent with the Final Draft Metals and Seleriium TMDL
_Techmcal Report (Techmcal Report), dated March 2006. This final
effluent limitation will dpply-on the effective date:of this Order
because the CTR/SIP compliance schedule authorlty for CTR
criteria has expired. Effluent data demonstrates that the Facility's
discharge is currently able fo comply with the fmai WLA-based
llmltatlons soa TSO for copper is not needed

. A copper mass based final WLA was established for the Camarillo
WRP in the Metals TMDL, in terms of the following formula:
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0.12"WER-0.04, for the protection of the lower reaches of
Calleguas Creek. The WLA-based limit was calculated using the
3.69 copper WER approved by the Regional Water Board on
November 9, 2008. This final mass-based effluent limitation
applies on the effective date of this Order because the CTR/SIP
compliance schedule authority for CTR criteria has expired.

- Effluent data demonstrates that the Faclility's discharge is currently

able to-comply:with the final WLA-based limitations, so a TSO for
copperis not needed.

Concehtrat-ion-bas'e"d final WLAs were established for the Camarillo
WRP in the Metals TMDL, expressed in terms of a footnote which

* indicates‘that the concentration-based final limits wilt be included in

the permits in accordance with NPDES guidance and
requirements, but are not calculated as part of the TMDL. WLA- -
based limits were calculated using the freshwater CTR criteria,

—consistent with the-Final Draft Metals and Sefenium TMDL

Technical Report (Technical Report}, dated March 2008. This final
effluent limitation applies on the effecfive date of this Order
because the CTR/SIP. compliarice schedule authority for CTR

- criteria has €xpired. Effluént data demonstrates that the Facility's

digcharge is currently able‘to comply with the final WLA-based

-!lmltatlons 80 a TSO for nlckel is not: needed

| =A 0. 2 Ibs/day mass based nlckel fma[ WLA was estabhshed in the
. Metals TMDL for the Camarlllo WRP, for protectlon of the saltwater

objective in the lower reach. The TMDL became effective on
March 26, 2007. This final effluent limitation applies on the effective

. - -date of this Order because the CTR/SIP. compliance schedule

authorlty for CTR criteria has expired. Effluent data demonstrates

that the Facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the final

“WLA-based Ilmltatlon so a TSO for nickel is not needed. .

Mercury: A mercury mass-based WLA is established for the Camarillo

WRP in the. Metals TMDL: The permit contams a final efﬂuent limitation for

mercury consistent with the final WLA,

'Z;nc Zinc allocations are not set because current information indicate that

nhumeric targets for zinc are attained. The TMDL implementation plan
* - includes a task to provide State Water Board data to support delisting of

~ Zinc. In addition, effluent data demonstrates that the Facility's discharge
does not have reasonablé potential to cause an exceedance of the
appllcable water quahty objective.

‘Seienlum Waste load allocations for selenium are. not set for POTWs

because POTWSs do not discharge to reaches listed for selenium.
OC Pesticide TMDL.

The Organochlorine (OC} Pesticide, Polych!ormatedbfpheny!s (PCBs), and
Siitation TMDL establishes final WLAs for Chlordane, Dieldrin, 4,4-DDD, 4, 4-
DDE, 4,4-DDT, PCBs and Toxaphene. The permit cortains flnal effluent
Ilm!tations congistent w1th the final WLAs. These final effluent limitations apply
on the effective date of this Order because the CTR/SIP compliance schedule
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authority for CTR criteria has expired. Effluent data demonstrates that the
Facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the final WLA-based
limitations, so a TSO for these polilutants is not needed.
ii. Toxicity TMDL
The Toxicity TMDL establishes final WLAs for Chlorpyrifos and Diazinon. The
permit contains final effiuent limitations consistent with the final WLAs. The
Toxicity TMDL also establishes a final WLA for Chronic Toxicity, based on the
1 TUc numeric target. The permit contains final effluent limitations consistent
with the assumptions of the Toxicity TMDL and consistent with the
implementation language which reads, “The toxicity WLAs will be implemented
in accordance with USEPA, State Board and Regional Board resolutions,
guidance (emphasis added) and policy atthe time of permit issuance or
renewal.” Thefinal effluent limitation will apply on the effective date of this
Order, since additional time for permit compliance, provided under the 2008
Compliance Schedule Policy, was not offered by the TMDL. Effluent data
demonstrates that the Facility’s discharge is currently able to comply with the
final WLA-based limitations, so a TSO for chronic toxicity is not needed.
iv. Nutrient TMDL o

The Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects (Nitrogen) TMDL establishes
final WLAs for Ammonia nitrogen, nitrate nitrogen, nitrite nitrogen, and nitrate
plus nitrite as nitrogen. The permit contains final effluent limitations consistent
with the final WLAs. The final effluent limitation will apply on the effective date

 of this Order, since the compliance schedule authority under the Nutrient TMDL
has expired. Effluent data demonstrates that the Facility’s discharge is
currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitations, so a TSOis not

‘needéd. - :

c. SiP C'a_.licu'latiqn Procedure. Section 1.4 of the SIP requires the step-by-step
~* procedure to “adjust’ or convert CTR numeric criteria into AMELs and MDELS, for

toxics:

Step 3 of section 1.4 of the SIP (starting on page 6) lists the statistical equations
“that adjust CTR criteria for effluent variability. '

Step 5 of section 1.4 of the SIP(starting on page 8) lists the statistical equations
that adjust CTR criteria for averaging periods and exceedance frequencies of the
criteria/objectives. This section also reads, “For this method only, maximum daily
effluent limitations shall be used for publicly-owned treatment works (POTWSs}) in
place of average weekly limitations.”-

The RPA was performed for the priority pollutants regulated in the CTR for which
data are available. RPA results showed that there is no reasonable potential to
exceed the criteria. o ' :

d.  Impracticability Analysis

Federal :NPDE'S regulations contained in 40 CFR § 122,._45 continuo'us disChargers,
states that all permit limitations, standards, and prohibitions, including those to
achieve water quality standards, shall unless impracticable be stated as maximum
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daily and average monthly dlscharge limitations for all d|schargers other than
POTWs.

As stated by USEPA in lts Iong standlng gwdance for developing WQBELs
average alone limitations are not practlcal for I|m|t|ng acute, chronlc and human
 health toxic effects. : :

For example a POTW samplmg for a toxicant to evaluate compliance with a 7-day
average limitation could fully comply-with this average limit, but still be discharging
toxic effluent on one, two, three, or up to four of these seven days and not- be
meeting 1-hour average acute criteria or4 ~-day average chronic criteria.’ For these.
reason, USEPA recommends daily maximum and 30-day average limits for - -
regulatrng toxics in all NPDES discharges. For the purposes of protectlng the ..
acute effects of discharges containing toxicants (CTR human health for the
ingestion of fish}, daily maxifmum limitations have been established in this NPDES
permit for mercury because it is considered to be a‘carcinogen, endocrine

disruptor, and is bioaccumulative.

A 7-day-average alone would not protect one, two, three, or four days of
discharging pollutants in excess of the acute and chronic criteria. Fish exposed to
these endocrine disrupting chemicals will be passed on to the human consumer.

~ Endocrine disrupters aIter hormonal functlons by several means. These
substances can o S

. m'rmic'-Or partiy'mimic- the sex steroid hormones estrogens and androgens (the
' 'male sex hormone) by binding to hormorie receptors or influencing-cell -
srgnallng pathways.
¢ block, prevent and alter hormonal blndlng to hormone receptors or mf[uencmg
cell S|gnaltng pathways
& alter production and breakdown of .natural hormones.
. mod|fy the: maklng and functzon of hormone receptors

e Mass based Ilmlts 40 CFR§ 122 45(f)(1) reqwres that except under certatn
conditions, all permit limits, standards, or prohibitions be expressed in terms of
mass units. 40 CFR § 122, 45(f)(2) allows the permit viriter, at its discrétion, to
express limits in addltlonal un|ts (e d., concentratron units) The regutatrons '
mandate that, where Ilmlts are expressed in more than one, un|t the permittee must
com pIy w1th both )

Generally, mass- based I|m|ts ensure that proper treatment, and hot d|Iut|on is
employed to comp[y with the final effluent concentration Izmlts Concentration-
based effluent limits, on'theé other hand, d|scourage the reduction in treatment
efficiency during Iow flow periods and require proper operation of the. treatment
units at all times. In the absence of concentration-based effluent limits, a permittee
would be able to increase its effluent.concentration (i.e., reduce its Ievei of
treatment) during low-flow periods and still meet its mass-based limits. To-account
for this, this permit includes -mass and concentration limits for some constituents.
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Table F-8. Summary of WQBELSs for Discharge Points 001A and 001B

_ _ Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average Average Maximum " Instant- instant-
: Monthly | Weekly | Daily - arlr‘:icr:us arp;le:xus
Ammonia Nitrogen“. | ]bn;?;:y |35 . " ‘7__-07;(8Q5:. - .
[Nitrate + Nitrite] @sN) | mgl | & B
Nitrate (as N). - . mgiL g® - - |
Nitrite @sN) . — -~ |...mgll- |- 096 .| . = | -—m . |
— S B v IR L e
Copper B e O T B Y

This limitation is derived from the final WLA for nitrate nitrogen, nitrite nitrogen, and nitrate plus nitrite
nitrogen, as set forth in the Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL, established by the Regional
Water Board on October 24, 2002.. Final WLAs became operative on July 16, 2007. Effluent data
demonstrates that the Facility’s discharge is currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitations.

Q represents the POTW effluent flow at the time of water :qualityl_meas,urement is bolle_cted (not to exceed
7.25 MGD) and conversion factor to Ib/day based on the units of fneaSgJ_r'eh"ient'fo_r_the effluent flow.

This limitation is derived from the final WLA for nitrate nitrogen, nitrite nitrogien, and nitrate plus nitrite
nitrogen, as set forth in thie Nifrogen Compounds and Related Effects TMDL, established by the Regional
Water Board on October 24, 2002. Final WLAs became operative on July 18, 2007. Effluent data
demonstrates that the Facility's discharge is currently able to comply. with.the final WLA-based limitations.

~ This limitation is derived from the final WLA, as set forth in the Calfeguas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL
(Metals TMDL), established by the Regional Water Board on June 8, 2006. The TMDL became effective on
March 26, 2007. The Metals TMDL contains concentration-based WLAs that are expressed in terms of a
footnote, which indicatés that the concentration-based final limits will be included in the permits in accordance
with NPDES guidance and requirements, but are not calculated as part of the TMDL. WLA-based limits were
calculated using the freshwater CTR criteria, consistent with the Final Draft Metals and Sefenium TMDL
Technical Report (Technical Repart), dated March 2006. This final effluent limitation applies on the effective
date of this Order because the. CTR/SIP compliance schedule authority for CTR criteria has expired. Effluent
data demonstrates that the Facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the final WLA-based
limitations. o ” ' . ' :

This limitation is derived from the mass-based final WLA, as set forth in the Metals TMDL,.established by the
Regional Water Board on June 8, 2008, for the protection of the lower reaches of Calleguas Creek. The
TMDL became effective on March 26, 2007. The mass-based WLA is expressed in terms of a formula that
incorporates a Water Effects Ratio (WER). The WLA-based limit was calculated using the 3.69 copper WER
approved by the Regional Water Board on November 8, 2006. This final mass-based effluent limitation
applies on the effective date of this Order because the CTR/SIP compliance schedule authority for CTR

criteria has expired. Effluent data demonstrates that the facility's discharge is currently able to comply with
the final WLA-based limitations. '
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. : Effluent Limitations
 Parameter Units Average | Average Maximum Ln:g:g -Ln::?):g
_ Monthly Weekly Daily Min. Max.
Nickel gL 110° . - 276°
Ibsiday - — 02"
Mercury - lbs/month | 0.015" - e
1 Cyanide JgiL 42 - 85 .
Ibs/day 0.25 - 0.51
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) Phthalate pg/L 4.0 - -
Ibs/day 0.24 -~ -
Aldrin g/l 0:00014: [ = -- . 0.000281
Alpha-BHC pgiL vl o 0.013 - 0.026
Chiérdane pg’ll | 0.00059 - T 0.0012
4,4-DDD bgll | 000084 | - | 0.0017%
4,4-DDE po/l ] 000059 | -~ | 000127
4,.4-DDT gL 0.00059™ - 0.0012™
Dieldrin B Cpgll . | 0.00014™ = "0.00028" 7 |
Heptachlor epoxide T G 0.00022 |
PCBs . ... ' Copgil . | 000017 - ..0,00034" |
Toxaphene .- pg/l . | 0.00016"2 [ - 000033 | .

'Thls Jlmltatlon is derlved from the flnal WLA as set forth in the Ca!leguas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL

‘(Metals TMDL), established by the Regional Water Board on June 8, 2006. The TMDL became effective on
March 26, 2007. The Metals TMDL contains concentration-based WIJ-\s that are expressed in terms of a
footnote; which indicates that the concentration-based final-limits will be included in the permits in accordance
with NPDES:guidance :and requirements, but are.not calculated as part of the TMDL. WLA-based limits were

- calculated using the freshwater CTR:criteria, consistent with the Final Draft Metals and Selenium TMDL
Technical Report (Technical Report), dated March:2006. This final effluent limitation applies on the effective
date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that discharge is currently able to comply with the final WLA-

based llmltatlons

Th]S mass-baSed effluent llmltat1on is derived from the mass-based flnal WLA as set forth in the Calleguas

Creck Watershed Metals TMDL, established by the Regional Water Board on-June 8, 2006, for the protection
of the lower reaches of Calleguas.Creek. The TMDL became effective on March 26, 2007. ThIS final effluent
limitation applies on the effective date of this Order.-Effluent data demonstrates that the Facmty s dlscharge is
currently able to comply with the fnal WLA- based limitation. - :

This Ilmltatlon is derfved from the flnal WLA, as set forth in the .Caﬂeguas Céek Watershed Metals_-TMDL,

established by the Regional Water Board on June 8, 2006. This limitation is derived from the WLA for
mercury, specified in pounds per month, as set forth in said TMDL:. The TMDL became effective oh March
26,2007, This final effluent limitation applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates
that the Facmty s dlscharge is currently able to oomply with the final WLA-based tlmftatlon .

This hmltatlon is derNed from the final WLA, as set forth in the Caﬂeguas Creek Watershed Organochlorme

Pesticide, Polychlotinated Biphenyls (PCB), and-Siftation TMDL, established by the Regional Water-Board on
July 7, 2005. The limitation is derlved from the final WLA as set forth in said TMDL. The TMDL became
effective on March 24, 2008. This final effiuent limitation applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent
data demonstrates that the Facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitation.
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Effluent Limitations
Parametef © Units - Average | Average Maximum Ln:‘:gzts' : I‘:::zats'
-Monthly _Weg"kly Daily Min. - Max.

Chlorpyrifos _ g/l 0.0133 ™ - 0.024"

Diazinon gl | 04" - 047

Chrronic Toxicity™, ™ Pass of Fail, | Pass™ - Pass or

- . %Effect : %Effect < 50

5.  Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)

Whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing protects the receiving water quality from the
aggregate toxic effect of a mixture of pollutants in the effluent.” An acute toxicity test is
conducted over a short time period and measures mortality. A chronic toxicity test is
conducted over a short or a longer peripd of time and may measure mortality,
reproduction, and growth. A chemical at a low concentration can have chronic effects
but no acute effects until it gets to the higher level.

“The 2003 permit contained final effluent limitations for both acute toxicity and chronic
toxicity. But the 2014 permit only contains final effluent limitations for chronic toxicity, .
since chronic toxicity is a more stringent requirement than acute toxicity. Removal of
the numeric acute toxicity effiuent limit from the 2003 permit does not constitute -
backsliding because the numeric chronic foxicity effluent limits protect the Basin Plan
acute toxicity objective and chronic toxicity is the more stringent and sensitive
requirement.

For this permit, chronic toxicity in the discharge is.evaluated using USEPA's 2010 Test of
Significant Toxicity (TST) hypothesis testing approach. Chronic toxicity limitations are

xpressed as “Pass” or “Fail’ for the median monthly summary result and “Pass” or “Fail’

13

14

16

15

“This limitation is derived from the final WLA as set forth-In the Calleguas Creek Watershed"Tokicity TMDL,

established by the Regional Water Board on July 7, 2005. The TMDL became effective on March 24, 2006.
Consistent with-the TMDL:-the final WLA-based limit:became operative on March 23, 2008. This final effluent

 limitation applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that discharge is currently

able to comply with the final WLA-based limitation, so 2 TSQ is not needed.

The Calleguas Creek Watershed Toxicity TMDL includes a WLA of 1.0 TUc for toxicity, which is required to
be implemented in accordance with USEPA, State Water Board, and Regional Water Board resolutions,
guidance and policy at the time of permit issuance or renewal. The numeric WLA is-protective of both:the
numeric acute toxicity and the narrative toxicity Basin Plan water quality objectives. Consistent with the
Toxicity TMDL Implementation Plan, this toxicity WLA will be implemented using current USEPA guidance in
National Poliutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicify Implementation Document (EPA
833-R-10-003, June /2010) and EPA Regions 8, 9 and 10 Toxicity Training Tool (January 201 0),
hitp:/Avww2. epa.gov/regionBlepa-regions-8-9-and-10-toxicity-trainin g-foolfanuary-2610.

“Pass” of “Fail" for Median Monthly Effluent Limitation (MMEL). “Pass” or “Fail” and “% Effect’ for Maximum
Daily Effluent Lirmitation (MDEL). The MMEL for chronic toxicity shall only.apply when thére is a discharge
more than one day in a calendar month period. During such calendar months, exactly three independent
toxicity tests are required when one toxicity test results in “Fail”. The final effluent limitation will apply on the
effective date of this Order, since additional time for permit compliance, provided under the 2008 Compliance
Schedule Policy, was not offered by the TMDL. Effluent data demonstrates that the Facility's discharge is
currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitations, so a TSQ for chronic toxicity is not needed.

This is @ Median Monthly Effluent Limitation.
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and “% Effect” for the maximum daily single result. The chronic toxicity effluent
limitations are as stringent as necessary.to protect the narrative Basin Plan Water
Quality Objective for chronic toxicity. Those limitations are also consistent with the
chronic toxicity WLA of 1 TUc and the assumptions of the Calleguas Creek Toxicity
TMDL which went into effect on March 24, 2006, and the |mplementat|on language which

" reads as follows: “The toxicity WLAS will be |mplemented in ‘accordance with USEPA,
State Board and Regional Board resolutions, guidance (empha5|s added) and pollcy at

' the time of permlt |ssuance or renewal

~In -Ja‘nuary 201.0, USEPA published a guidance document titled, “EPA Regions 8, 9 and
10 Toxicity Training Tool,” which-among other things discusses permit limit expression
for chronic toxicity. The document acknowledges that NPDES regulations at 40 CFR
122.45(d) require that all permit limits be expressed, unless impracticable, as both a
Maximum Daily Limitation (MDL)-and an Average:Monthly Limitation (AML) for all
dischargers other than POTWSs,-and as ani average weekly:limit (AWL) and AML for
POTWSs: Following Section 5.2,-;-3'0'f the Technical Support Document:(TSD), the use of
an AWL is-not-appropriate-for WET.In lieu of an AWL for POTWSs, EPA recommends
establishing.an MDL: for toxic pollutants and pollutants in-water quality permitting,
including WET:: This-is-appropriate fortwo reasons: The-basis for-the:average weekly
-requirement-for POTWSs derives from secondary treatment regulations and is not related

- -fo the requirement to assure achievement of WQS. Moreover; an average weekly
requirement-comprising up to seven daily samples:could average out daily peak toxic
concentrations for WET and therefore, the discharge’s potential for.causing acute and
chronic effects would be missed. It is impracticable to use an AWL, because short-term

" spikes: of toxicity levels that would be permissible under the 7-day- average scheme
would not be adequately protective of all-beneficial uses. The MDL is the highest
allowable value for the discharge measured during .a calendar day or 24-hour period
representing a:calendar day. The permit should contain a. condition indicating that the
‘MDL:is interpreted as the maximum dcute or-chronic WET resuilt for that ¢alendar month.
‘The:AML is the highest:allowable:value for the average of daily discharges obtained over

- acalendar'month. ForWET, this is the average of individual WET test results for that
‘calendar month.. However, in cases where a chronic mixing-zone is not authorized, EPA
Regions 9 and 10 continue to recommend that the AML for chromc WET should be
expressed as a medran month]y limit (IVIIVIL)

Later in June 2010, USEPA publlshed another gu|dance document tltled Test of
Significant Toxicity Implémentation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, Juné 2010), in which
they recommend the following: “Permitting authorities should con5|der adding the TST
approach to their |mplementat|on procedures for analyzmg valid WET data fortheir
current NPDES WET Program.” The TST approach Is another statistical option for
analyzing valid WET test data. Use of the TST approach does not result in any changes
to EPA’'s WET test methods. Section 9.4.1.2 of USEPA’s Short-term Methods for
Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effiients and Reteiving Waters to Freshwater
Organisms (EPA/821/R-02/013, 2002), recognizes that, “the statistical methods in this
‘manual are not the only possible methods of statistical anaiysis.” The TST approach can
be applled to acute (survival} and chronic (sublethal) endpomts and is appropnate to use
for both freshwater and marine EPA WET test methods. In 2014, |n response to the
State Water Board's request to use the TST hypothesrs testmg approach in NPDES
permlts USEPA determined—based on the evidence presented in the State Water
Board's request—~that the results of TST tests and NOEC-LOEC tests—are acceptably
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equivalent under the Alternative Test Procedure (ATP) process at 40 CFR 136 for all
"NPDES permits issued by State and Regional Water Boards. :

The effluent limitation for chroriic toxicity was established fegardless of whether or not

 there Is reasonable potential for the pollutants to be present in the discharge at levels
that would cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards, since the Toxicity -
TMDL establishes a chronic toxicity WLA for the Camarillo WRP. The Regional Water
Board developed water quality-based &ffluent limitations for these pollutants pursuant to
Part 122.44(d)(1)(vii), which does not require or contemplate a reasonable potential
analysis. However, the effluent data demonstrates that there is reasonable potential
because the chronic toxicity trigger was. exceeded three times. '

In the past, the Staté Water Board reviewed the circumstances warranting a numeric
chronic toxicity effluent limitation for POTWS when there is reasonable potential with
respect to SWRCB/OCC Files A-1496-8-A-1496(a) [Los Coyotes/L.ong Beach Petitions].
On September 16, 2003, at a public hearing, the State Water Board adopted Order No.
2003-0012 déferring the issue of numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations for POTWS
until.a subsequent Phase of the SIP is adopted. In the meantime, the State Water Board
replaced the numeric chronic toxicity limit with a narrative effluent limitation and a 1TUc
trigger, in the Long Beach and Los Coyotes WRP NPDES perinits. Camarillo WRP's
NPDES permit.contained & similar narrative chronic toxicity-effluent limitation, with a
numeric trigger for accelerated monitoring, consistent with the State Water Board's
precedential Order. ' ' : - '

However, many things have changed since the State Water Board adopted its
precedential Order in 2003. Namely, the Regional Water-Board adopted the Calleguas
Creek Toxicity TMDL containing-a numeric WLA for chronic toxicity for the five POTWs.
located in the watershed; USEPA published two new guidance documents with respect
to. chronic toxicify; the Los Angeles Regional Water Board adopted NPDES permits for
industrial facilities incorporating TST-based limits for chronic toxicity and has adopted

- numeric chronic toxicity éffluent limits for industrial facilities with TMDL WLAs of 1 TUg;
the Santa Ana:Regional Water Board -adopted an NPDES permit for a POTW

- incorporating TST-based limits for chronic toxicity; and the State Water Board is in the
process of adopting a statewide plan incorporating the TST approach. Based on
differences between the facts before the Regional Water Board in 2014 and the facts
that were the basis for the State Water Board precedent in 2003, Regional Water Board
staff conclude that the State Water Board precedent does not apply. ~

* Never the Jess, this Order contains a reopener to allow the Reégional Water Board to
modify the permit in the future, if necessary, to make it consistent with any new policy,
plan, law, or regulation. ‘ : '

D. Final Effluent Limitation Considerations
1 Anti-Backsliding Requirements

Sections 402(o) ahd 303(d)(4) of the CWA and federal regulations at 40 CFR § 122.44()
prohibit backsliding in NPDES permits. These anti-backsliding provisions require effluent
 limitations in a reissued permit to be as stringent as those in'the previous permit, with
some exceptfions where limitatiohs may be relaxed. The effluent limitations in this Order
are at least as stringent ds the effluent limitations in the previous Order, with the
exception of effluent limitation for arsenic, fluoride, antimony, cadmium, chromium VI,
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lead, selenium, silver, zinc, Tetrachloroethylene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, lindane, Endrin,
barium, Methoxychlor, 2,4-D,.and 2,4,5-TP (Silvex). Those effluent limitations were
removed because the pollutants did not show reasonable potential to exceed the
applicable water quality criteria, which constitutes new information and an exception to
the general rule against backshdmg This removal of effluent Iim:tatrons is consistent

_with the anti- backslldlng requirements of the CWA and federal regulatlons Applicable
exceptions to the anti- -backsliding requirements justifying removal of certain effluent
limitations include a) material and substantial afterations or additions to the permitted
faC|I|ty occurred after perm|t lssuance and b) new |nformat|on obtalned after permit
issuance. '

' Under CWA sectlons 403(0)(1)/303(d)(4)(B) for waters in attalnment relaxatlon is
‘consistent with the State’s antidegradation policy because the dlscharge is in compliance
with existing water quality objectives for arsenic, fluoride, antimony, cadmium, chromium
VI, lead; selenium, silver, zinc; Tetrachloroethylene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, Ilndane

endrin, barium, Methoxychlor -2/4-D, and 2,4, 5—TP (Sllvex) in COHE}O Creek.

S 2. Antrdegradaflon Pollmes o

40 CFR § 131.12 requrres that state water quallty standards mc]ude an antldegradatron

* policy consistent with the federal antidegradation policy. On October 28, 1968, the State
Water Board established Galifornia's antidegradation policy when it adopted: Resotutlon
‘No. 68:186, Statement of Folicy. with Respect to Maintaining the Quality of the Waters of -
the State, ‘Resolution No. 68:16 requires that existing water quality be maintained unless.
degradatton is Just|fred based on specific findings. The Staté Water Board has; in State
Water:Board Ordér No. 86-17 and an October 7, 1987 guidance memorandum,
interpreted Resolution No. 68-16 to be fully con5|stent with the federal anhdegradatlon

'~ policy contained in 40 CFR § 131.12. Similarly, CWA section 303(d){4)(B) and 40 CFR § '
131.12 require that all permitting actions be consistent with the federal- antidegradation
,pollcy Together the state and federal antldegradatron policies are designed to ensure
that a water body: will not be degraded resulting from the perm:tted discharge. The
Regronal ‘Water Board's Basin Plan’ |mplements and incorporates by reference, both the
state and federal antidegradation policies. Conejo Creek is included on the 303(d) list for
many pollutants. The Regional Water Board adopted TMDLs havé to attdin water quality
standards in the receiving waters, at'a futuré date for: saits, pesticides, PCBs, toxicity, -
ahd metals. The NPDES permit contains coricentration- based and riiass- based limits for-
copper and nickel to protect aquatic’ Ilfe beneficial use from the point of discharge all the -

- way to the sensitive Mugu Lagoon afea, downstream of the discharge. The permit-also
contains concentration-based Ilmltatlons based on the Callfornla Toxics Rule to protect
human health and recreational uses.in the receiving-water. In addition, Camarills SDis
implementing plans to maximize the recycling of its high-quality tertlary-treated effluent
and to discontinue its discharge to inland surface waters by connecting to the Cafleguas
Municipal Water District's brine-line. The renewal of the NPDES permit-will not lower
surface water quality because the conditions in the Order are at least as stringent as the
prior Order and because the Camarillo WRP facility is reducing its flow to surface waters.
"Therefore discharges pérmitted in this Order are consistent with the antldegradatlon
provisions of 40 CFR § 131.12 and State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16.

3 Strlngency of Requrrements for Individual- Pollutants

This Order contalns both TBELs and WQBELs for |nd|V|duaI poltutants The technology-
based effluent limitations consist of restrictions on BOD, TSS, pH, and percent removal
of BOD and TSS. Restrictions on BOD, TSS and pH are discussed in section IV.B. of the
Fact Sheet.” This O'rder’-s--technolog'y-based pollutant restrictions implement the
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contains effluent limitations more stringent than the minimum, federal technology-based
requirements that are necessary to meet ‘water guality standards.

Water quality-based effluent limitations have been scientifically déri_\}ed: to implement

WQOs that protect beneficial uses. Both the beneficial uses and the WQOs have been
approved pursuant to federal law and are the applicable federal water quality standards.
To the extent that toxic pollutant WQBELs were derived from the CTR, the CTR is the
applicable standard pursuant to 40 CFR § 131.38. The scientific procedures for
calculating the individual water quality-based effluent limitations for priority pollutants are
based on the CTR-SIP, which was approved by USEPA on May 18, 2000. All beneficial
uses and WQOs contairied in the Basin Plan were approved under state law and
submitted to and approved by USEPA prior to May 30, 2000.. Any WQOs and beneficial
uses subriitted to USEPA prior to May 30, 2000, but not approved by USEPA béfore that

date, are nonetheless “applicable water quality standards for purpoges of the CWA”

pursuant to 40 CFR § 131.21(c)(1}. Collectively, this Order’s restrictions on individual
pollutants are no more stringent than required to implement the requirements of the CWA
and the applicable water quality standards for purposes of the CWA.

Table F-8. Summatry of Final Effluent Limitations

Parameter

for Discharge Points 001A and 001B
e '.,_Eff_lq_e'r_\t L’inﬁ_itqtic_ms_ o

Maximum

T Instant-

Instant-

Units A\,-i.el_:'agé | 'AVerage oy Basis
R A, S L . aneous aneous
- Monthly V_Ve_e_.kly_- Daily Min. Max.
o mg/k 20 30 4B o Existing
Ds20° :
BQ ¥ c ibs/day”’ 1210 1810 2720
Total Suspended Solids |~ mglL 15 | .40 45 et
— - - - - Xistin
(TSS) Tosiday"” 910 2420 2720 sing
oH. .Stzr:]ﬁzrdé _ o - 65 8.5 Existing
Removal Efficiency for | * - B 85 N 3
BODand TSS =~ ke o , Existing
e mgk | 10 < 15 Existing
Offand Grease “Tos/day” | 600 -.i 910_
Settleable Solids G N X .- 0.3 Existing
Total Residual Chlorine mgl . | . - -- 01 Existing
TDS (dry-weathen ™ | ibsiday | 61.400" TMDL

17 The mass emission rates are based on the plant design flow rate of 7.25 mgd; and are calculated as follows:
Flow (MGD) x Concentration (mg/L) x 8.34 (conversion factor) = Ibs/day. ‘

18

86th percentile flow, as explained in WOR'§ VILO. .

19 This limitation is derived from the final Waste Load Allocations (WLAs) in the Calfleguas Creek Watershed

Dry wéather is defined in the Salts TI:VIDL:as the condition when the flows in the receiving water are below the

Salts Total Maximum Daily Load (Salts TMDL), established by the Regional V\_late'r Board on October 4, 2007,
The Salfs TMDL which became effective on December 2, 2008, following USEPA's approval. Interim effluent
limitations may be provided in a separate Time Schedule Order.

Consistent with the Salts TMDL, these limits appl

explained in WDR § VIL.O).
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21

22

23

_ _ Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average Average Maximum :‘:et?,:ts' ?ﬁ:g:;’ Basis
: | .N.Ion.thly "Weekly--- Daily ~ Min, Max.
DS (wet-weather)®®. mg/L - 850 _ B Basin
: : Plan
Sulfate (dry—weather) mg/L 15,100 - - TMDL
| sutate (wetweather® | man 250 - “ Eaain
Chiori i | 9,070 TV
%hforlde (dry weather) lbsiday _ - N TMDL
Chloride(wet-weather)® mg/L 150 -~ - | ‘Basin
L . Plan
mg/L 1.0 Dlan
. : mg/lL - . 05 - -- Existing
MBAS ——
" Ibs/day 50 -
e Comgn. | 35 [ - 78"
| Ammonia fitrogen lbsiday. |~ - 70x Q% | T™DL
L — . g/l 9% - -
Nitrate + Nitrite (as N) T iosiday — = — ] TMDL
e L s — — —_—
Nitrate (as N) Ibs/day - = - TMDL
T omg/l 0.9% - - '
nitrte {as N) Ibsiday " - = | T™DL
Arsenic L Mgl [ 10 ~ _| sipicTR
' . lbsiday . .. 08 '
Iron o HglL ..300 - - Basin
Ibs/day 18 “ = Plan
_wgn | 43 8.5 SIP/CTR
Cyanide lsiday. | 045 - 0.89
Bis(2- ethylhexyl) o epgll - 40 . . - - Basin
Phthalate ‘Ibs/day 0.42. - Plan
2 This wet-weather final effiuent limitation shall apply on January 1, 2016, upon the expiration date of TSO No.

R4-2011-0126-A02. Any day that does not qualify as dry-weather is wet-weather: See also section VII.O. of -
this QOrder for def[nmon of wet-weather

This limitation is derived from the final WLA for ammeonia nitrogen, as set forth in-the Nifrogen Compounds
and Refated Effects TMDL, established by the Reglonal Water Board on.Qctober 24, 2002 Final WLAs
became operative on October 24, 2004.

Q represents the POTW effluent flow at the time the water quallty measurement is collected (not to exceed
7.25MGD) and a conversron factor to Ibs/day based on the unlts of measure for the flow.

This-limitation is derlved from the final WLA for nitrate nitrogen, nitrite n_ltrogen, and nltrate plus nitrite
nitrogen, as set forth in the Nitrogen Compounds and'Related Effects TMDL, established by the Regional
Water Board on October 24, 2002. Final WLAs became operative on July 16, 2007.

ATTACHMENT F — FACT SHEET (Adopted: 5/8/2014) . - F.48



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRiT

Y

CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT

ORDER R4-2014-0062
NPDES NO. CAC053597

25

28

27

28
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| , Effluent Limitations
Péfé_meter “Units Average Average | Maximum :‘:etz:ts' ' 21::2:1; Basis
: M?nthly- Weekly Daily Min. Max.
— ugiL 3% - 4?71— _

’ COPPEr lbs]day [ -- O_425. A TMDL
- Hg/L 110" - 2767 o
Nickel lbs/day - - 0.2 _TMBL
Mercury Ibs/month 0.031* | - o TMDL
2,3,7,8-TCDD pgiL 0.0140 - 0.0281 SIP/ICTR
Aldrin pg/L 0.00014 - 0.0002871 , | sipicTR
[ Alpha-BHC wk | 00183 | - o026 | | |SPCTR
Heptachlor epoxide pg/L 0.00011. 0.00022 ' | SIPICTR
% This limitation is derived from the final WLA, as set forth in the Callegizas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL

(Metals TMDL), established by the Regional Water Board on June 8, 2006. The TMDL became effective on
March 26, 2007. The Metals TMDL contains concentration-based WLAs that are expressed interms of a
footnote, which indicates that the concentration-based final limits will be included in the permits in accordance
with NPDES guidance and requiréments, but are not calculated as part of the TMDL. WLA-based limits were
calculated using the freshwater CTR eriteria, consistent with the Final Draft Mefals and Sefenium TMDL
Technical Report (Technical Report), dated March 2008. This final effluent limitation applies on'the effective
date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the Facility's discharge is currently able to comply with the
final WLA-based limitations.- - - : o

This limitation is derived from the mass-based final WLA, as set forth in the Metals TMDL, established by the

Regional Water Board on June 8, 2008, for the protection of the lower reaches of Calleguas Creek. The-
TMDL becaime effective or'March 26, 2007. The mass-based WLA is expressed in terms of a formula that
incorporates a Water Effects Ratio (WER). - The WLA-based limit- was calculated using the 3.89 copper WER
approved by the Regional Water Board on November 9, 2006, This final mass-based effluent limitation
applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the Facility's discharge is currently
able to comply with the final WLA-based limitations. - .

This limitation is derived from the final WLA, -as set forth in the Calleguas Creek Watershed Metals TMDL .
(Metals TMDL), established by thé Regional Water Board on June 8, 2006. The TMDL became effective on
March 26, 2007. The Metals TMDL contains concentration-based WLAs that are expressed in terms ofa -
footnote, which indicates that the concentration-based final fimits will be included in the permits in accordance
with NPDES guidafice and requiréments, but &re not calculated as part of the TMDL. WLA-based limits were
calculated using the freshwater CTR criteria, consistent with the Final Praft Metals and Selenium TMDL
Technical Report (Technical Report), dated March 2006. This final effluent limitation applies on the effective
date of this Order. Effluent data. demonstrates that the Facility’s discharge is currently able to:comply with the
final WLA-based limitations... - - - - - B S ' L

This mass-based effluent limitation is derived from the mass-based final WLA, as set forth in the Calleguas
Creek Watershed Metals TMDL, established by the Regional Water Board on June.8, 2008, for the protection
of the lower reachies of Calleguas Creek. The TMDL became: effective on-March 26, 2007:-This final effluent
limitation applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the facility’s discharge is
currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitation.

This final effluent limitation shallzapply on the effective date of this permit. According to the Metals TMDL, the
mercury (in suspended sediment) effluent limitation, in Ibs/month, is assumed that the total load in effluent

- water is equal to the suspended sediment load..-This final effluent fimitation applies on the effective date of

this Order. Effluent data demonstrates that the facility's discharge is currently able fo comply with the final
WLA-based limitation. ' : .
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Effluent Limitations S
Parameter -Units Average Average Maximum !:-: ;222 21:;222 Basis
: | Monthly Weekly : rDa,in Min. | Max. |

Chlorpyrifos T pgiL S 0.0133%F | . 0. 024 | - | TMDL
Diazinon = pg/l 017 - 017 TMDL
Chronic Toxidity™ °' | Pass or Pass™ ~ Passor | TMDL,
Fail, % %Effact < 50 TST

Effect '
Chlordane ug/L 0.00059% - 0.0012% TMDL
4,4-DDD Hg/L 0.00084% -- 0.0017% TMDL
4,4-DDE pg/l - | 0.00059 0.0012% TMDL
4,4-DDT gL -0.00059% - - 0.0012% TMDL
Dieldrin”™ " -~ pgiL 0.00014% - 0.00028% “TMDL
PCBs™ Cpall” 0.00017" 0.00034™ [ ™mbL
Toxaphene cpg/l | 0.00016% 1000033 ~ TMDL

29

30

H

32

33
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This limitation is derived from the final WLA as set forth in the Calleguas Creek Watershed Toxicity TMDL,

established by the Regional Water Board on July 7, 2005, The TMDL became effectlve on March 24, 2006.

Consistent with the TMDL the final WLA- based limit became operative ori March 23, 2008, This flnal effluent
limitation applles on the’ eﬁect:ve date-of this Order. - Efﬂuent data demonstrates that the Facmty s discharge is
currently able to comply W|th the fmal WLA—based Ilmltatioh :

The Calleguas Creek Watershed Tox;c:ty TMDL mcludes a WLA of 1 0TUc fortoxuclty, which is requnred to
be implemented in accordance with USEPA, State Water Board, and Regional Water Board reselutions,
guidance and policy at the time of permit issuance or renewal. The numeric WLA is protective of both the
numeric acute toxicity and the narrative toxicity Basin Plan water quallty objectlves Consistert with the

" Toxicity TMDL: Implementation Plari, this toxicity WLA Wil be implemented Using currént USEPA guidance in

National Pollutant Dischakge Ehmmat:on System Test-of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (EPA
833-R-10:003, Juhe 72010} and EPA Reglons '8, 9.and 10 Toxicity Training-Tool (January 2010);
http://vww2.epa. goviregion8/epa-regions-8-9-and-10-foxicify-training-tool-janugry-2010 . . -

“Pass” or “Fail” for Median Monthly Effluent Limitation (MMEL). “Pass® or “Fail’ arid “% Effect” for Maximum
Daily Effluent Limitation (MDEL). The MMEL for chronic toxicity shall only apply when there is a.discharge
more than one day in a calendar month period. During such calendar months, exactly three independent
toxicity tests are required when one toxicity test results in “Fail’. The final effluent limitation will apply on the
effective date of this Order, since additional time for permit compliance, provided under the 2008:Compliance
Schedule Policy, was not offered by the TMDL. Effluent data demonstrates that the Facllltys discharge is .
currently able to comply with the final WLA-based limitations.

This:is a Meduan Monthiy Efﬂuent leltatlon

'Thls llmltatlon is derlved from the flnal WLA as set forth in the Ceﬂeguas Creek Watershed Organochlorme

Pesticide, Poiychlonnated prhenyls (PCB), and Siltation TMDL, established by the Regional Water Board on
July 7, 2005. The limitation is derived from the final WLA as set forth in said TMDL. 'The TMDL became
effective on March 24, 2006. This final efflient limitation applies on the effective date of this Order. Effluent
data demonistrates that the facility's discharge is curréntly able to comply with the final WLA-based limitation,

Applies to sum of all congener or isomer or homolog or Aroclor analyses. PCBs shall mean the sum of

chlorinated biphenyls whose analytical characteristics resemble those of Aroclor-1016, Aroclor-1221, Arolclor-
1232, Arocior-1242, Aroclor~1248 Aroclor-1254, and Aroclor 1260.
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E. Interim Effluent Limitations

- The State Water Board’s Resolution 2008-0025 “Policy for Compliance Schedules in National

Poliutant Discharge Elimination System Permits’ (Compliance Schedule Policy) requires the
Regional Water Board to establish interim numeric effluent limitations in this Order for
compliance schedules longer than one year. As discussed in section VI.B.7 of this Fact -
Sheet, the Regional Water Board is approving a compliance schedule longer than one year
for TDS, sulfate, and chloride, but through a separate Time Schedule Order, since the various
TMDLs were approved by USEPA under CWA § 303(d). No interim limits are included in this
NPDES Order. o ' ' '

Table F-10. Interim Effluent Limitations for Discharge Point 001A and 001B

- | - - Effluént Limitations- S
Parameter Units Average | Average | Maximum | [nstantaneous Instantaneous
| - Monthly Weekly ~ Daily Minimum Maximum
N!A . . — . .__ o
F. Land Discharge Specifications — Not Applicable

Recycling Specifications .

‘The Permittee currently recycles apprépximate1y 43% (591 'm_illion__gall_ons' per year) of the total
" treated efflusnt and plans to increase that amount until it recycles 100% of the treated effluent.

Recycled water is used for landscape irrigation and crop irrigation. The production,
distribution, and reuse of recycled water are presently regulated under Water Reclamation
Requirements (WRR) Order No. R4-2013-0140, adopted by this Regional Board on
September12,2013. = . : ~ :

Camarillo Sanitary District has a project under design which will dramatically expand future

recycled water delivery from the Camarillo WRP. The project would entail delivering recycled

water to a 40-acre recreational park and to nearby farming operations. - The project is
scheduled for completion by December 31,2015. Camarillo Sanitary District’s goal is to
recycle 100% of Camarillo WRP’s effluent. : : ‘

V. RATIONALE FOR RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

. A..‘

Surface Water . ) _ 7 _
Receiving water limitations are based on WQOs contained in the Basin Plan and are a
required part of this Order. : '

. Groundwater

Limitations in this Order must protect not only surface receiving water beneficial uses, but
also, the beneficial uses of underlying groundwater where there is a recharge beneficial use
of the surface water. In addition to a discharge to surface water, there is discharge that can
impact groundwater, Sections of Conejo Creek and Calleguas Creek, near the Camarillo
WRP discharge paints, are designated as GWR beneficial use. Surface water from Conejo
Creek percolates into the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin with MUN beneficial use
specified inthe Basin Plan. Since groundwater from the Basin is used to provide drinking
water to the community, the groundwater aquifers should be protected.

The issué of using MCLs as the basis for establishing final effluent limitations in an NPDES
permit, to protect the GWR beneficial use of surface waters and the MUN beneficial use of the
groundwater basins, has been addressed by the State Board in its WQO No. 2003-0009, in
the Matter of the Petitions of County Sanitation District No. 2 of Los Angeles and Bill
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Robinson for Review of Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. R4-2002-0142 and Time
Schedule Order No. R4-2002-0143 for the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant. The
groundwater recharge (GWRY) beneficial use is premised on a hydrologic:.connection between
surface waters and groundwater, where the groundwater in this case is designated with an
existing MUN beneficial.use. ‘Since there are no criteria or objectives specific to the GWR

beneficial use; the Los Angeles Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan, staff based effluent
limitations for the GWR use onthe groundwater MUN objectives, By doing so, the Regional

Water Board ensures.that the use of surface waters to recharge groundwater used as an
existing drlnklng water source is-protected. The fact that there are no criteria or objectives
specific to the GWR beneficial use does not deprive the Regional Water Board the ability to
protect the use. The CWA contemplates enforcement of both beneficial uses as well as
criteria in state water quality standards. In Calrfornla an NPDES permlt also serves as waste
discharge requ:rements under state law, , L -

- Reasonable potentral analysls Was conducted using new data. The anaIysts showed that the

_dlscharge had reasonable potentlal to exceed the primary MCL for bis(2- -ethylhexyl)phthalate
~and'the secondary MCL for'iron, therefore a limit is included in the’ permlt for both pollutants.
~ The effluent tlmltatlons are expressed as a monthly average | rather than a daily maximum,

becalise it was. assumed that the groundwater basins have assimilative capacity for these
pollutants. The monthly averaging period is justified because these pollutants are not
expected to produce acute effects. Since the discharge has reasonable potential to exceed
the MCLs,__end of-plpe f|naI effiuent I|m|tattons for bIS(2 ethylhexyl) _aIate and iron are
neede . : -

VI RATIONALE FOR PROVISIONS

A

__Standard Prowsuons o
- Standard. Prowsmns whlch apply to all NPDES permlts in accordance W|th 40 CFR § 122.41,

and additionat conditions -applicable to specified categories of permits in accordance with 40
CFR:§ 122.42; are provided in Attachment D. The. Permittee must. comply with all standard
provisions and with those additional conditions that are appllcable under section 122 .42.

Parts 122.41(a)(1) and (b) through (n) of 40 CFR establish conditions that apply to all state- -

- issued NPDES permits. These conditions must be incorporated into the permits either

' expressly or by reférence. If |ncorporated by reference a specrftc citation to the regulations

must be included in the Ordér. Part 123, 25(a)(12) of 40 CFR allows the state to omit or modify

' cond|t|ons toi |mpose more stnngent requirements. In- accordance with 40 CFR § 123.25, this

Order’ omrts federal cond|t|ons that address enforcement authorlty specrfled in 40 CFR §
122.41(}(5) and (k){2) because the enforcement authority under the CWC is more stringent.
In lieu of these condrtlons th|s Order lncorporates by reference CWC sectlon 13387(e).

Specral Prov:srons o
1. - Reopener Provisions

This provision is based on 40 CFR part 123. The Regional Water Board may reopen the
permit to modify permit conditions and requirements. Calises for modifications include
the promulgation of new regulations, modification in sludge use:or-disposal practices, or
adoption of new regulations by the State Water Board or Regional Water Board,
including revisions to the Basin Plan.

2. Speclal Studies and Additional Monitoring‘Reqdirements"

a. Constituent of Emerging Concern (CEC). In recent years, the Los Angeles
Regional Water Board has incorporated monitoring of a select group of man-made
chemicals, particularly pesticides, pharmaceuticals and personal care products,
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known collectively as CECs, into permits issued to POTWSs to better understand the
propensity, persistence and effects of CECs in our environment. Recently adopted
permits in this region contain requireménts-for CEC effluent monitoring and submittal
of a work plan identifying the CECs to be monitored in-the effluent, sample type,
sampling frequency and sampling methodology. Based on feedback we have
received from permittees and our reviewof the results of a recent CEC-related study
by the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) and the
State Water Board, we have modified our CEC monitoring program to respond to
feedback while proceeding to fill identified data gaps without overly burdening any
‘one permittee. : ! ‘

The Permittee shall conduct a special study to investigate-the CECs in the effluent
discharge as listed in Table E-5 of the MRP. These constituents shall be monitored
~annually for at least two years. The Regional Water Board has determined that two
years is an appropriate time period to determine those CECs that are presentin -
POTW effluent. Monitoring résults shall be reported as part of the annual report.
~ Analysis under this section is for monitoring purposes only. Analytical results
' obtained for this study will not be used for compliance determination purposes, since
~ thémethods have not been incorporated into 40 CFR part 136 ‘

b, Antidegradation Analysis and Engineering Report for Proposed Plant
" Expansion. This provision is'based on the State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16,
which requires the Regional Water Board in regulating the discharge of waste to
maintain high quality waters of the state. The Permittee must démonstrate that it has
implemented adequate controls (e.g., adequate treatment capacity) to ensure that
high quality waters will be maintained. This provision requires the Permittee to clarify
~ that it has increased plarit capacity through the addition of new treatment system(s)
to obtain alternative effluent limitations for the discharge from the treatment
-system(s). - This provision requirés the Permiitee to report specific time schedules for
the plants projects. This provision requires the Permittee to submit report to the
Regional Water Board for approval. - :

c. Operations Plan for Proposed Expansion. This provision is based on section
13385()(1)(D) of the CWC and allows a time period not to exceed 90 days.in which
~_the Permittee may adjust and test the treatment system(s). This provision requires
~ the Permittee to submit an Operations Plan describing the actions the Permittee will
take during the period of adjusting and testing to prevent violations.

" d. Treatment Plant Capacity. The treatment plant capacity study required by this
Order shall serve as an indicator for the Regional Water Board regarding Facility's
increasing hydraulic capacity and growth in the service area. :

3. Best _Manage,mehf"ﬁtactices and Pollution Pr_gvenﬁon
“a. Pollutant Minimization Program‘(PMP). This provision is based on the
.requirements of section 2.4.5 of the SIP. :
4. . Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Specifications :
This provision is based on the requirriements_ of 40 CFR § 122.41(e) and the previous

Order.
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5. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities (POTWs Only)

a. Biosolids Requirements. To implement CWA section 405(d), on February 19,

- 1993, USEPA promulgated 40 CFR part 503 to regulate the use and disposal of
mun|0|pal sewage sludge. This regulation was amended on September 3, 1990.
The regulatlon requires that producers of sewage sludge méet ¢ertain reporting,
'handlmg, and d|sposaI reqwrements It is the responSIbrllty of the Permittee to
comply ‘with said regulations that are enforceable by. USEPA, because California has
not been delegated the authority to |mplement this program. The Permtttee is also
responslble for compI:ance with WDRs and NPDES permits for the generation,
transport and apptlcatlon of biosolids issued by the State Water Board, other
Regional Water Boards, Arizona Department of Envirohmental Quallty or USEPA, to
‘whose Jurlsdlction the Facrllty 8 bIOSO|IdS will be transported and applled

- b. Pretreatment Req ments This permlt contalns pretreatment reqwrements
" consistent with appllcable effluent limitations, national standards of’ performance and
toxic and performance effilierit standards establishéd pursuant to sections 208(b},
©.301,:302, 303(d), 304, 306, 307,403,404, 405, and 501 of the CWA_ and
amendments thereto: This permit contalns requirements for:the: lmplementatlon of
- an effective pretreatment program pursuant to section: 307 of the CWA 40 CFR 35
- and 403 and/or Tltle 23 CCR sectlon 2233 .

G Sp:ll Reportmg Requ1rements Thls Order establlshed a reportlng protoool for how -
© - -different types of spills, overflow or bypasses of raw or partially-treated sewage from
its collection system or treatment plant covered by this Order shall be reported to
regulatory, agenmes :

The State Water Board Issu'ed General Waste Dtscharge Reqwrements for Sanltary
Sewer Systems, Water Quality Order 2006-0003-DWQ (5SSO WDR) on:May 2, 2008.
The Monitering and Reporting Requirements for the SSO WDR were amended by
Water-Quality Order: ‘WQ 2008-0002-EXEC on February 20, 2008. The SSO-WDR
requires public agencres that own or-operate sanitary sewer systems with-greater
than one mile of pipes or sewer linesta enroll for-coverage underthe SSO WDR.
The SSO WDR requires agencies to .develop sanitary sewer management plans
(SSMPs) and report all sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs), among other requirements
and prohlbltlons :

Furthermore the SSO WDR contains reqwrements for operation and malntenance of
collection systems and for reporting ‘and mitigating sanitary sewer overflows.
Inasmuch that the. Permlttee s collection systeri is part of the system that is subject
to this Order, certain standard prowslons are appllcable as specified in Provisions,
secfion VI.C, 5 For instance, the 24-hour reportlng requirements in this Order are not
included in the SSO WDR. The Permittee must ‘comply with both the SSO WDR and
this Order. The Permittee and public agencies that are dlscharglng wastewater into
the Facility were required to obtain enrollment for regulation under the SSO WDR by
December 1, 2006. * '

In the past, the Los Angeles Regional Water Board has experienced Ioss of
recreational use in coastal beaches and in Arroyo Conejo as a result of major
sewage spills. The SSO requirements are intended to prevent or m|n|m|ze impacts
to recelvrng ‘waters as a result of Spll]S '
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8.

- Other Special Provisions (Not Applicable)

Compliance Schedules

An NPDES permit miust include final effluent limitations that are consistent with CWA
section 301 and with 40 CFR § 122.44(d). The State Waiter Board’s Resolution 2008-
0025 “Policy for Compliance Schedules in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
Systet Permits” (Compliance Schedule Policy) allows compliance schedules for new,
revised, or newly interpreted WQOs or criteria, or in accordance with'a TMDL. All
compliance schédules must be as short as possible, and may not exceed ten years from
the effective date of the adoption, revision, or new interpretation of the applicable WQO
or criterion, unless a TMDL allows a longer schedule. Where a compliance schedule for

a final effluent limitation exceeds one year, the Order must include interim numeric

efflient limitations for that constituent or parametér, interim requirements and dates
toward achieving compliance, and compliance reporting within 14 days after each interim

"date. The Order may also include interim requirements to control the pollutant, such as

poliutant minimization and source control measures.

The permit Iim'itations for TDS, su‘lfa'té, and chloride are more'stringent than the
limitations previously implemented. These new limitations are based on the Salfls TMDL

‘WLAs that became effective on December 2, 2008. However, since-the interim limits are

based on current performarice, rather than on the Salts TMDL Interim WLAs, the interim
effluent limitations and the compliance schedule cannot be included in the NPDES
Order. Therefore, a compliance schedule for-compliance with final effluent limitations for

“TDS, sulfate, and chioride may be established in a separate Time Schedule Order.

Table F-11. Plant Performance Evaluation

Constituent _

~ Average _ “Maximum | . 95th Percentil | 99" percentile
Concentration | Concentration Congentration Concentration

omgy | r(r'rlgfL)ﬂ L (mglL) {mg/L)

WA _

Table F-12. Compliance Sehedule Milestone Dates

Task No.

- NA

* Description | startpate End Date

The compliance schedule in the TSO is as short as possible. Although the compliance
'schedule, Under the Salts TMDL, allowed POTWS to have up to 12'years from the

effective date of the TMDL to achieve comipliance with the final WLAs for TSD, sulfate,

“and chidride, Camarillo SD only requested up to December 2015, to comply with the

Salts TMDL WLAS.

There is no compliance schedule included in Special Provisions section VI.C.7.

VIl. RATIONALE FOR MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Section 308(a) of the federal Clean Water Act and sections 122.41(h), ()-()), 122,44(), and 122.48
of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) require that all NPDES permits specify
monitoring and reporting requirements. CWC sections 13267 and 13383 also authorizes the -

ATTACHMENT F — FACT SHEET (Adopted: 5/8/2014) , ' F-55



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT - ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT NPDES NO, CA0053597

Regional Water Board to establish monitoring, inspection, entry, reporting, and recordkeeping
requirements. The MRP establishes monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements that
implement federal and state reqwrements The following provides the rationalé for the mon|tor|ng
and reporting reqmrements contalned in the MRP for thrs FaC|I|ty

A, Influent Monitoring

Influent monitor|ng is required: -

e To determine compliance with the perm|t conditions for BODg 20°C and suspended SO|IdS
removal rates; -

e To assess treatment plant performance;

o To assess the effectiveness of the Pretreatment Program and

e Asa reqmrement of the PMP

B, Effluent Monrtorlng

The Permittee is réquired fo conduct monltorlng of the permitted dlscharges in.orderto. -
evaluate compliance with permit conditions. .Monitoring requirements are given in the. MRP

~“Attachment E. This provision requires compllance with the MRP, and is based on 40 CFR
parts 122. 44(|) 122 62, 122.63, and 124.5: The MRP is a standard requ1rement in a!most all
NPDES permits (mcludrng this Order) issued by the Regional Water Board. In add|t|on to
containing definition of terms, it specifies generat sampling/analytical protocols and the
requirements of reporting spills, violation, and routine monitoring data in accordance ‘with
NPDES regulations, the CWC, and Regional Water Board policies.” The MRP ‘also‘contains
sampling program specific for the Permitfee’s wastewater treatment plant. It defines the

- sampling.stations-and frequency, pollutants to'be monitored, and addrtronal reporting -
requirements. - Po[lutants to be monitored include all pollutants for which effluent limitations
are specified, . Further, in accordance with.section 1.3 of the SIP, a periodic mon|tor|ng is

* required.for all priority pollutants defined by the CTR, fér which cntena apply and for which no

effluent I|m|tat|ons ‘have been established, to evaluate reasonable potentlat to cause or -
contrrbute to an excursron ‘above a water qualrty standard.

: Monltorlng for those poltutants expected to be present in the dlscharge from the Fac:llty, will
be required as shown on the MRP and as: requtred in the SIP.. Semi-annual monitoring for
priority potlutants in the effluent is requrred |n accordance with the Pretreatment
requirements. . - _

Table F 13. Monltorlng Frequency Comparlson .

Momtorlng Frequency Monltorlng FreqUehcy

Parameter_ ' (2003 Permit) (2014 Permlt)

Total waste fow .. o contrnuous ' "no6 change
Total resrdual chlorme . | continuous. | nochange
Turbidity e ) _ contlnuous - ‘ | no change
Temperature .. - | 'weekly . o no change,

pH L h 'weekly L "~ | nochange
Settleable sollds R | weekly . " | nochange:
Total suspended. sollds L | weekly . - | nochange

Oil and grease .. . , | monthly- - | oguarterly .. ..
BOD . . weekly. | nochange -
Dissolved oxygen L | monthly--. . ‘ no change -
Total coliform daily. _ no change
Fecal Coliform = daily . ‘ | nochange
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. ' itoring uen Monitori equen
Parameter Mom(tzogtlxsgpirrﬁit) ey om(tZO'llr:LgPI;rrn?it) ~
E.coli- : { not: monltored | daily {as necessary)
Total Dissolved Sollds | monthiy no change
Sulfate monthly no.change.
Chloride monthly no change
~ | Boron monthly ‘nochange
1MBAS morithly quarterly
CTAS monthly quarterly '
Ammonia nitrogen | monthly | no change
Nitrate + nitrite {as nitrogen) | monthly no change
Nitrite nitrogen monthly no change
Qrganic N monthly no change
TKN monthly no change’
Orthophosphate-P monthly - “no.change
Total Hardness (CaCOs) " | weekly monthly -
| Chronic toxicity o | monthly | no change
'Bls(2 ethylhexyl)phtha[ate | monthly’ no change
' | monthly . ‘16 change
] “monthly | nochange™
. Algal blomass (Chlorophyll a) | .monthly deleted .
Iron .-, _quarterly -} quarterly .
Fluoride monthly-. 1 semiannually
Antimony - quarterly | semiannually
Arsenic | quarterly no change
Berylliim™ - quarterly semiahnually
Cadmium 1 "quarterly | semiannually
Chromium fll | quarterly” semiannually
Chromlum VI | quarterly . semlannually
| Copper, -] quarterly monthly ...
Lead | quarterly. semlannually
Mercury quarterly monthly .
Nickel - [ quarterly- | rnonthly
Selenium ; "-.quarterly 1 semiannually
Silver: semtannually
{ Thallium | | no change -
Zinc quarterly - no change”
Cyanide L monthly no change
2,3,7,8-TCDD (Dloxm) quarterly. | nochange =~
Bromoform . quarterly semiannually
Dibrombc'hioro_m_ethahe _ quarterly semiannually *
Chioroform ' quartefly semiannually
Bromodlchloromethane quarterly semiannually -
Tetrachloroethylene quarterly semiannually
1 4-dichlorobenzene quarterly semiannually
Alpha BHC ' semiannually quarterly
N-Nitrosodi- n-propylamlne semiannually no change
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: itori onitoring F

Parameter Mom(tzcgg:;gpimi?)emy . (szpe?en?ﬁ'f""y
Gamma~BHC(L|ndane) quarterly .| .semiannually
Chlordane quarterly - _{'no change::
44'-DDT - | semiannually quarterly
4,4'- DDE monthly guarterly
4,4-DDD monthly quarterly
Aldrin semiannually - quarterly
Dieldrin semiannually quarterly -
Endrin, quarterly , semiannually .
Heptachlor epoxide | semiannually =~ quarterly .. .
PCBs semiannually quarterly
Aroclor 1016 semiannually: -~ quarterly
Aroclor 1221 -semiannually quarterly
Aroclor 1232 semiannually quarterly, ...
Aroclor 1242 semiannually quarterly
Aroclor 1248 ‘semiannually ‘quarterly
Aroclor 1254 - | ionthly - quarterly
Aroclor 1260 ‘sémiannually | quarterly” -
Toxaphene quarterly | nochange
Chlorpyrifos ‘not monitored | quarterly
Diazinon not momtored quarterly
Methoxychlor  |quarterly sefmiannually
Barium | quarterly semiannually
24-D quarterly | semiannually
2,4,5-TP (Silvex) . _|.quarterly semiannually
Total trihalomethanes™ | quarterly. | no.change
Ammonium perchlorate annuaily no change
1,4-Dioxane..: _ annually:. ‘| no change -.
1,2,3- Trlchtoropropane annually no change
Methyl-tert-butyl-ether (MTBE) | semiannually | semiannually.
Remaining. USEPA priority pollutant. not ‘semiannually | semiannually
listed on thls Table B : . .

C. '-WET Requnrements o

WET test|ng protects the receiving water quahty from the aggregate toxic effect-of a mixture of

pollutants in the effluent. An acute’ toxwlty test'is conducted over a short time period and

measures mortality. A chronic toxicity test is conducted over a short 6r longer period of time
and may measure mortality, reproduction, and growth. Chronic toxicity is a more stringent
requirement than acute toxicity. A chémical at-a low concentration can have chronic effects

buit n6 acute effects until it gets to the hlgher level.- For this permit, chronic toxicity in the
discharge is-evaluated using USEPA’s 2010 Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) hypothesis
testing approach. The chronic toxicity effluent limitations dre as stringent as necessary to
protect the narrative Basin Plan Water Quality Objective for chronic toxmlty Those limitations

% Total trihalomethanes shall mean the sum of bromoform, bromodichloromethane, chioreform, and

dibromochloromethane.
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are also consistent with the assumptions of the Cafleguas Creek Toxicity TMDL which went
intd effect on March 24, 2006, and the implementation language which reads as follows: “The
toxicity WLAs will be implemented in accordance with USEPA, State Board and Regional
Board resolutions, guidance (emphasis added) and policy at the time of permit issuance or
renewal.” The rationale for WET has been discussed extensively in section IV.C.5 of this Fact
Sheet. - : '

D. Receiving Water Monitoring
1. Surface Water
Receiving water monitoring is required fo determine compliance with receiving water -

limitations and to characterize the water quality of the receiving water.

2. Groundwater ~ (Not Applicable)

E. Other Monitoring Requirements
1.  Watershed Monitoring and B‘ioasses_sment Monitoring

The goals of the Watershed-wide Monitoring Program including the bioassessment
monitoring for the Conejo Creek Watershed are to:

'Determine compliance with receiving water limits;
Monitor trends in surface water quality;
Ensure protection of beneficial uses;
Provide data for modeling contaminants of concern;
Characterize water quality including seasonal variation of surface waters within

~ the watershed; : :
« Assess the health of the biological cemmunity; and, 7
« Determine mixing dynamics of &ffluent and receiving waters in the estuary.

Vil Co'nsideration_ .c‘_)f' Need to Prevent Nuisance and Californ_ia'Water Code Section 13241
Factors. B : ' : S

Some of the provisions/requirements in this Order are included to implemeént state law only.
These provisions/requirements are not required or authorized under the federal CWA;
consequently, violations of these provisions/requirements are not subject to the eriforcement
remedies that are available for NPDES violations. As required by CWC section 13263, the
Regional Water Board has considered the need to prevent nuisance and the factors listed in CWC
section 13241 in establishing the state law provisions/requirements. The Regional Water Board
finds, on balance, that the state law requirements in this Order are reasonably necessary to
prevent nuisance and to protect beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan, and the section 13241
factors are not sufficient to justify failing to protect those beneficial uses.

A. Need fo prevent nuisance: The state law requirements in this Order are required to prevent
pollution or nuisance as defined in section 13050, subdivisions (I) and (m), of the CWC.
Many are also required in accordance with narrative water quality objectives in the Basin
Plan. These state requirements include, but are not limited to, groundwater limitations, spill
prevention plans, operator certification, sanitary sewer overflow reporting, and requirements
for standby or emergency power. -
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B. Past, present, and probable future beneficial uses of water: Chapter 2 of the Basin Plan

identifies designated beneficial uses for water bodies in the Los Angeles Region. Beneficial
uses of water relevant to this Order are also identified above in Section 11.C.1.

Environmental characteristics of the hydrographic unit under consideration, including the
quality of water available thereto: The environmental characteristics are discussed in the
Region’s'Watershed Management Initiative Chapter, as well as available in State of the

" Watershed reports and the State's CWA Section 303(d) List of impaired waters. The

environmental characteristics of the hydrographic unit, including the quality of available

water, will be improved by compliance with the reqwrements ofthls Order. Additional

information on the CCW is available at.. -

hitp://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangelesiwater |ssues/proqramslreqronal program/\Water
_Quality and Watersheds/ws caltequas shiml

Water guality conditions that collld reasonably be achieved tnrough the coordinated. control

- of all factors which affect water-duality:in'the area: The beneficial uses of the waterbédies in

the CCW can reasonably be achieved through the coordinate control of all factors that affect

water quality in the area. TMDLSs have been developéd (as required by the Clean Water Act)

for many of the impairments in the watershed. A number of Regional Water Board programs
and actions are in place to address the water quality impairments in the watershed,

including regulation of point source municipal and industrial discharges with appropriate
NPDES permits and non- -point source dlscharges such as irrigated agriculture: All of these
regulatory programs control the drscharge of pollutants to-surface ‘and ground waters to
prevent nuisance ahd protect beneficial uses. These regulatory programs have resulted
in watershed solutiohs and have Improved water quality. Generally, improvements in the
quality of the receiving waters impacted by the permittee’s discharges can be achieved by
reducing the volume of discharges to receiving waters (e.g., through increased recycling),
reducrng poIIutant loads through source controllpollutron prevention, including operational
source control such as public education (e.g., disposal of pesticides, pharmaceiiticals, and
personal care products into the sewer) and product or materials elimination.or substitution,
and remo_vi_ng pollutants__ th_ro_ugh treatment._

Ecohomic considerations: The Permlttee did not present any evidence regardrng economic
cohsiderations related to this Order. However the Regional Water Board has considered the
economic impact of requiring certain provisions pursuant to state law. The additional costs
associated with complying with state law requirements are reasonably necessary to prevent
huisance and protect beneficial uses identified -in the Basin Plan, Further; the loss of, or
impacts to, beneficial uses would have a detrimental economic impact. Economic
considerations related to costs of compliance are therefore not sufficient, in the Regional

‘Water Board’ s determlnatlon to justify falllng to prevent nursance and protect benefcral

uses

Need for developing housing within the region: The Regional Water Board has no evidence
regarding the need for developing housing within the region or how the Permittee’s
discharge will affect that need. The Regional Water Board, however, does not anticipate that
these state law requirements will adversely impact the need for housing in the area, The
region generally relies on imported water to meet many of its water resource needs.
Imported water. makes.up a vast majority of the region’s water supply, with local
groundwater, local surface water; and reclaimed water making up the remaining amount.
This Order helps address the need for housing by controlling poliutants in discharges, whrch
will improve-the quality of local surface and ground water, as well as water available for
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recycling and re-use. This.in turn may reduce the demand for imported water thereby
increasing the region’s capacity to support continued housing development. A reliable water
supply for future housing development is required by law, and with less imported water
_available to guarantee this reliability, an increase in local supply is necessary. Therefore, the
potential for developing housing in the area will be facilitated by improved water quality.

Need to develop and-use recycled water: The State Water Board's Recycled Water Policy
requires the Regional Water Boards to encourage the use of recycled water. in addition, as
discussed immediately above, a need to develop and use recycled water exists within the
region, especially during times of drought. To encourage recycling, the Permittee is required
by this Order to continue to explore the feasibility of recycling to maximize the beneficial
reuse of tertiary treated effluent.

1IX. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Regional Water Board has considered the issuance of WDRs that will serve as an NPDES
permit for-Camarillo WRP. As a step in the WDR adoption process, the Regional Water Board staff
has developed tentative WDRs and has encouraged public participation in the WDR adoption
process.. 3 : . '

A.

C.

Notification of Interested Parties

The Regional Water Board n_btified' the Permittee and interested agencies and persons of its
intent to prescribe WDRs for the discharge and provided an opportunity to submit written
comments and recommendations. Notification was provided through the following: public
notice in daily newspaper <Describe Notification Process (e.g., newspaper name and
date)>. ' o o

The public had access to the agenda and any changes in dates and locations through the

Regional Water Board’s website at: hi‘cD://wWw.wate‘rboar.ds.@.qQv/lo.sanqeles/.

Written Comments

Interested persons were invited to submit written comments concerning tentative WDRs as
provided through the notification process. Comments where due elther in person or by mail to
the Exetutive Office at the Regional Water Board at the address above on the cover page of

‘this Order, or by email submitted to losangeles@waterboards.ca.qgoy.

To be fully responded: to by staff and considéred'by the Régiona! Water Board, the written
comments were due at the Regional Water Board office by 5:00 p.m. on April 14, 2014,

Public Hearing o A _
The Regional Water Board held a public hearing on the tentative WDRSs 'during its regular
Board meeting on the following date and time and at the following location:

Date: May 8, 2014 : .
Time: 9:00 am. - o : -
Location: City of Simi Valley, Council Chambers

' 2929 Tapo Canyon Road

Simi Valley, California °

Interested persons were invited to attend. At the public hearing, the Regional Water Board
heard testimony pertinent to the discharge, WDRs, and permit. For accuracy of the record,
important testimony was requested in writing. -
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- D. Reconsideration of Waste Discharge Requirements

Any aggrieved person may petition the State Water Board to review the decision of the
Regional Water Board regarding the final WDRs. The petition must be received by the State
Water Board at the following address within 30 calendar days of the Reglonal Water Board’s
action:

State Water Resources Control Board
Office of Chief Counsel

- P.O. Box 100, 1001 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

For instructions on how to file a petition for review, see -
http://www. waterboards.ca.gov/public _notices/petitions/water guality/wgpetition _instr.shim|

E. Information and Copying

The ROWD, other supporting documents, and comments received are on file and may be
inspected at the address above at any time between:8:30 a.m. and 4:45 p.m., Monday
through Friday. Copying of documents may be arranged through the Regional Water Board
by calling (213} 576-6600.

F. Register of Interesied Persons

Any person interested in being placed on the malllhg Ils{ for mformat'lon regarding the WDRs
and NPDES permit should contact the Regional Water Board, refererice this facility, and
provide a name, address, and phone number. : c

G. Additional Information

Reguests for additional mformation or guestions regardlng this order should be directed to
Veronica Cuevas at (213) 576-6662.
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A. Operations and performance review

1.

NPDES permit requirements
a. Effluent limitations

b. Special conditions

¢.Monitoring data and compliance history -

POTW'design criteria
a.  Hydraulic loading capacities

b. Pollutant Ioadlng capacities
c. Blodegradatlon kinetics calculatlons/assumptlons

Infiluent and effluent conventional pollutant data
a. Biochemical oxygen demand (BODS)

Chemical oxygen demand (COD)
' Suspended solids (SS)
Ammonia

Residual chlorine

pH

Process control data

-0 a9 C
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ATTACHMENT G - TOXICITY REDUCTION EVALUATION (TRE) WORK PLAN

a. Primary sedimentation - hydraulic loading capacity and BOD and SS removal

b. Activated siudge - Food-to-microorganism (F/M) ratio, mean cell residence time
{(MCRT), mixed liguor suspended solids (MLSS) sludge yield, and BOD and COD

remcval

c. Secondary clarification - hydraulic and sollds loading capacity, sludge volume

index and sludge blanket depth

Operations information
a. Operating logs

b. Standard operating procedures
¢. Operations and maintenance practices

Process sidestream characterization data
a. Sludge processing sidestreams

b. Tertiary filter backwash
C. Cooling water

Combined sewer overflow (CSO) bypass data
a. Freguency

ATTACHMENT G — TRE WORK PLAN (Ado.pted: 5/8/2014)
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8.

b. Volume

Chemical coagulant usage for wastewater treatment and sludge processing
a. Polymer

b. Ferric chloride

C. Alum

B. POTW influent and effluent characterization data

1,
2.
3.
4.

5.

Toxicity

Priority pollutants
Hazardous pollutants
SARA 313 pollutants,

Other chemical-specific rﬁonifbring résulf’s

C. Sewage residuals (raw, dlgested thlckened and dewatered s!udge and incinerator ash)
characterization data ‘ . ,

1.

2.

3.

EP toxicity
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP)

Chemical analysis

D. Industrial waste survey (IWS)

1.

Information on IUs with categorical standards or local limits and other significant non-
categorical lUs

Number of IUs

Discharge flow

Standard Ind-ustrial Classification (SIC) code
Wastewater flow

a. Types and concentrations of pollutants in the discharge
b.  Products manufactured
Description of pretreatment facilities and operating practices

Annual pretreatment report

Schematic of sewer collection system
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9. POTW monitoring data
4. Discharge characterization data
b. Spill prevention and control procedures

¢. Hazardous waste generation

10. IU self-monitoring data

- Description of operations
Flow measurements
Discharge characterization data

Notice of sludge loading

® oo TP

Compliance schedule (if out of com.pliance)

11. Technically based local limits compliance reports
12. Waste hauler monltormg data manlfests

13. Evidence of POTW treatment mterferences (te blologlcal process mh;bltlon
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ATTACHMENT H - BIOSOLIDS AND SLUDGE MANAGEMENT

BIOSOLIDS USE AND DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS

A. All biosolids generated by the Permittee shall be reused or disposed of in'compliance with the
© applicable portions of: '

1. 40CFR part 503: for biosolids that are land applied, pIaced in surface disposal sites
(dedlcated Iand dlsposal sites or monofrlls), or incinerated: 40 CFR part 503 Subpart B
(land application) applies to.biosolids placed on the land for the purpos’e of providing
nutrients or conditioning the soil for crops or vegetation. 40 'CFR part 503 Subpart C
(surface disposal) applies to biosolids placed on the land for the purpose of disposal.

2. 40CFR pért 258: for biosolids disposed of in“MuhiCipaI Solid Waste 'Ia'ndfills.

3. 40 CFR part 257: for all blosolrds drsposat practlces not covered under 40 CFR part 258
or 503

B. The Permitteeis responSIble for assunng that all brosolrds from. its facrllty are used or
disposed of in accordance with' 40 CFR part 503, whether the Permittee reuses or disposes of -
the biosolids itself or transfers them to another party for further treatment, reuse, or disposal.
The Permittee is responsible for informing subsequent preparers, appllers or d|5posers of the
;r_equlre_m ents the_y must m_eet under 40 CFR part 503.

C. Duty to mrtrgate The Permrttee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or mmrmrze any
biosolids use or disposal which may adversely |mpact human hea!th or the envrronment

D. No biosolids shall be allowed to_enter wetland or other waters of the United States.
E. Biosolids treatment"é,'toragé"; and use or disposal shall not contamina'te grouhdwater

F. Biosolids treatment, storage and use or disposal shall not create a nuisance such as
objectionable odors or flies.

G. The Pemiittes shall assure that haulers who fransport biosolids off site forrfurther treatment,
storage, reuse, or disposal take all necessary meastires to keep the biosolids contained.

- H. If biosolids are stored for over two years from the time they are generated, the Permittee must
. ensure compliance with all the requirements for surface disposal under 40 CFR part 503
Subpart C, or must submit a written request to USEPA with the 1nformatron in part 503.20 (b},
requestrng permrssron for Ionger temporary storage

. Sewage sludge containing more than 50 mg/kg PCB's shall be dlsposed of in accordance with
40 CFR part 761.

J.  Any off-srte biosolids treatment, storage use or disposal site operated by the Permittee within
Region 4 (Los Angeles Region of RWQCB) that is not subject to its own Waste Discharge
Requirements shall have facilities adequate to divert surface runoff from the adjacent area, to
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protect the site boundaries from erosion, and to prevent any conditions that would cause
drainage from the materials in the disposal site to escape from the site. Adequate protection is
defined as protected from at least a 100-year storm and from the highest tidal stage that may
oceur.

K. Inspection and Entry: The Regional Water Board, USEPA or an authonzed representatlve
thereof, upon the presentation of credentials, shall be-allowed by the Permittee, directly or
through contractual arrangements with their biosolids management contractors, to:

1. enter upon all premises where biosolids are produced by the Permittee and all premises
where Permittee biosolids are furthertreated stored, used, or disposed, either by the
Permittee or by ancther party to whom the Permittee transfers the biosolids for further

: treatment storage, use, or disposal; :

2. have access to and cdpy any records that niust be kept under the conditions of this
permit or of 40 CFR part 503, by the Permittee or by another party to whom the
Permittee transfers the biosolids for further treatment, storage, use, or disposal; and

3. inspect any facilities, equipment (;ncludlng monltorlng and control equipment), practlces
or operations used in the production of biosolids and further treatment, storage, use, or
disposal by the Permittee or by another party to whom the Permittee transfers the
biosolids for further treatment, storage, use, or disposal.

L. Monitoring shall be conducted as follows:

1.  Biosolids shall be tested for the metals required in part 503.16 (for land application) or
part 503.26 (for surface disposal), using the methods in "Test Methods for Evaluating
Solids Waste, PhysrcaI/ChemlcaI Methods" (SW :846), as required in 503.8(b}(4}, at the
following minimum frequencies:

~ Volume (dry metrlctonslvear) , _ Freguency _

0-200 ' once per year
290 — 1500 once per guarter
1500 — 15000 once per 60 days
>15000 _ _ once per month

For accumulated, previously untested biosolids, the Discharge shall devetop a
representative sampling plan, which addresses the number and location of sampling
points, and collect representative samples.

Test results shaII be expressed in mg poIIutant per kg blosollds ona 100% dry weight
basis. - : _

Biosoclids to be land applred shaIl be tested for Organic- N ammonlum -N, and nitrate-N at
the frequencies required above

2.  Prior to land application, the Permittee ‘shall demonstrate that the brosohds meet Class

' A or Class B pathogen reduction levels by one of the methods listed in 40 CFR part
503.32. Prior to disposal in a surface disposal site, the Permittee shall demonstrate that
the biosolids meet Class B levels or shall ensure that the site is covered at the end of
each operating day. _

ATTACHMENT H — BIOSOLIDS AND SLUDGE MANAGEMENT H-2
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3.  For biosolids that are land applied or placed in a surface disposal site, the Permittee
shall track and keep records of the operational parameters used to achieve Vector
Attraction Reduction requurements in 40 CFR §503.33 (b)

-4, Class 1 faC|I|t|es (facﬂltles W|th pretreatment programs or others designated as Class 1
- by the.Regional Administrator) and Federal facilities with> 5 mgd influent flow shall
sample biosolids for pollutants listed under section 307 (a) of the Act (as required in the
pretreatment section of the permit for POTWSs with pretreatment programs.) Class 1
facilities and Federal Facilities with> 5 mgd influent flow shall test dioxins/dibenzofurans
using a detection limit of < 1 pg/g during their next sampling period if- they have not done
S0 wsthln the past 5 years and once per.5 years thereafter. .

5. The blosotlds shaII be tested annuaIIy or more frequently |f necessary to determine
hazardousness in accordance with California Law.

6. |If blosollds are pIaced ina surface drsposal site: (dedrcated Iand dlsposal site or
monofill), a qualified groundwater scientist-shall develop a groundwater monitoring
program for the site, or shall certlfy that the pIacement of bIOSO[IdS on the 5|te will not
contamlnate an aqwfer : 2 oo

7. Blosollds pIaced ina mumcrpal Iandt"ll shall be tested semi- annually by the Paint Filter-
Test (SW-846 Method 9095) to demonstrate that there are no free liguids.

M. The Permlttee elther dlrectly or through contractual arrangements wrth thelr b|osoI|ds
management contractors shall comply with the following 40 CFR part 503 notification
reguirements:

8. - Avreuse/disposal pIan shall be submitted to USEPA Region IX Coordinator and, in the
absence of other state or regional reporting requirements, to the state permrttlng agency,
prior to the use or disposal of any biosolids from this facility to a new or previously
unreported-site. The plan shall be submitted by the land applier of the biosolids and shall
include, a description and a topographic map of the proposed site(s) for reuse or
disposal, names and addresses of the-applier(s} and site-owner(s}), and a list of any state
or local permits-which must be obtained. For land application sites,-the plan shall include
a description of the crops or vegetation to be grown, proposed n1trogen loadlngs to be
‘used for the crops and a groundwater monltorlng plan |f one exists, -

9. Ifthe Perm|ttee biosolids do not meet 40 CFR § 503 13 Table 3 metals concentration
limits; the Permittee must require their land applier to contact the state permitting -
authorlty to determine whether bulk biosofids subject to-the cumulative pollutant loading
rates in 40 CFR § 503.12(b}(2) have been applied to the site since July 20, 1993, and, if

- 80, the cumulative amount of pollutants applied to date; and background concentratlon if
known. The Permittee shall then notify LUSEPA Region X Coordinator-of this information.

ATTACHMENT H — BIOSOLIDS AND SLUDGE MANAGEMENT - H-3
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10..

11.

12,

For biosolids that are land applied, the Permittee shall notify the applier in writing of the
nitrogen content of the biosolids, and the applier's requirements under 40 CFR part 503,
including the requirements that the applier certify that the requirement to obtain
information in Subpart A, and that the management practices, site restrictions, and any
applicable vector attraction reduction requirements Subpart:D have been met. The
Permittee shall require the applier to certify at the end of 38 months following application
of Class B biosolids that those harvesting restrictions in effect for up to' 38 months have
been met. ' ' ‘ L = :

If bulk biosolids are shipped to another State or to Indian Lands, the Permittee must
send written notice prior to the initial application of bulk biosolids to the permitting
authorities in the receiving State or Indian Land (the USEPA Regional Office for the area
and the State/Indian authorities).

Notification of 40 CFR part 503 non-compliance: The Permittee shall require appliers of
their biosolids to notify USEPA Region 9 and their state permitting agency of any
noncompliance within 24 hours if the non-compliance may seriously endanger health or
the environment. For other instances of non-compliance, the Permittee shall require
appliers of their biosolids to notify USEPA Region 9 and their state:permitting agency of
the non-compliance in writing within 10 working days of becoming aware of the non-

~compliance. : -

N. The Permittee sha]lisubmit an annual biosolids report to USEPA Region IX Biosolids
Coordinator and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Contro! Board by February 19 of
each year for the period covering the previous calendar year.‘The report shall include:

1.

The amount of biosolids generated that year, in dry metric tens, and the amouint

- accumulated from previous years.

‘Results of all pollutant monitoring required in the Monitoring-Section above.

Descriptions of’pathogen reduction methods, and vector attraction reduction methods,
as required in.40 CFR parts 503.17 and 503.27. ) :

Results of any groundwater monitoring or certification by groundwater scientist that the

placement of biosolids in a surface disposal site will not contaminate an aquifer.

Nam.es and addresses of land appliei's and surface disposal site operators, and volumes
applied {dry metric tons}. : , . -

‘Names and -éddresses of persons who received biosolids for storage, further treatment,

disposal in-a municipal waste landfill, or for other reuse/disposal methods not covered in
N.3, above, and volumes delivered to each. '

O. The Permittee shall require all parties contracted to manage their biosolids to submit an
annual biosolids report to USEPA Region IX Biosolids Coordinator by February 19 of each
year for the period covering the previous calendar year. The report shail include:

1. Names and addresses of land appliers and surface disposal site operators, hame,
location (latitudeflongitude), and size (hectares) of site(s), volumes applied/disposed (dry
metric tons) and for land application, biosolids loading rates (metric tons per hectare),

ATTACHMENT H — BIOSOLIDS AND SLUDGE MANAGEMENT _ H-4
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nitrogen loading rates (kg/ha), dates of applications, crops grown, dates of seeding and
harvesting and certifications that the requirement to obtain information in 40 CFR §
503.12(e)(2}), management practices in §503 14 and site restrictions in § 503.32(b)(5)
have been met.

ATTACHMENT H — BIOSOLIDS AND SLUDGE MANAGEMENT - H-5
(Adopted: 5/8/2014)
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ATTACHMENT | — PRETREATMENT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The Camarillo Sanitary District (Permittee or District) is required to submit annual Pretreatment
Program Compliance Report (Report) to the Regional Water Board and United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 (USEPA). This Attachment outlines the minimum
reporting requirements of the Report. It there is any conflict between requirements stated in this
attachment and provisions stated in the Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR), those contained
in the WDR will prevail. :

A. Pretreatment Requirements

1. The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control Authority
pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR part 403, including any subsequent
regulatory revisions to part 403. Where part 403 or subsequent revision places
mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but does not specify a
timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete the required actions
within six months from the issuance date of this permit or the effective date of the part
403 revisions, whichever comes later. For violations of pretreatment requirements, the
‘Permittee shall be subject to enforcement actions, penalties, fines and other remedies
by the USEPA or other appropriate parties, as provided in the Act. USEPA may initiate
enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with applicable
standards and requirements as provided in the act.

2 The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under sections 307(b),
307(c), 307(d) and 402(b) of the Act with timely, appropriate and effective enforcement
actions. The Permittee shall cause all nondomestic users subject to federal categorical
standards to achieve compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements
or, in the case of a new nondomestic user, upon commencement of the discharge.

3. The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 40 CFR part 403
including, but not limited to:

a. Implement the necessary legal authorities as provided in 40 CFR § 403.8(f)(1);
b. Enforce the pretreatrhent' requirements under 40 CFR parts 403.5 and 403.6;
c. Implement the programmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR § 403.8(f)(2); and .

d. Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment program
as provided in 40 CFR § 403.8(f)(3). '

4 The Permittee shall submit annually a report to USEPA Pacific Southwest Region, and
the State describing its pretreatment activities over the previous year. In the event the
District is not in compliance with'any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the
District shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and when the
District shall comply with such conditions and requirements. This annual report shall
‘cover operations from January 1 through December 31 and is due on April 15 of each
year. The report shall contain, but not be limited to, the following information:

ATTACHMENT | - PRETREATMENT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS -1
(Adopted: 5/8/2014)
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S a:

A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 24-hour
composite sampling of the publicly-owned treatment works (POTW) influent and
effluent for those pollutants USEPA has identified under section 307(a) of the Act
which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic-users. This will
consist of an annual full priority pollutant scan, with quarterly samples analyzed only
for those pollutants detected inthe full scan. The District is not required to sample
and analyze for asbestos. Sludge sampling and analysis are covered in the sludge
section of this permit. The District shall also provide any influent or effluent
monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants which the District believes may be causing
or-cohtributing to interference or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be
performed with the techniques prescribed in 40 CFR part 136;

A discussion of Upset, Interference or Pass Through incidents, if any, at the
treatment plant which the District knows or suspects were caused by nondomestic
users of the POTW system. The discussion shall include the reasons why the
incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken and,-if known, the name and address
of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. The discussion shall also include a review
of the applicable poliutant limitations to détermine whether any additional limitations,
or changes to existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent pass through or
interference; :

-~ An updated list of the District’s significant industrial users (SIUs) including their

names and.addresses, and a list of deletions, additions and SIU name changes
keyed to the previously submitted flist.. The District shall provide-a brief explanation
for each change. The list shall identify the SiUs subject to federal categorical
standards by specifying which set(s} of standards are applicable to each SIU. The

list shalt also mdlcate which SlUs are sub;ect to tocal limitations;

The Dlstrrct shall charactenze the compltance status of each SIU by prowdlng a list
or tabte WhICh mcludes the foIIowmg mformatron S _

i -,Name ofthe SIU - o

ii. Category, if subject to federal categorical standards

ii. The type of wastewater treatment or control-processes in place;

iv.  The number of samples taken by the POTW during the year;

v.  The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year; : :

vi.  Foran SIU subject to discharge reqwrements for total toxic organics, whether

- .. all required certifications were provided;

vii. Alist of the standards violated during the. year Identlfy whether the violations

- were for categorical standards or local limits;

viii. Whether the facility is in significant noncompliance (SNC) as defined at 40 CFR
§ 403.8(f)(2){viii) at any time during the year; and :

ix. A summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to return the
51U to comipliance. Describe the type of action, final compliance date, and the
amount of fines and penalties collected, if any. Déscribe: any proposed actions
for bringing the SIU into compliance. :

. A brief description of any programs the POTW implements to reduce pollutants from

nondomestic users that are not classified as SlUs;

ATTACHMENT | — PRETREATMENT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS -2
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f. A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment program
which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, changes concerning
the program’s administrative structure, local limits, monitoring program or monitoring
frequencies, legal authority, enforcement policy, funding levels, or staffing levels;

g. A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of pretreatment
-program functions and equipment purchases; and

- h. A summary of activitieé to ihvolvé and inform the public of the program including a
copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required under 40 CFR § 403.8(f)(2)(viil).

B. LOCAL LIMITS EVALUATION

1. in accordance with 40 CFR § 122.44()(2)(ii), the POTW shall provide a written technical
. evaluation of the need to revise local limits under 40 CFR § 403.5(c)(1) within 180 days
of issuance or reissuance of the-NPDES permit.

C. SIGNATORY REQUIREMENTS AND REPORT SUBMITTAL |
1. Signatory Requiréments. |

The annual report must be signed by a principal executive officer, ranking elected official
or.other duly authorized employee if such employee is responsible for the overall
operation of the POTW. Any person signing these reports must make the following
certification [40 CFR § 403.6(a)(2)(ii)]: , :

| certify under penalty of law that this decument and all attachments were prepared

- under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that
qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on
my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly
responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best.of my
knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. 1 am aware that there are significant
penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations. ' . S

2. Report Submittal. -

An original copy of the Annual Repbrt-must be sent to the Pretreatment Program
Coordinator of the Regional Water Board and the duplicate copies of the Report must be
sent to USEPA through the following addresses: :

Information and Technology Unit

Attn: Pretreatment Program Coordinator

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
320 West 4":Street, Suite 200 , o

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Pretreatment Program :

CWA Compliance Office (WTR-7}

Water Division ' A .
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX

ATTACHMENT | - PRETREATMENT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS . -3
(Adopted: 5/8/2014)



CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT - | ORDER R4-2014-0062
CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT NPDES NO. CA0053597

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
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- STATE OF CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

TIME SCHEDULE ORDER NO. R4-2011-0126-A02

REQUIRING CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT
(CAMARILLO WATER RECLAMATION PLANT)
TO COMPLY WITH REQUIREMENTS PRESCRIBED IN
ORDER NO. R4-2014-0062
(NPDES PERMIT NO. CA0053597)

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Ange1es Region (hereafter Regional
Water Board) finds:

1.

Camarillo Sanitary District (heréafter Camarillo SD or Permittee) owns and operates the
Camarillo Water Reclamation Plant (hereafter Camarillo WRP), a tertiary wastewater
treatment plant located at 150 East Howard Road, Camarillo, California.

The Camarillo WRP discharges tertiary-treated wastewater under waste discharge
requirements contained in Order No. R4-2003-0079, adopted by this Regional Water
Board on June 5, 2003. Order No. R4-2003-0079 serves as a permit under the National
Poltutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES No. CA0053597) and regulates the
discharge of treated wastewater to Conejo Creek, a water of the United States and the
State of California, within the Calleguas Creek Watershed (CCW). Order No. R4-2003-
0079 expired on May 10, 2008, but has been administratively extended. Order No. R4-
2014-0062, renewing the NPDES permit for the Camarillo WRP was adopted by the
Regional Water Board following a hearing on May 8, 2014.

Eleven of the fourteen reaches of in the CCW were identified on the 2002 and the 2006
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) List of water quality limited segments as impaired
due to elevated levels of boron, chloride, sulfate, or total dissolved solids (TDS). These
constituents are commonly referred to as salts. The reach to which Camarillo SD
discharges remains on the most recent 303(d) List, 2010 Calfifomnia List of Water Quality
Limited Segments (2010 303(d) List), which was approved by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA} on November 12, 2010. It is grouped under
Category 4A of the 2010 303(d) List because the impairments are being addresses by a
USEPA-approved TMDL. Salts primarily impact two beneficial uses: agricultural supply
(AGR) and ground water recharge (GWR). '

Order No. R4-2003-0079 prescrlbes the following final effluent [imitations for protectlon of
the AGR and GWR beneficial uses:

Effluent Limitations

Constituent Units Monthly Average Daily Maximum
. . mg/L 850 -
Total dissolved solids (TDS) ibs/day 47,900 —
Sulfate mg/L 250 -
1 July 8, 2011,

Amended: 09/12/13 & 5/8/14
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: Effluent Limitations
Constituent : Units Monthly Average Daily Maximum
ibs/day 14,000 ' -
Chloride (routine conditions) Ibs/day 2,300 --
Chloride (drought conditions) Ibs/day 2,200° -

The final effluent limitations for TDS and sulfate were based upon Water Quality
Objectives in the Wafer Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region: Basin Plan for the
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angefes and Ventura Counties (Basin Plan). The final effluent
limitations for chloride were based upon the Waste Load Allocations (WLAs) promulgated
by USEPA in 2002 in the Caﬂeguas Creek Chloride Total Maximum Daily {oad (Chioride
TMDL).

5. Also on June 5, 2003, concurrent with adoption of Order No. R4-2003-0079, this Regional
Water Board adopted Time Schedule Order (TSO) No. R4-2003-0080, which prescribed
the following interim effluent limit for chloride:

interim Effluent Limitations
Constituent Units - | Monthly Average Daily Maximum
. mg/L _ - 190
Chloride Ibs/day - 10,700

6. OnJuly 7, 2003, the Camarillo SD filed a petition with the State Water Resources Control
Board (State Water Board) seeking, in part, review of the chloride effluent limitations in.
Order No. R4-2003-0079 and TSO No. R4-2003-0080. Camarillo SD later requested that
the State Water Board issue a stay of those llmztatlons

7. On October 20, 2003, Camarillo SD, the Clty of Thousand Oaks, the City of Simi Valley
and this. Regional Water Board entered into a stipulation entitied Stipufation for Further
Order Issuing Stay, which stayed the final chloride effluent limitations in the NFDES
permits, as well as provisions pertaining to chloride limits in TSOs, for those three

_wastewater treatment plants. Specifically to the Camarillo WRP, the stipulation stayed the '
final chloride effluent limitations in Order No. R4-2003-0079 and the interim chloride
effiuent limitations in TSO No. R4-2003-0080. On November 19, 2003, the State Water
Board adopted Order WQO 2003-0019 approving the stipulation.

8.  On April 2, 2007, the Executive Officer administratively issued TSO No. R4-2007-0010 to
‘the Camarillo SD for its Camarillo WRP. The TSO, which expired on January 31, 2011,
contained the following performance-based interim effluent limitations calculated using the

This is the chloride waste load allocation (WLA) under routine conditions, pursuant to the Calleguas
Creek Chloride Total Maximum Daily Load (Chloride TMDL) promulgated by the United States
Environmenta! Protection Agency (USEPA) on March 22, 2002,

This is the chloride WLA under drought conditions, pursuant to the Chioride TMDL promulgated by
USEPA on March 22, 2002,
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ninety-fifth percentile of the Camarillo WRP’s effluent data from August 2003 through May
2006: _

Constituent Units Interim Effluent Limitations
Monthly Average Daily Maximum
mg/L 1016 -
DS Ibs/day 57,200 --
mg/L 265 -
Sulfate bs/day 14,900 =

An interim effluent limitation for chloride was not provided in TSO No. R4-2007-0010
because the stipulated stay on the chioride effluent limitation approved by the State Water
Board remained in effect. :

On October 4, 2007, the Regional Water Board adopted Resolution No. R4-2007-0186,
Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region fo Incorporate
a Tolal Maximum Daily Load for Boron, Chloride, Sulfate, and TDS (Salts) for Calieguas
Creek Watershed (Salts TMDL). The Safts TMDL, which became effective on December
2, 2008, contains the following interim and final WLAs for the Camarillo WRP:

Final WLA

Constituent

Interim Monthly Average WLA
_ (mg/L)

(Ib/day)®

DS

1012

860" Q - AF

Sulfate

283

250" Q - AF

Chloride

216

160" Q - AF

Boron

N/A

N/A

10.

The WLAs for chloride contained in the Regidna_l Water Board's Salts TMDL superseded
the WLAs for chloride contained in the 2002 USEPA-promuigated Chloride TMDL.

In 2008, tentative waste discharge requirements prepared for the Camarillo WRP, and for

- other wastewater treatment plants in the Calleguas Creek watershed, were provided to

interested persons and comments were solicited. However, Regional Water Board staff
ultimately chose not to take those tentative waste discharge requirements to the Regional
Water Board for consideration since, at that time, the State Water Board was in the
process of developing a state-wide policy for chronic toxicity that could impact how the
Regional Water Board implements Resolution No. R4-2005-009, Amendment to the Water
Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region.to Incorporate a Total Maximum Daily
Load for Toxicity, Chlorpyrifos, and Diazinon in Calleguas Creek, its Tributaries, and Mugu

- AF represents the adjustment factor, which equals the difference between the minimum salts export

requirement and the actual salts export.

Q represents the POTW flow at the time the water qualily measurement is collected and a

-conversion factor to Ibs/day hased on the units of measurement for the flow.
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1.

12.

13.

14.

Lagoon (Toxicity TMDL), in these waste discharge requirements. As of the date of this
Order; the State Water Board’s policy for chronic toxicity is still under development, which
has delayed consideration of a renewed permit for Camarilo WRP and the other
wastewater treatment plants in the Calleguas Creek watershed. Accordingly, the Regional
Water Board has not incorporated the interim and final WLAs in the Salts TMDL as
effluent limitations within the NPDES permit for the Camarillo WRP.

On December 7, 2010, the Camarillo SD submitted a letter to the Regional Water Board
requesting an extension of the TDS and sulfate interim effluent limits in TSO No. R4-
2007-0010. The Camarilio SD listed the following reasons to justify their request:

a. Camarillo SD's current treatment processes are unable to treat dissolved salts, such
as TDS, sulfate, and chloride, in the potable water supply. '

b. Camarillo SD and other stakeholders within Calleguas Creek Watershed have
developed regional solution strategies to address the salt accumulation problem that
is impairing surface waters, such as:-

i. finding locations for brackish groundwater treatment facilities,

ii.  constructing a regional salinity management pipeline also known as a “brine
line”, and

ii. increasing recycled water usage.

As an attachment to their letter, Camarillo SD submitted tabulated effluent water quality
data for TDS and sulfate from January 2007 to October 2010.

TSO‘No. R4-2007-0010 expired on January 31, 2011. At that time, Camarillo SD was not

- eligible for another TSO under California Water Code (CWC) section 13385(j}(3)(B)(i} that

would shield Camarillo SD from mandatory minimum penalties for violations of the final
effluent limitations for TDS and sulfate, because Order No. R4-2003-0079 did not contain
new, more stringent, or modified effluent limitations when compared to those found in the
previous permit.

To provide Camarillo SD with higher interim effluent limitations based on the interim WLAs
in the Salts TMDL, Regional Water Board staff proceeded to prepare a tentative NPDES
permit, circulated it for public comment, received comments, responded to those
comments, subsequently distributed a revised tentative NPDES permit, and noticed
consideration of the permit for renewal at the April 14, 2011, Regional Water Board
meeting. :

On April 14, 2011, the Regional Water Board held a hearing to consider adoption of the
proposed tentative NPDES permit for the Camarillo WRP. However, Camarillo SD
testified that the interim effluent limits for salts (such as TDS, sulfate and chloride), based
upon the interim WLAs in the Salts TMDL, would be unattainable during the period of time
in which the Permittee has committed to constructing and finishing capital improvement
projects to comply with the WLAs specified in the Salts TMDL. Camarillo SD requested
higher performance-based interim effluent limits, stating that the concentrations of

4



Camarillo Sanitary District | NPDES No. CA0053597
Camarillo Water Reclamation Plant _
Time Schedule Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02

16.

chloride, TDS, and sulfate in their potable water supply have increased since the time that
the Salfts TMDL was developed. The Regional Water Board directed its staff to pursue
alternatives with the Permittee to resolve salts issues while implementing the regional
salinity management pipeline solution.

On May 6, 2011, Camarillo SP submitted a letter requesting a TSO under CWC section
13385(j)}(3)(B)(iii) and included the following supporting documentation:

a. A chronology of events that explained the‘ City of Camarillo’'s unanticipated increase

on the reliance of local groundwater as a source of potable water, that resulted from
mandatory reductions in water use instituted by Metropolitan Water District (MWD} in
July 2009. In order to implement the Water Supply Action Plan that was adopted by
the MWD Board of Directors, member MWD agencies such as the Calleguas
Municipal Water District supplied less imported water to Camarillo. Subsequently,
Camarillo relied increasingly more on local groundwater which has a higher salt
content than imported water. This ultimately resulted in unavoidable composition
changes -in Camarillo’s potable water, influent and effluent. Consequently, Camarillo
SD has exceeded its final effluent limitations by a larger margin;

. Water quality data for its blended potable water supply (consisting of local

groundwater from wells and imported water from MWD, the only available sources of
potable water available to Camarillo) that showed, in Table 3 of their letter, that
average concentrations for TDS, sulfate and chloride increased by 32%, 31%, and
20%, respectively, when comparing data between the periods of January 2004 to
December 2006 and January 2007 to March 2011;

In an attachment to their letter titled Groundwater vs. Import Water, Camarillo SD
provided quantity data for its blended water supply that showed that the amount of
imported water from MWD has been steadily decreasing (by 728 acre-feet a year from
2008 to 2009, and by 1037 acre-feet a year from 2009 to 2010);

. Additional final effluent data for chloride, TDS, and sulfate from November 2010 to

March 2011; and,

Milestones and completion dates for capital improvement prOJects Wthh will take
longer than thirty days to install and put into operation, including:

i, Constructing a connection from Camarillo WRP to Calleguas Municipal Water
District's brine line by December 2013, and discharging to the brine line
achieving compliance with the salts final effluent limitations between June and
December 2014; and

i. Constructing a connection from the Camarillo well desalting facilities to the
Calleguas Municipal Water District’s brine line by December 2015.

16. On July 10, 2013 Camarillo SD submitted a letter requesting an additional year to

complete the milestone deadlines included on page 8 of this TSO. Camarillo SD staff
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18.

infformed Regional Water Board staff that additional time was needed to: design and
construct a metering station for the brine line connection; amend the CEQA document for
their project to address comments received during the public review period; conduct
additional technical studies; perform biological/habitat fieldwork; gather additional stream

~ flow information: and re-circulate the CEQA document for public comment. Regional Water

Board staff evaluated the request and modified completion dates as requested, granting an
additional year. :

Camarillo SD’s conditions are unique because:

a. Their discharge is located a few miles upstream of a tidally-influenced reach of
Calleguas Creek; '

b. Camarillo SD worked effectively for many years to develop a regional solution to
remedy salt impairments; and,

c. The solution involves desalting groundwater and building a regional brine line which
wili resolve surface water impairments as well as improve groundwater quality in the
watershed.

NPDES Order No. R4-2014-0062, adopted by the Regional Water Board on May 8, 2014,
prescribes the effluent limitations for TDS, chloride, and sulfate based upon the Salts
TMDL presented in the Table below.

Table 1. Final Effluent Limitations

Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average Average MaXimum
Monthly Weekly Daily
Total dissolved solids (dry weather’) | lbs/day 51,400° - -

This dry-weather final effluent limitation for chloride shalf apply on January 1, 2016. See section
VIL.O. of the NPDES Order for definition of dry- and wet-weather.

These final effluent limitations are consistent with the following Salts TMDLWaste Load Allocations:

(850 x Q — AF) for TDS; (250xQ — AF) for sulfate; and (150xQ — AF) for chloride, where:

Q represents the POTW effluent flow at the time the water quality measurement is collected and a -
conversion factor to Ibs/day based on the units of measure for the flow.

AF represents the adjustment factor, which equals the difference between the minimum salts export
requirement and the actual salts export. The minimum salts export requirement for Chloride = 460
Ibs/day. The AF term is equal to zero since the Regional Board has not approved an AF for a
facility. As a result, the AF term drops out of the equation, and the final effluent limitations are
expressed as follows:

Chloride, lbs/day = 150 x Q = 150 x 7.25 X 8.34 = 9,070
TDS, Ibs/day = 850 x Q = 850 x 7.25 X 8.34 = 51,400
Sulfate, Ibs/day =250 x Q = 250 x 7.25 X 8.34 = 15,100
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20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average Average Maximum
Monthly Weekly Daily
Total dissolved solids (wet weather) | mg/L 850 -- ~
Sulfate (dry weather") Ibs/day 15,100° - -
Sulfate (wet weather’) mg/L 250 - -
Chloride (dry weather’) lbs/day 9070° | = - -
Chloride (wet weather™) mg/L 150 - ~

Upon the effective date of NPDES Order No. R4-2014-0062, the stay for the chloride
effluent limitations, associated with the former NPDES permit and TSO, contained in the
State Water Board's WQO No. 2003-001 9 will dissolve.

The Discharger cannot consistently meet the final effluent limitations listed above in Table
1 on their respective compliance dates.

On February 13, 2014, the Discharger requested in writing a TSO for TDS, chloride and

~ sulfate, under CWC section 13385(j)(3}(B)(iii) and included supporting documentation

indicating that the conditions described in finding 15 still continue.

On April 14, 2014, the Discharger requested in writing higher interim limits for salts based
on anticipated changes to its potable water supply. Camarillo SD is concerned that the
effluent concentrations may exceed final effluent limitations due to the new supply of
Colorado River Water which is higher in salt content than State Project Water.

Regional Water Board staff requested specific information regarding the change in
potable water supply for the City of Camarillo. On April 25, 2014, the Discharger
submitted additional data indicating that its potable water supply was going to change to
include 40% groundwater and 60% imported water, where the imported water supply
would be changing from 100% State Project Water to Métropolitan Water District to 80%
State Project Water and 20% Colorado River Water. Correspondence indicated that
during 2013, Colorado River Water's concentrations of chloride, TDS, and sulfate are 9.2
mg/L, 241 mg!L and 152 mg/L higher than State PFOJEC'[ Water concentrahons
respectively.

Section 13300 of the CWC states:

“Whenever a regional board finds that a discharge of waste is taking place or threatening to
take place that violates or will violate requirements prescribed by the regional board, or the
state board, or that the waste collection, treatment, or disposal facilities of a discharger are
approaching capacity, the board may require the discharger to submit for approval of the
board, with such modifications as it may deem necessary, a detailed time schedule of
specific actions the discharger shall take in order to correct or prevent a violation of
requirements.”
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30.

31.

Based on monitoring data, the Permittee cannot consistently achieve compliance with the
final effluent limitations for TDS, chloride, and sulfate in Order No. R4-2014-0062.
Accordingly, pursuant to CWC section 13300, a discharge of waste is taking place and/or
threatens to take place that violates requirements prescribed by the Regional Water
Board.

Water Code section 13385, subdivisions (h) and (i), require the Regional Water Board to
impose mandatory minimum penalties upon dischargers that violate certain effluent
limitations. Section 13385(j}(3) exempts violations of an effluent limitation from mandatory
minimum penaliies "where the waste discharge is in compliance with either a cease and

~ desist order issued pursuant to Section 13301 or a time schedule order issued pursuant to

Section 13300, if alf of the [specified] requirements are met." (emphasis added).

In accordance with CWC section 13385(j)(3)(B)(iii), the Regional Water Board finds that:
(@) unanticipated changes in the quality of the municipal or industrial water supply
available to the Permittee are the cause of unavoidable changes in the compasition of the
waste discharge, (b) the changes in the composition of the waste discharge are the cause
of the inability to comply with the final effluent limitations for TDS and sulfate, (c) no
alternative water supply is reasonably available to the Permittee, and (d) new or modified
measures to control the composition of the waste discharge cannot be designed, installed,
and put into operation within 30 calendar days.

Since the time schedule for completion of the actions necessary to bring the waste
discharge into compliance exceeds one year from the effective date of this TSO, this TSO
includes interim requirements and the dates for their achievement. The interim
requirements include both interim effluent limitations for TDS, chloride, and sulfate and
actions and milestones leading to compliance with the final effluent limitation for these
pollutants. This TSO does not exceed five years.

This TSO establishes interim effluent limits for TDS and sulfate and requires the
Permittee to undertake specific actions to put the Permittee on the path towards
compliance with the final effluent limitations for TDS, chloride, and sulfate in Order No.
R4-2014-0062. The established time schedule is as short as possible, taking into account
the technological, operation, and economic factors that affect the design, development,
and imptementation of the control measures that are necessary to comply with the final

- effluent limitations for TDS, chioride, and sulfate. The Permittee is on a path to

compliance via the regional salinity management pipeline and associated facilities.

The monthly average interim effluent limits for TDS, chloride, and sulfate prescribed in this
TSO are performance-based values set at the ninety-fifth percentile, derived from final
effluent data, using MINITAB, the same statistical software used in the Salts TMDL
development.

CWC section 13385(j)(3)(D) requires the Permittee to prepare and implement a Pollution
Prevention Plan (PPP) pursuant to CWC section 13263.3. Therefore, a PPP will be
necessary for TDS and sulfate.
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A TSO is appropriate in these circumstances to allow time for the Permittee to complete
capital improvement projects that will bring the Camarillo WRP into compliance with the final
effluent limits for TDS and suflate. These capital improvement projects cannot be designed,
installed, and put into operation within 30 calendar days. The temporary TDS and sulfate
exceedances allowed by this TSO are in the public interest given the significant
environmental benefits associated with promptly achieving compliance with the final effluent
limitations for these pollutants.

Pursuant to CWC section 13385(j)(3), full compliance with the reguirements of this TSO
exempts the Permittee from mandatory minimum penalties only for violations of the final
effluent limitations for TDS, chloride, and sulfate in Order No. R4-2014-0062 that occur after
the effective date of this TSO.

This TSO concerns an existing facility and does not significantly alter the status with
respect to the facility. This TSO is also being taken for the protection of the environment.
Therefore, issuance of this TSO is exempt from the provisions of the California
Envtronmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code, Section 21100, et.seq.) in accordance
with sections 15301 and 15321(a)(2) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulatlons
(CCR).

The Regional Water Board has notified the Permittee and interested agencies and persons
of its intent to issue this TSO conceming compliance with waste discharge requirements.
The Regional Water Board, in a public hearing, heard and considered all testimony pertinent
to this matter.

Any person aggrieved by this action of the Regional Water Board may petition the State
Water Board to review the action in accordance with CWC section 13320 and CCR, title 23,
sections 2050 and following. The State Water Board must receive the petition by 5:00 p.m.,

30 days after the Regional Water Board action, except that if the thirtieth day following the
action falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or state hollday, the petition must be received by the
State Water Board by 5:00 p.m. on the next business day. Copies of the law and regulations
applicable to  filing petitions may be found on the Internet at

hitp:/iwww. waterboards.ca.qgov/public notlceslgetltaons;’water gualty or will be provided
upon request.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that, pursuant to CWC section 13300, Camarillo SD, as owner and
operator of the Camarillo WRP, shall comply with the requwements listed below to ensure
compliance with the final effluent limitations for TDS, chloride, and sulfate contained inh Order
No. R4-2014-0062:

1.

Comply immediately with the foliowing interim effiuent limits which will épply all year
round, and which shall be deemed effective from May 8, 2014 to December 31, 2017-
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Constituent Units Monthly Average Daily Maximum
“mg/L 1242° e
DS Ibsiday ’ 75,100 -
mg/L 359° -
Sultate " Ibs/day’ 21,700 T
Chiloride mg/L 351° -
Ibs/day’ 21,200 —

If the analytical result of a single sample, monitored monthly, exceeds the monthly
average interim effluent limitation for that constituent, Camarillo 8D may collect up to four
additional samples, at approximately equal intervals during that calendar month, to
determine compliance with the monthly average interim effluent limitation.

2,  Complete the capital improvement projects according to the schedule proposed by
Camarillo SD in their letter dated July 10, 2013, as follows:

Item Completion Date

B.uild a connection from Camarillo SD's WRP to the

Calleguas Municipal Water District brine line under Phase 2A December 2014
Discharge from Camarilio SD to the brine line - December 2015
Improve water supply through construction of Northeast :

Pleasant valley {(NPV) Desalter and its connection to the ' December 2015

Calleguas Municipal Water District brine line

Evaluate effectiveness of the NPV Desalter and the .
connection to the Calleguas Municipal Water District brine December 2017
line for reducing sailts in the effluent

This interim effluent limitation is based on effluent performance data from February 2007 through October 2012
for the Camarilio WRP. Consistent with the procedure contained in Appendix E of USEPA’s Technical Support
Document For Water Quality-based Toxics Confrol (USEPA’s TSD), the monthly average was set at the g5"
percentife. = The interim limit was derived statistically from a probability plot, using the MINITAB statistical
software, Release 14. :

The mass emission rates are based on the existing plant design flow rate of 7.25 million gallons per day (mgd),

and are calculated as foliows: Flow (mgd) x Concentration (mg/L) x 8.34 (conversion factor) = mass emission
" rate {lbs/day). During wei-weather storm events in which the fiow exceeds the design capacity, the mass

discharge rate limitations shall not apply, and concentration limitations will provide the only applicable effluent

limitations. )

This interim effluent limitation is based on the maximum effluent concentration (MEC) from January 1, 2001 to

March 9, 2014, .

10
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10.

Achieve full c.ompliance with the final effluent limitations as soon és possible, but no later
than December 31, 2015, the date by which Camarillo SD committed to achieving
compliance, for TDS and sulfate contained in Order No.R4-2014-0062.

Submit a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) work plan, with the time schedule for
implementation, for approval of the Executive Officer no later than August 8, 2014,
pursuant to CWC section 13263.3.

Submit quarterly progress reports of efforts taken by the Permittee towards achieving
compliance with the final effluent fimits for TDS and sulfate. The reports shall summarize
the progress to date, activities conducted during that quarter, and the activities planned
for the upcoming quarters. The reports shall also state whether or not Camarillo SD was
in compliance with the interim effluent limitations for TDS and sulfate during the reportin%1
period. Each quarterly report shall be received by the Regional Water Board by the 15
day of the first month following the reporting period {January 15, April 15, July 15, and
October 15). The first progress report shall be received by the Regional Water Board by
October 15, 2014, and will cover the months of July 2014 through September 2014.

Any person signing a document submitted under this TSO shall make the following
certification:

‘I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared
under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure
that qualified personnef properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those
persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. | am aware
that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the
possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.”

If the Permittee fails to comply with any provision of this TSO, the Regional Water Board
may take any further action authorized by law. The Executive Officer, or his/her delegee,
is authorized to take appropriate enforcement action pursuant, but not limited to, CWC
sections 13350 and 13385. The Regional Water Board may also refer any violations to
the Attorney General for judicial enforcement, mcludmg injunction and civil monetary
remedies. -

All other provisions of NPDES Order No. R4-2014-0062 not in conflict with this TSO are in
full force and effect.

The Regional Water Board may reopen this TSO at its discretion or at the request of the
Permittee, if warranted. Lack of progress towards compliance with this TSO may be cause
for the Regional Water Board to modify the conditions of this TSO.

This TSO becomes effective immediately upon adoption by the Regional Water Board.
This TSO expires on December 31, 2017.

11
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, Samuel Unger, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and
correct copy of an order adopted by the Califomnia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los
Angeles Region, on May 8, 2014,

Samue! Unger, P.E. i

Executive Officer

12
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DOWNEY, BRAND LLP
MELISSA A. THORME

621 Capitol Mall, 18th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-4686
Tel.: (916) 520-5376

Fax: (916) 520-5776

Special Counsel for Petitioner
CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT

BEFORE THE

CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

)
_ ) PETITION FOR STAY AND

In the Matter of the Camarillo Sanitary ) COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE
District’s Petition for Review of Action and ) MODIFICATION FOR SPECIFIC
Failure to Act by the California Regional ) PROVISIONS IN ORDER NOS. R4-2014-
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles ) 0062 AND R4-2011-0126-A02 ISSUED BY
Region, in Adopting Order Nos. R4-2014- ) THE CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
0062 and R4-2011-0126-A02 for the ) QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS
Camarillo Sanitary District Water ) ANGELES REGION
Reclamation Plant. ) :

) {WATER CODE §13320 and §13321; 23

) C.C.R. §2053]

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Water Code sections 13320 and 1;5321, Petitioner Camarillo Sanitary
District (“District”) hereby requests a stay of specific provisions of Order Nos. R4-2014-0062 (the
“Permit”) and Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02 (the Tirﬁe Schedule Order or “TSO™) adopted by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board for the Los Angeles Region (“Regional Board”)
on May 8, 2014. Copies of Order Nos. R4-2014-0062 and R4-2011-0126~A02 are attached as
Exhibits A and B, respectively, to the District’s Petition for Review filed with the State Water
Resources Control Board (“State Board™).

These orders contain unreasonable, inappropriate, and illegal requirements, which are the

subject of a Petition for Review, submitted to the State Board. Because of the substantial harm to

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT’S PETITION FOR STAY ' 1
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the District and the public interest while the District awaits final resolution of its administrative
appeal, the lack of substantial harm to other interested persons and to the public interest if a stay is
granted, and the substantial questions of fact and law that exist, the State Board should
immediately act to stay the requested provisions of these orders pending full administrative review
of the District’s Petition for Review.

The District specifically requests that the State Board immediately provide notice in
accordance with 23 Cal. Code Reg. §2053(b) on an expedited basis so thata st?;ly‘may be granted
before the effective date of the permit on July 1, 2014 and so that the District can avoid the
immediate unnecessary expenditure of public funds and corresponding increases in sewer service
fees, the impositioﬁ of discretionary administrative civil or criminal penalties, and third party
lawsuits pending administrative review of the District’s Petitjon. for Review.

| LEGAL AUTHORIZATION

Water Code section 13320(e) and section 13321(a) authorize the State Board to issue stays.
of provisions in Waste Discharge Requirements (“WDRs™). Section 13320(e) states that: “If a
petition for state board review of a regioﬁal board action on waste discharge requirements includes

a request for a state of the waste discharge requirements, the state board shall act on the requested

| stay portion of the petition within 60 days of accepting the petition. The board may order any stay

to be in effect from the effective date of the waste discharge requirements.” Section 13321(a)

further states: “In the case of a review by the state board under section 13320, the state board, upon

notice and hearing, if a hearing is requested, may stay in whole or in part the effect of the decision

and order of a regional board or of the Sté.te board.”

Under Water Code section 13320(c), the State Board “may direct the appropriate action be
taken by the regional board. .. take the appropriate action itself, or take any combination of those
actions. In taking any action, the state board is vested with all the powers of the regional boards
under this division.” This section provides the authority for the State Board to modify (or direct the
Regional Board to modify) the Permit and TSO provisions and provide additiona._l time for
compliance to take into account the pending related Peﬁtion for Review. For example, where a

compliance deadline is due 180 days after the effective date of the Permit, that deadline should be

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT'S PETITION FOR STAY 2
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modified to be 1 80 days after the provision on appeal is upheld (if ultimately upheld). This
modiﬁéation merely preserves the status quo and tolls the timing of the deadline.

Pursuant to State Board regulations implementing the Water Code, the State Board has thé
duty to issue a stay of provisions contained in the Permit if the District can allege facts and provide
evidence 6f: (1) substantial harm to the District or to the public interest if a stay is not granted; (2)
a lack of substantial harm to other interested persons and to the public interest if a stay is granted,;
and (3) substantial questions of fact or law regarding the disputed action. See 23 C.C.R.
§2053(a)(1)-(3); see accord Water Code §13321. Impértantly, had the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency issued this NPDES Permit instead of the Regional Board, issuance of a stay
would be mandatory. See 40 C.F.R. §124.16(a)(“the effect of the contested permit conditions ghall
be stayed”)(emphasis added). California law must be construed to assure consistency with the
requirements of the Clean Water Act related to NPDES Pérmits, under which the above regulation
was promulgated. See Water Code §13372; 23 C.C.R. §2235.2.

| FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND!

The District owns and operates a Water Reclamation Plant (“WRP”), a tertiary treatment
wastewater facility located at 150 Howard Road in Camarillo, California serving a population of
46,500 people. Permit at pg. F-5. The Camarillo WRP receives mostly commércial and residential
wastewater from the local coflection system along with industrial wastewater from four (4)
significant industrial users (“SIUs™). Id. The Camarillo WRP discharges tertié.ry treated
Wastewatér to Conejo Creek. Permit at F-4,

The Permit, along with an amended Time Schedule Order (“TSO”), was adopted by the
Regional Board on May 8, 2014 with an effective date of July 1, 2014. In the District’s Petiﬁon for
Review, the District requested the Staté Board to, either on its owﬁ motion or in accordancé with
23 C.C.R. §2053(a), issue a stay of the contested provisions of the Permit and TSO. The purpose
of this Petition for Stay is to satisfy the requirements of the Water Code and implementing

regulations at 23 C.C,R. §2053(a).

' To avoid unnecessary duplication, the District incorporates by reference the Factual Background section set forth in
the District’s Petition for Review submitted to the State Board.

CAMARILLO SANTTARY DISTRICT'S PETITION FOR STAY 3
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PROVISIONS THE DISTRICT IS REQUESTING BE STAYED/MODIFIED
PENDING DECISION ON THE PETITION FOR REVIEW
For reasons set forth herein, the District is requesting the following provisions be stayed
pending administrative review of the District’s Petition for Review:

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION PROVISIONS:

PERMIT, ORDER R4-2014-0062:

1. The final numeric wet weather and dry weather effluent limitations for Total
Dissolved Solids (“TDS”), Suifate, and Chloride. (Permit Provision IV.A.1.a., Table 4 at pg.6 and
footnotes 2-4.) The Permit prescribes béth concentration and mass limits for these constituents as
Average Monthly Effluent Limits (“AMEL"”).

2. The final numeric effluent limitations for Chronic Toxicity and the requirement to
use the two concentration Test of Significant Toxicity to implement those limits. (Permit Provision
IV.A.1.a, Table 4 at pg. 8 and footnotes 15-17.) The Permit prescribes a Monthly Median
Effluent Limitation (“MMEL”) of “Pass” and a Maximum Daily Effluent Limitation (“MDEL”) of
“Pass or %Effect < 50.” o

3 The Findings in the Permit’s Fact Sheet that seemingly require the Permittee to
conduct a recycling/reuse feasibility study. (Permit Fact Sheet Section IILC.11. at pg. F-16 (“The
Permittee shall submit a report summarizing its plans for recycled water expansion efforts to the
Regional Water Board 180 days after the effective date of this Order and a separate report 30 days
after completion of a major project.”), and at pg. F-61, Section VIILG.(* To encourage recycling,
the Permittee is required by this Order to continue to explore the feasibilify of recycling to
maximize the beneficial reuse of tertiary treated effluent.)

TSO, ORDER R4-2011-0126-A02:

4, Provision in Paragraph 3 on page 11 of the TSO, which requires: “Achieve full

compliance with the final effluent limitations as soon as possible, but no later than December 31,

2 If the State Board believes these to be merely a non-enforceable findings, then the City withdraws this stay request.

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT’S PETITION FOR STAY 4
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~

.2015, the date by which Camarillo SD committed to achieving compliance, for TDS and sulfate
contained in Order No.R4-2014-0062.”

5. Provision in Paragraph 4 on page 11 of the TSO, which requires the District to
“Submit a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) work plan, with the time schedule for implementation,
for approval of the Executive Officer no later than August 8, 2014, pursuant to CWC section
13263.3.”

6; Provision in Paragraph 7 on page 8 of the TSO to submit quarterly progress reports,
the first due October 15, 2014, of efforts taken by the Permittee to comply with the final mass-

based limitation for copper and the final effluent limitation for chloride, and the requirements for

the content of those reports.

Although there are many other effluent limitations and provisions being petitioned by the
District, these provisions are the onés most likely to cause significant compliance problems forrthe
District during the pendency of review of its Petition for Review. Thus, the District was selective
in the issues for which a stay is requested. |

ARGUMENT

A. THE STATE BOARD HAS THE DUTY TO GRANT A STAY OF PROVISIONS IN THE PERMIT
UPON THE SHOWING OF HARM TO THE DISTRICT, A LACK OF HARM TO THE PUBLIC, AND
SUBSTANTIAL QUESTIONS OF LAW OR FACT.

As discussed herein, the District’s stay request meets the regulatory criteria set forth in 23
C.C.R. §2053(a), which mandates that the requested stay be granted by the State Board upon the
District making the required showings. The District therefore requests that the State Board issue
the requisite public notice so that it may grant the District’s stay request on an expedited basis
before the effective date of the permit on July 1, 2014, so that the District can avoid needlessly
expending limited public resources duplicative of those being spent implementing the applicable
Total Maximum Daily Loads (“TMDLs"), increasing sewer sel'vice fees to fund unnecessary
facility upgrades at the water reclamation plant instead of implementing a watershed solution, and
avert detrimental discretiona;ry. civil and criminal enforcement of the above-named provisions of

the Permit pending administrative review. See 23 C.C.R. §2053.

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT’S PETTTION FOR STAY : 5




DOWNEY BRAND LLP

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

B. THE DISTRICT SATISFIES THE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO
STAY REQUESTS.

1. SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO THE DISTRICT OR TO THE PUBLIC INTEREST
WILL OCCURIF A STAY IS NOT GRANTED. -

The District and the public interest will incur substantial harm if the requested stay is not

granted by the State Board pending administrative review of the District’s Petition for Review. In

accordance with 23 C.C.R. §2053(a), the following discussion alleges facts and provides evidence
in support of the District’s stay request.

A) SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO THE DISTRICT WILL OCCUR IF A STAY IS
NOT GRANTED.

1) FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITS FOR SALINITY
The District currently operates an advanced tertiary treatment wastewater facility with

nitrification, de-nitrification and biological nitrogen removal (“BNR”) and a dry weather design

capacity of 7.25 mgd. Permit at F-5. This level of treatment greatly exceeds the secondary

| treatment requirements of the Clean Water Act. See 33 U.S.C. §1311(b)(1)(B); See Declaration of

Bruce Feng (“Feng Decl.”), filed herewith as Exhibit A, at 4. However, even the District’s
advanced facilities are not specifically designed for the removal of many pollutants, including
salinity, which were included as effluent limitations in the Permit. 7d.

Although a compliance schedule was included in the Calleguas Watershed Salinity Total
Maximum Daily Load (“Salinity TMDL") through 2023, the Permit still contains ﬁnal numeric
effluent limitations for salinity constituents described above without the benefit of the
corresponding TMDL coinpliance schedule. Without an adequate compliance schedule, it is
infeasible and impractical to achieve immediate and full compliance with the new final effluent
limitations contained in the Permit. See Permit at pg. F-7, Table F-2; TSO No. R4-2011-0126-A02

at pg. 7, para. 20 (“The Discharger cannot consistently meet the final effluent limitations™). A

3 See Attachment A to Regional Board Res. No. R4-2007-016, at pg. 22, Table 7-22.2, Iinplementation Schedule (“The
POTWs and non-stormwater NPDES Permits shall achieve WLAs, which shall be expressed as NPDES mass-based
effiuent limitations specified in accordance with federal regulations and state policy on water quality control... 15
years after effective date of the TMDL.” '
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compliance schedule is needed, as recognized in the TMDL, to provide for sufficient time to
properly develop and implement the tasks required for compliance with the applicable objectives
on a watershed basis in an orderly, logical, and well planned sequence “linked to the construction

schedule for the Regional Salinity Management Conveyance” (RSMC or brine line). See

| Attachment A to Regional Board Res. No. R4;2007-016, at pg.17.

In extensive comments submitted to the Regional Board, the District é.sseﬁed that a
compliance period is necessary in order to accommodate the 1ﬁagm'tude of work necessary to
comply with the water quality standards in the watershed, and the TMDL recognized that this
would be done, not with final numeric effluent limitations on the treatment plants, but througha
watershed wide approach using de-salters on groundwater, constructing the RSMC to remove salts
from the basin, and implementing agricultural BMPs. See, e.g., District’s Comments submitted on
the Permit and TSO; see also Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02 at pg. 6, para. 17,

Without a compliance schedule, the District will be forced to work on different tasks in
barallel, including tasks to add treatment to the WRP, which were not anticipated by the adopted
and approved TMDL. See Feng Decl. at § 5. For example, the District would have to commit to
design and construct additional treatment at the WRP before other activities, such as the RSMC are
éomplete and may obviate the need for such POTW treatment (e.g., influent source contfol). I Tt
is iinpractical to begin construction of costly end-of-pipe treatment options when a plan is already
in place and being implemented to address the actual source of the pollutants, which, if successful,
will render additional end-of-pipe treatment unnecessary. /d. The District and the other
stakeholders in the Calleguas Creek Watershed developc—_:d a watershed solution to address the salt
accumulation problem that was found to be impairing surface waters, such as:

| i. Finding locations for brackish groundwater treatment facilities;

ii. Constructing a RSMC, also known as a “brine line”; and

iii. Increasing recycled water usage. TSO, Ordef No. R4-2011-0126-A02 at pg.4, para. 11.

All of this was ignored by the Regional Board in the Permit even during a declared drought
emergency when there is widespread recognition that source water salinity levels are increasing.

Feng Decl. at §7. On April 14, 2014, the District requested in writing higher interim limits for
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salts based on anticipated changes to its potable water supply and supplemental information was
éent to the Regional Board on April 24th. Id. The District is concemed that the effluent
concentrations may exceed the proposed interim and will exceed the final effluent limitations due
to the new supply of Colorado River Water which is higher in salt content than State Project
Water.! Id.; see also TSO, Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02 at pg.7, para. 22.

In addition, the District repeatedly requested that the final effluent limitations be included
in a finding in the Permit and that the TMDL compliance schedule be included in the Permit. See
District’s Comments on the Permit; Feng Decl. at 4. As discussed in the TMDL schedule, proper
identification and control of a constituent’s source provides the most economical and flexible
method of compliance.

Harm can be presumed in this case since similar stays have been in place for the previous
chloride limits in Camarillo Sanitary District’s last NPDES permits. On August 14, 2002, a
“Stipulation for Order Issuing Stay, with Conditions" was entered into in the matter denominated
as SWRCB/OCC File A-1474, a petition regarding the various treatment plants owned and
operated by Simi Valley (Simi Valley WQCP), Thousand Oaks (Hill Canyon WWTP), Camarillo
Sanitary District (Camarillo WRP), Camrosa Water District, Ventura County Water Works District
No. 1, respectively, and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board),
regarding certain chloride effluent limitations then applicable fo the dischérges from the aforesaid
facilities, and the water quality objectives from which those limitations were derived. The State
Board issued WQO 2002-0017, which approved the August 14, 2002 stipulation. See Simi Valley
TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0067 at pg. 2, para. 10.

On October 10, 2003, another "Stipulation for Further Order Issuing Stay" was entered into
by Simi Valley (Simi Valley WQCP), Thousand Oaks (Hill Canyon WWTP), Camarillo Sanitary
District (Camarillo WRP), and the Regional Board in the matters denominated as SWRCB/OCC
Files A-1577, A-1578, and A-1579. The State Board issued WQO 2003-0019; which approved the

* The District provided water quality data for its blended potable water supply (consisting of local groundwater from
wells and imported water from MWD, the only available sources of potable water available to Camarillo) to the
Regional Board that showed average concentrations for TDS, sulfate and chloride increased by 32%, 31%, and 20%,
respectively, when comparing data between the periods of January 2004 to December 2006 and January 2007 to March
2011, TSO, Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02 at pg.5, para. 15.b,
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October 10, 2003 stay stipulation and held the petitions in abeyance until November 19, 2006.
The State Board granted several extensions of the abeyance periods in the aforementioned matters
and the stay of the chloride limits remains in place until the new limits under this Permit become
effective. See accord TSO, Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02 at pg.7, para. 19.

If the District is required to install advanced salinity removal facilities, without the benefit
of the TMDL compliance schedule described above, sewer services fees will have to be
substantially increased to fund a new construction project and the funds used for participation in
the TMDL development process will represent a completely wasted effort. See Feng Decl. at 9 9,
11, 15. The costs to add reverse osmosis (“RO™) for salihity treatment at the WRP is substantial.
Based upon a cost study performed by Montgomery Watson Harza for the County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County and submiited to the Regional Board in June 2002, the capital cosf |
for the addition Qf advanced treatment technologies necessary to meet final effluent limitations in
their permits were estimated to range from the tens to the hundreds of millions of dollars depending
on the size of the plant and the treatment train needed (with the _highest costs if micro-filtration,
reverse osmosis, and brine disposal were required). Feng Decl. at 9. The additional annual
operation and maintenance. costs necessary to meet the final effluent limitations were estimated to
be in the millions annually, not including briné disposal costs if membrane technologies are
required to comply. /d. The District’s facilities and flows are smaller, but the District still
anticipates the costs for planning, pre-design, and CEQA-compliance costs to eventually come into
compliance with the final effluent limitations to be approximately $25-30 million to build a 3 mgd
RO facility in order to blend the effluent and the RO flows to meet standards and approximately $1
1ﬁillion annually to operate. Feng Decl. at  13. These costs are considerable, and should not be
incurred without the benefit of careful analysis. Feng Decl. at 4 9.

Once expended, these costs are irretrievable and will result in significant rate increases for
area residents even if the RO system is ultimately mothballed as uﬁnecessary. Feng Decl. atq 10.
Given the fact that a separate watershed approach is currently being implemented, the costs of
compliance with these end-of-pipe final effluent limits are wildly disproportionate to any minor

water quality benefits in the short term particularly when the agricultural users of this water have
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not voiced any complaints about fhe current salinity levels. Jd. In this drought, the faﬁners may be
thankful to have wet water availablé for use. 7d.

In addition, all during construction and up until the timé that the RO system is operation,
the District will potentially be accruing civil penalties. Feng Decl. at 4 6. The fact that a TSO
contains interim limits does nothing more than protect against Mandatory Minimum Penalties
(“MMPs”) for the salinity limits. Orders issued by the Regional Board that contain compliance
schedules and interim limits, such as TSOs, do not suspend the final effluent limits and deadlines
contained in the underlying NPDES permit, and do not shield NPDES permit holders from third
barty citizen suits pursuant to CW A section 505 for noncompliance with the underlying permit.
See 33 US.C. §1365; Citizens for a Betier Environment-California v. Union Oil, 83 F.3d 1111,
1119-1120 (9™ Cir. 1996). Under this rationale, an entity attempting to comply with final éfﬂu’ent
limitations by complying with the mandates of a TSO would still be vulnerable to discretionary
administrative enforcement by the State or USEPA, and by suits by third parties to enforce the final
effluent limitations. Significantly, the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act prescribe harsh civil and criminal penaities for violations of any NPDES Permit
condition or limitation. See 33 U.S.C. §81319(d) and 1365; Water Code §§13385 and 13387,

The Regional Board’s failure to conduct a reasonable potential analysis, and if limits are
required include all compliance schedules and interim limits within the Permit also places the
District in an untenable position, in that the Permit requires immediate compliance where
immediate compliance is una_chievable. This is especially arbitrary and unjust in the case of
salinity, where the applicable TMDL included a schedule of compliance until 2023. See
Attachment A to Regional Board Res. No. R4-2007-016, at pg. 22. The District has been diligently

working to implement the requirements of the Salinity TMDL, even without such provisions being

included in an enforceable order or permit, and prope'rly relied upon the compliance schedule
contained therein.

For the foregoing reasons, the District requests the State Board issue a stay of the final
salinity effluent limitations in the Permit. During the period in which the requested stay is in

effect, the District will comply with the interim limits for salinity set forth in the TSO, unless
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additional changes are needed and requested to address worsening drought and source water
conditions.

2) FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS FOR CHRONIC TOXICITY.

When the Regional Board adopted the Permit, the Regional Board failed to comply with
precedential orders regarding the appropriate limitations for chronic toxicity, even though the
Regional Board was aware of these orders. See Permit Fact Sheet at pg. F- 45. The Regional
Board’s failure to include a narrative effluent limit for chronic toxicity within the Permit not only
ignored State Board precedent, but also ignored the impleﬁmentatibn provisions of the Calleguas
Watershed TMDL that states that the chronic toxicity Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) will be based
on chronic toxicity units (TUc) and implemented as a trigger instead of as numeric effluent
limitafions. This failure by the Regional Board to follow applicable precedent and TMDL

implementation provisions places the District in immediate jeopardy of being in violation of the

|| final effluent limitations for chronic toxicity set forth in the Permit on July 1, 2014, the effective

date of the Permit. There is no TSO interim limit to provide MMP protection, and MMPS are not
applicable to toxicity limits if any other toxic pollutants'are limited, which is the case for this
Permit. See Permit at pg. 7, Table 4, Wat. Code §13385()(1)(D).

Notwithstanding the District’s objection in its comments and the Petition for Review
regarding the imposition of the final numeric effluent limitations for chronic toxicity, the Regional

Board imposed the limits anyway. It is unclear how the District is expected to comply with these

‘|| newly imposed, final effluent limitations since it already has a very high level of treatment, and

still occasionally slightly exceeds the current toxicity triggér of 1 TUc. See Permit Hearing
Presentation of the Regional Board (May 8, 2014) at slide 7 (During the 2003-2014 Permit cycle,
the District exceeded the 1 TUc trigger three times in 2010, 2011, and 2012 with all registering in
the 1.76 to 1.79 range); Feng Decl. at § 16. With the new “Pass” limits, implemented using a two
concentration Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) method that is not approved under 40 C.F.R. Part
136 as a standard method, the District is statistically guaranteed to be in violation of its permit at

least 5% of the time. Id. This is an unacceptable situation. The Regional Board’s action will

CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT’S PETITION FOR STAY 11




DOWNEY BRAND LLP

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

28

unnecessarily result in the District being out o‘f compliance with the final effluent limitations for
chronic toxicity set forth in the Permit and subject to MMPs and other discretionary penalties
because the District is statistically gnaranteed to fail at least one test in the Permit term even if the
recycled water is not truly “toxic.” Id,

For the foregoing reasons, the District requests the State Board to stay the final numeric
effluent limitations for chronic toxicity set forth in the Permit. During the period in Which the
requested stay is in effect, the District will comply with the narrative toxicity limit in the current
permit provisions, using 1 TUc as a chronic 'toxicity trigger for accelerated monitoring and
potentially a Toxicity Identification Evaluation. Feng Decl. at §{16-17.

3) FINDINGS WITH SUBSTANTIVE PROVISIONS

The Fact Sheet for this Permit contains findings that seemingly require the District to
conduct a recycling/reuse feasibility study, submit a report summarizing its recycled water
expansion efforts within 180 days of the effective date of the Permit, and submit a separate report
30 days after the completion of a major project.” Permit Fact Sheet Section TI1.C.1 l at pg. F-16
and Section VIILG., at pg. F-61. A similar provision was removed from the body of the Permit
prior to adoption, and findings are supposed to be background and justification for the Permit’s
provisions, not contain substantive provisions. Because it is unclear whether these sections of the
Fact Sheet contain binding requirements, the District, in an abundance of caution, asks that a stay
and modification to toll the compliance deadlines be issued for these provisions since the
timeframe for compliance is too short to obtain administrative review of the need for these studies
prior to the deadlines passing. If a stay and modification is not granted, the District will be forced
fo quickly undertake the drafting of a-costly report that is unduly burdensome since this reporting is
not adequately justified and is Wﬁélly unnecessary. Feng Decl. at § 14. The District will be
substantially prejudiced by having to expend this effort to evaluate additional reuse options while
the State Board is considering the Petition for Review that may render the issue moof. See City of

Manteca v. SWRCB, Sac. Sup. Ct. Case No. 34-2010-80000492, Judgment Granting Preliminary

3 1f the State Board believes that these are merely non-enforceable findings, then the District withdraws this stay
request, :
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Writ of Mandamus, Ruling on Submitted Maﬁel‘ (Oct. 2010) at pg. 12 citing In the Matter of the
Petition of International Business Machines, Order No. WQ 88-15 at pg. 4 (Dec. 15, 1988).
4) TSO DEADLINE FOR COMPLIANCE

The TSO, Order R4-2011-0126-A02, at Provision 3 on page 11 requires: “Achieve full
compliance with the final effluent limitations as soon as possible, but no later than December 31,
2015, the date by which Camarillo SD committed to achieving compliance, for TDS and sulfate
contained in Order No.R4-2014-0062.” The District has challenged the final effluent limitations
and asked for the full compliance schedule allowed by the TMDL to be placed in the Permit along
with performance-based interim limits. Since the deadline contained in this provision may arrive
before a substaﬁtive ruling on the District’s Petition, the District seeks a stay and an extension of
the time schedule provision in addition to the requested stay on the limits in the Permit. See accord
In the Maﬁer of the Review on Own Motion of Waste Discharge Requirements for Vacaville, State
Board Order WQO 2002-0015 at 75 (“By staying these schedules, the Board intends that the
schedules not run during the Sfay period. This means that the effective date of the relevant final
limits will be delayed beyond their existing effecﬁve date by a period of time equal to the stay
period.”); Wat. Code §13321(a) (allowing stay of the effect of a decision), §13320(c)(State Board
to take appropriate action). If a stay and modification to toll this language are not granted, the
District will be harmed if the final compliance date cannot be met and the District is subject to
enforcement for violating the TSO in addition to the underlying effluent limitations. Feng Decl. at
1 14.

5 TSO REQUIREMENT FOR A POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN WORKPLAN

The TS0, Order R4-201 1~-0126~A02, at Provision 4 on page 1 1 requires the District to
“Submit a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) work plan, with the time schedule for implemeﬁtation,
for approvlal of the Executive Officer no later than August 8, 2014, pursuant to CWC section
13263.3.” The District has challenged the final salinity effluent limitations and asked for the full
compliance schedule allowed by the TMDL to be included in the I’ennit.,Had that been done, then
the requirements of Water Code section 13263.3 would not have been triggered by the MMP law at |

Water Code section 13385()(3)(D). Since the deadline of August 8, 2014 contained in this
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provision will arrive before a substantive ruling on the District’s Petitioﬁ, the District seeks a stay
and an extension of the time schedule provision in addition to the requested stay on the limits in the
Permit. See accord In the Matter of the Review on Own Motion of Waste Discharge Requirements
for Vacaville, State Board Order WQO 2002-0015 at 75 (“By staying these Schedﬁles, the Board
intends that the schedules not run during the stay period. This means that the effective date of the
relevant final limits will be delayed beyond their existing effective date by a period of time equal to
the stay period.”); Wat. Code §13321(a)(allowing stay of the effect of a decision), §13320(c)(State
Board to take appropriate action). If a stay and modification to toll this language are not granted,
the District will be harmed by liaving to spend time and resources to prepare a workplan that might
otherwise be unnecessary. Feng Decl. at 114,

6) UNNECESSARY AND BURDENSOME QUARTERLY COMPLIANCE REPORTS

Provision in Paragraph 5 on page 11 of the TSO requires the City to submit quarterly

progress .1'ep0rts, the first due October 15, 2014, of efforts taken by the City to comply with the
final effluent limitations for TDS and sulfate, and the requirements for the content of those reports.
This reporting is wholly unnecessary given that the efforts needed for compliance are spelled out in

the Salts TMDL and because of other reporting obligations.” Feng Decl. at { 13-14, 16.

B) SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL BE INCURRED BY THE PUBLIC IF A STAY IS NOT
GRANTED.

The general public will also be substantially harmed if the State Board does not grant the
District’s stay request. If the requirements contained in the Permit are not immediately stayed,
residents and businesses in the District’s service area, already under substantial strain from the
recent recession and other rising utility costs, will be asked to pay for unnecessary costs, and to
factor an anticipated sewer rate increase into their critical decisions of whether to remain in the
area, and whether to increase or reduce their workforces. See Feng Decl. at 19411-13. These
decisions will begin occurring immediately if a stay is not granted and may have irreversible

impacts on housing, investment, and employment in the District’s service area. Jd.
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To assure compliance with the salinity and toxicity® final effluent limits, would likely
require construction and operation of reverse osmosis.(or other similar separation technology) for
at least a portion of the District’s effluent at a very large cost. Feng Decl. at Y9, 13. A 2001
analysis of the economic impacts of the installation of advanced treatment facilities conducted by
the Santa Clarita Valley Joint Seweré.ge System (“SCVISS”) consultant, M.Cubed, which
concluded that, as a result of the cost increases associated with constructing advanced reverse
osmosis treatment facilities, employment would be reduced in the that District’s service area by
approximately 423 jobs, local tax revenue would fall by over $2.6 million annually, total industry
output would drop by nearly $55.5 million per year, and total value added would decline by more
than $26 million annually. Id. at 912 citing M.Cubed, “Economic Implications of Proposed
NPDES Permits for the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County” (May 2001). The compliance
costs, and therefore the economic impacts, from the new Camarillo WRP Permit are expected to be
smaller than those associated with the February 2001 tentative permit for the SCVISS facilities, but
may include substanﬁal reductions in employment, decreases in total industry output, and declines
in local tax revenue. Id. at §12.

The District’s service area is smaller, but proportionately the impacts are still large. In
addition to the monies spent by the District to partiéipate in the Calleguas Creck Watershed
Program with the intent of cieating and implementing a watershed solution to aveid having to build

reverse osmosis at the WRP, the District’s ratepayers will be asked to fund this new project that

‘may become wholly unnecessary once the watershed projects are completed. Feng Decl. at q13.

The local residents have already been asked to pay an inordinate amount for local water
quality-related projects. Feng Decl. at 13. Camarillo Sanitary District has thus far spent upwards
of $40 million in capital expenditures for upgrading to tertiary treatment to produce high quality
recycled water, $900,000 on TMDL development, and $1.1 million on TMDL implementation. 74,
The City of Camarillo on the water side has funded future capital expenditures of $50 million on a

groundwater desalter, $5 million on imported water charges to build the regional brine line. Id. The

81t is not clear that toxicity limits can be met consistently even with the operation of reverse osmosis because of the
inherent false failure rate that guarantees failure at least 5% of the time.
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City of Camarillo on the stormwater side has spent about $1.3 million on TMDL implementation.
Id. The overall watershed group has spent over $6.6 million on TMDL development, and $16
million on TMDL implementation. d. In addition, Calleguas Municipal Water District customers
have had to bear the cost to build the brine line of over $230 million. Id. Tacking on additional
costs to this very proactive watershed is not only unnecessary, it is unduly burdensome. Id.

The forced implementation of costly requirementé that may ultimately prove unnecessary,
or the commencement of enforcement actions based on such requirements, is a misdirection of
scarce public resources, and should be avoided in order to prevent substantial harm to the public.
Feng Decl. at T14. The adoption of effluent limitations in violation of federal and state law also
causes substantial harm to the public who have a vested illtCl‘@ISt in the government complying with
its own laws and regulations. /d. |

2. OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES AND THE PUBLIC WILL NOT INCUR SUBSTANTIAL

HARM IF A STAY IS GRANTED.

Other interested persons and the public will not suffer substantial harm if a stay of the
requested requirements is granted by the State Board. Granting a stay of th¢ fc—:qﬁested provisions
will not operate to alter or eliminate those provisions. See Feng Decl. ét 15. In additioﬁ, the
issuance of the stay will not eliminate or alter any other requirements set forth in the Permit besides
those specifically stayed or temporarily extended. /d. Instead, the requested stay will simply
temporarily suspend the necessity to pursué tasks in an illogical manner, and to prematurely
construct costly facility upgrades, resulting in immediate and substantial increases in sewer service -
fees and concomitant economic impacts, and to comply with improper requirements that are being
administratively reviewed. /d. The requested stay will also temporarily suspend administrative,
civil, and potential criminal liability for non-compliance with requirements that the District 1)
cannot currently meet, or 2) cannot feasibly meet within the timeframes specified, and which may
ultimétely be removed from the Permits or 1n0diﬁed. Id. Thus, issuance of a stay by the State
Board simply suspends fhe unnecessary imposition of increased sewer service fees, onerous fines,
and penalties that will be passed on to the public via increased sewer rates or special assessments,

and susceptibility to third-party lawsuits pending review of the requested provisioﬁs, which may
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ultimately be removed from the Permit. /d. Given that there have been stipulated stays in place for
chloride since 2002 with no adverse effects, there is little to no chance of harm expanding the stay
to additional provisions.

In addition, if a stay were issued, the Regional Board’s regulatory oversight of the Diétrict
will remain unchanged. See Feng Decl. at §16. All other effluent limitations, monitoring and
reporting requirements, and substantive provisions contained in the Permit and accompanying TSO
will remain in effect, and fully enforceable by the Regional Board. /d. Specifically, the Permit will
continue to require the District to.o'perat.e its facilities in the same manner as before the stay was
i.s-sued, and will continue to require the District to monitor and submit detailed reports regarding the
facility’s performance and compliance with the limitations in the Permit, including the stayed
limitations. /d. Thus, during the period of the requested stay, the District will continue its existing,
protective level of treatment and recycled water production, and will continue to implement source
control éfforts and any applicable pretreatment requirements. See Feng Decl. at 416, Finally, the
issuance of a stay will béneﬁt the public by providing orderly resolution of the issues raised by the
District in this Petition for Stay as well as the District’s Petition for Review, /d.

3. SUBSTANTIAL QUESTIONS OF FACT OR LAW EXIST.

In additién to the facts and laws discussed herein, the District raised numerous substantial
questions of fact and law regarding provisions contained in the Permit in the Pétition for Review
that was filed with the State Board, including whether the challenged limits were legal and
necessary. See Feng Decl. at §17; see also District’s Petition for Review. These issues of fact and
law are incorporated herein.by reference. The fact that serious questions of fact and law exist
weighs heavily in favor of granting a stay and maintaining the status quo until such disputes can be
resolved. See Mason v. Superior Court, 23 Cal.App.3d 913, 916 (1972) (“the purpose of the
various stays which are set forth in the code is maintenance of the status quo™).

However, in order for the State Board to grasp the importance and gravity of the issues the
District is are grappling with, the following is a summary of the primary factual and legal issues

that are raised in thc District’s Petition for Review, related to the effluent limitations for which a
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stay is requested. Other issues related to the monitoring and repotting requirements are detailed
above or in the Petition for Review, and incorporated herein by reference.

Numeric Final Salinity Limits

The final effluent limitations for salinity in the Permit are inappropriate or improper for the

following reasons:

a. Inconsistency with the Clean Water Act and Basin Plan provisions, including the
Salts TMDL;

b. Ignoring the Watershed Approach to water quality regulation; and

c. Placing the District in compliance jeopardy unnecessarily by including final effluent

limitations without compliance schedules approved in the applicable TMDL.

Numeric Chronic Toxicity Limits

The Regional Board’s action to include the Permit’s chronic toxicity effluent limitations
based on a Pass/F.ail approach-using the two concentration Test of Significant Toxicity guidance
methodology was inappropriate or improper for the following reasons:

a. Premature until the State Water Board adopts a statewide Toxicity Policy;

b. Inconsistent with the applicable Calleguas Creed Watershed Toxicity, Chlorpyrifos
 and Diazinen TMDL (April 25, 2005) (*Toxicity TMDL”); '

d. Improperly based on EPA guidance, not promulgated EPA regulation and methods;

e. Includes unlawful and inappropriate Maximum Daily limits for Chronic Toxicity;
and
f. Improperly determination that numeric limits are required.
CONCLUSION

Because the District has alleged facts and provided evidence Qf the substantial harm to the
District and the public interest while the District awaits final resolution of its administrative appeal,
the lack of substantial harm to other interested persons and to the public interest if a stay is granted,
and the substantial questions of fact and law that exist, the State Board should immediately act to

stay the requested provisions of the Permit pending administrative review of the District’s Petition
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for Review. The District specifically requests that the State Board issue public notice in
accordance with 23 C.C.R. §2053(b) on an expedited basis so that the District’s stay can be granted
before the Permit’s efféctive date of July 1, 2014, and so the public can avoid the harm alleged
herein pending the State Board’s review of the Permit.

The District, in concert with the other appealing permittees, has also requested that the
Regional Board enter into a stipulated stay as has been in place for more than 10 years for chloride,
but had not received an answer on that request prior to submission of this Stay Petition. A copy of

the draft Stay Stipulaﬁon is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

Respectfully Subnﬁtted,

DATED: June4, 2014 DOWNEY BRAND LLP

S N
By: ,W AL/

MELISSA A. THORME
. Attorneys for Petitioner
CAMARILLO SANITARY DISTRICT
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DOWNEY, BRAND LLP
MELISSA A. THORME -
621 Capitol Mall, 18th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-4686
Tel.: (916) 520-5376

" Fax: (916) 520-5776

Special Counsel for Petitioﬁer

.CAMARIIL.LO SANITARY DISTRICT

BEFORE THE
CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

DECLARATION OF BRUCE FENG IN
SUPPORT OF CAMARILLO SANITARY
DISTRICT’S PETITION FOR STAY AND
COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE
MODIFICATION FOR SPECIFIC
PROVISIONS IN ORDER NOS. R4-2014-
0062 AND R4-2011-0126-A02

In-the Matter of the Camarillo Sanitary
District’s Petition for Review of Action and
Failure to Act by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles
Region, in Adopting Order Nos. R4-2014-
0062 and R4-2011-0126-A02 for the
Camarillo -Sanitary District Water
Reclamation Plant.

Nt N Nt S Nt N N St Yttt St i St

I, Bruce Feng, declare:

1. I am the District Manager for the Camarillo Sanitary District (the “District”) since

-2010. My business address is 150 Howard Road, Camarillo, California 93010. I have personal

knowledge of the facts stated herein and, if hecessary, could testify thereto;_
2, I am responsible for the administration of the District’s water reclamation plant
(“WRP”) programs and the wastewater quality and compliance programs. My duties include

reviewing discharge permits, developing technical and policy comments on wastewater'and

tecycling discharge permits and regulations, state and federal legislation, and participating in

other regulatory activities such as Water Quality Contrel Plans, T otal Maximum Daily Loads, and

state and federal policies.

3. I have a Bachelor’s Degree in Civil Engineering from the University of

Declaration of Bruce Feng in Suppert of District’s Petition for Stay 1
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“Massachusetts and a Master’s in Business Administration (MBA) from California State -

University — Long Beach. Tama registefed, civil engineer. I have held ‘various positions (Public
Works Director, Deputy City Manager, Assistant Community Development Director, etc.) with
the City of Burbank between 1988-2005, Assistant City Manager with thq City of Camarillo
between 2005-2010, City Manager with City of Caﬁlarillo between 2010 ; present.

| | 4, - Inextensive comments submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Boafd -
Los Angeles Region (“Regional Board”) on the NPDES Permit and Time Schedule Order
(“TSO™) for the Camarillo Water Reclamation Plant, the Disfrict agserted that the final effluent
limits for chloride, s‘uifate_, and total dissolved solids (“TDS”) were not immediately attainable
and alleged substantial questions of law and fact. The District’s tertiary treatment system, using
nitrification, deniﬁiﬁcation,- and biclogical nutrient femoval (“BNR”), exceed the secOndary
treatment requirements of the Clean Water Act. Yet, the Dislrict’s advanced treatment facilities
are not capable of removing substantial amounts of salts, and thus cannot meet the effluent
limitations for salinity in the Permits. The District has asserted that compliance schedules and
interim limits should be provided by the Regional Board in the Permits to allow the District time
to comply with the final effluent limits for chloride, suifate, and TDS, or, at the least, that the
TSO expressly states that the interim effluent limits modify the ﬁnaljefﬂuent limits contained in
the Permits for the duration of the TSO. Without compliancg schedl;les and intetim limits in the
Permits, the Districts will be subjéct to enforcement liability and potentially liable for citizen suits
for failure to immediately and consistently comply with the challenged final effluent limits in the
Permit.

5, Without interim limits and compliance schedules in the Permit, the District would
have to commit to design and construct additional treatment at the WRP before other activities,
such as the Regional Salinity Management Conls/eyance (RSMC or brine line) are complete and
may obviate the need for such POTW treatment (¢.g., influent source control). It is impraétical to |
begin consiriction of costly end-of-pipe treatment options when a plan is already in place and
being implemented to address the actual source of the poﬁutaqts, which, if successful, will render

additional end-of-pipe treatment unnecessary. The District would have to undertake these

Declaration of Bruce Feng in Support of District’s Petition for Stey 2
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activities before the review of the propriety of the new permit liniits is complete. Given the many

| legal deficiencies with the permit limits being inconsistent with adopted TMDLS and Basin Plan

amaﬁdments, it is impractical and a waste of public resources to begin design and construction of
qoé’dy end-of-pipe treatment options until this review has been completed, since the oﬁtcome may
render additional end-of-pipe treatment unnecessaty ot may rc-‘;sult in focusing on the watershed
approach relayiug on alternative types and/or levels of treatment or source control activitieé.

6. The installation of additional advanced treatment facilities to meet the final
numeric saﬁnity effluent limits in the Permit 'canﬁot be completed and placed in operation by the
effective date of the Permit. At the time the Permit was adopted, the Regional Board was aware
of the inability of the'District to comply with the final salinity effluent limits in the Permit. See

TSO No. R4:2011-0126-A02 at pg. 7, para. 20 (“The Discharger cannot consistently meet the

final effluent limitations™). Nevertheless, the Regional Board failed to include necessary

compliance schedules in the Permit for such limits even though a compliance schedule was

‘authorized in the Calleguas Watershed Salts TMDL. The Regional Board’s failure to include

compliance schedules and interim limits in the Permit places the District in jeopérdy of beihg in
violation of the final effluent limits set_forth in the Permit on July 1, 2014, the effective date of
the Permit. The Regional Board’s failure unnecessarily subjects the District to civil and criminal.
liability-for violations that cannot be avoided pending the construction of facilities necessary to

meet the final salinity effluent limits contained in the Permit, which are not required to be met

until December 8, 2023 under the Salts TMDL.

7.~ All of this is ignored by the Regional Board in the Permit even during é declared
drought emergency when there is widespread recognition that source water salinity levels are
increasing. On April 14, 2014, the District requested in writing higher interim limits for salts
based on anticipated changes fo its potable water supply and supplemental information was sent
to the Regional Board on April 24th, I'he District is concerned that the effluént concentrations
may exceed the proposed interim and will exceed the final effluent limitations due to fhe new
supply of Colorado River Water which is higher in salt content than State Project Water

8. The failure to provide compliance schedules for facility upgrades, disregards the

Declaration of Brucs Feng in Support of District’s Petition for Stay ' 3
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lead times requiredt for facility planning, design, environmental documentation and review under
the California Environmental Quélity Act, evaluation and mitigation of potential impacts,

development of construction financing (including debt service and approval of user rates),

 construction, and process start-up. A compressed schedule will result in a waste of public funds

by requiring the District to pay prémium costs for expedited environmental re'vieWs and -
construction. |

9. If the District is required to begi.u preparation for the installation (;f advanced
treatment facilities, without the benefit of the review of possible regulatory relief, like compliance
with the TMDL or a variance for the salinity water quality standards as proposed to be adopted in

the Central Valley, sewer setvices fees will have to be substantlally 1ncreased to fund that project.

| Based upon a cost study performed for the County Sanitation Districts-of Los Angelcs County in

2002 by Montgomery Watson Harza, a leading intemational engineering firm, the capital cost for
the addition of advanced treatment technologies necessary to meet the final chloride effluent
limitations can reach into the hundreds of millions to install -a treatment train consisting of micro-
filtration, reverse osmosis, and brine disposal. These estimates do not inéllud_e costs fér bossiblé

site acquisition if needed or flow equalization upstream of the membrane units. The additional

" annual operation and maintenance costs necessary to meet the final efffuent limitations will also

be in the millions annually. These costs are considerable, and should not be incurred without the
benefit of caréful analysis.

10.  Once expended, these costs are irretrievable and will result in significant rafe

increases for area residents even if the RO system is ultimately mothballed as unnecessary.

Given the fa_ct that a separate watershed approach is curr_en'tly being implemented, the costs of
compliance with these end-of-pipe final effluent limi'ts are Wildly disﬁroportionate to any minor
water quality benefits in the short term pérticularly when the agricultural users of this water h.ave
not voiced any complaints about the current salinity levels. In this drought, the farmers may be
thankful o have wet water available for use.

11.  In addition to the speciﬂc harm to the District discussed herein, and in the

District’s Petition for Stay, the general public will also be substantially harmed if the State Board

Declaration of Bruce Feng in Support of District’s Petition for Stay o 4
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does not grant the District’s stay request. If the requirements contained in the Permit are not
immediately stayed, businesses in the District’s service area, already under substantial strain from
the recent recession and other increasing utility cost increases, will immediately be forced to
factor anticipated future sewer rate increases into their critical decisions of whether to remain in
the area, and.whether to increase or reduce their workforces. These decisions will begin
occurring immediately and may have iﬁeversible impacts on investment and employment in the
s_ervice area of the District.

12, A _2001 analysis of the economic impacts of the installation of advanced treatment

" facilities for the Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System (“SCVJSS™), which serves a

poptlation of approximately 150,000, conducted by M.Cubed and updated by Advent in October

. 0f 2003, concluded that, as a result of the cost increases associated with constructing advanced

treatment facilities, employmeént would be reduced in the SCVJSS service atea by 423 jobs, total

tabor income would decline by about $15.8 million, Jocal tax 'revenue would fall by over $2.6

'million annually, total industry output would drop by nearly $55.5 million per year, and total

value added would decline by more than $26 million annually. See M.Cubed, “Economic
Implications of Proposed NPDES Permits for the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County”
(May 2001). Although the DlSﬁ‘le has not done a similar study, the results would likely be
snmla:rly detrimental.

13, Using rough estimates, the District anticipates the costs for planning, pre-desigr,
and CEQA-compliance costs to eventually come into compl_liance with the final effluent
limitations to be approximately $25-30 million to build a 3 mgd RO facility in order to blend the
effluent a:nd the RO flows to meet standards and approx.imtely $1 million annually to operate.
However, the District cannot guarantee complianée until this construction project (or the entirety
of the projects confemplated in the Salts TMDL) are complete. This would be in addition to the
-costs that the local residents have already been asked to pay for local water quality-related
projects. Camarillo Sanitary District has thus far spent upwards of $40 million in capital
expenditures for upgrading to tertiary treatment to produce high quality recycled water, $900,000

on TMDL development, and $1.1 million on TMDL implementation. The City of Camarillo on

Declaration of Bruce Feng in Support of District’s Petition for Stay ‘ 5
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the water side has funded future capital expenditures of $50 million on a groundwater desalter, $5
million on imported water chérges to build regional brine line. The City of Camarillo on the
stormwater side has spent about $1.3 million on TMDL implementation. The overall watershed
group has spent over $6.6 million on TMDL development, and $16 million on TMDL |
implementation. In addition, Calleguas Municipal Water District customers have had to bear the
cost to build the brine line of over $230 million. Taking on additional costs to this very proactive
watershed is not only unnecessary, it is unduly bﬁrdensome.

14, The forced implementation of costljz requirements that ultimately prove

unnecessary, or the commencement of enforcement actions based on such requirements, is a

misdirection of scarce public resources, and should be avoided to prevent substantial harm to the

public. The adoption of effluent limitations in violation of federal and state law also causes

substantial harm to the public who have a vested interest in the government complying with its

own laws and regulations. Similarly, requirements to prepare studies, reports, or pollution

prevention plans the necessity of which have not been adjudged should be stayed and delayed

.until resolution of the appeal of the Permit to avoid unnecessary expenditures and misuse of

limited staff i-esources. If a stay and modification to toll the challenged deadlines are.not granted,
the District will be harmed if the final compliance date cannot be met and the District is subject to
enforcement for violating the TSO in addition to the underlying effluent limitations.

15,  Granting a stay of the requested provisions will not oi)erate to alter or elimiﬁate
these provisions. Nor will the issuance of the stay elimitate or alter any other requirements set
forth in the Permit. Instead, the requested stay will simply temporarily suspend the necessity to
pursue tasks in an illogical manner, and to prematurely begin to construct costly facility upgrades,
resulting in immediate and substantial increases in sewer service fees and concomitant economic
impacts, to comply with improper or unlawful requirements that are being administratively
reviewed. The requested stay will also temporarily suspend administrative and civil liability for
non-compliance with final effluent limits that the Districts cannot meet, and will be unable to
meet until additional treatment facilities are constructed. Further, a stay will defer acﬁonﬁ to begin

design and construction of additional wastewater treatment facilities to meet limits, which may

Declaration of Bruee Feng in Support of District’s Petition for Stay . ' 6
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ultimately be replaced or removed {rom the Permit if the requested changes to the Permit are
authorized by the State Board. Thus, issuance of a stay by the State Board simply suspends the
unnecessary imposition of increased sewer service fees, onerous fines, and penalties that will be
passed on to the public via increased seWeriates or special dssessments, and susceptibility to
third-party lawsuits pending review of pending review of the District’s Petition for Review.

16, The current adx'/anced design of the District’s tertiary treatment plant, using
nitrification, denitrification, and BNR, does not allow for iﬁmeﬁate compliance with the salinity
effluent limitations in the Permit or with the numeric chronic toxicity effluent limitations in the
Permit due to the statistical guarantee of a 5% false failure rate. Ifa stay were issued, the
Regional Board’s regulatory oversight of the District’s WRP wﬂl remain unchanged. All other
effluent limitations c0ntained in the Permit will remain in effect, and fully enforceable by the
Regional Board, U.S. EPA, and third parties. Additionally, the Permit will continue to require the
Distric‘z té operate their facilities in the same manner as before the stay was issued, and will
continue to require the District to monitor and subrnit detailed reports fegarding the facility’s
performance and compliance with the limitations in the Permit, including the stayed limitations.

Thus, during the period of the requested stay, the District will conﬁnue its existing, protective

level of treatment, and will continue to implement source control efforts and any applicable

pretreatment requirements. Finally, the issnancé of a stay will benefit the public by providing
orderly resotution of the issués raised by the District in its Petitioﬁ for Stay as well as the
District’s Petition for Review. |

17.  The District raised numerous and substantial questions of fact and law regarding
provisions contained in the Permit in thé Petition for Review that is being filed simultaneously
with the State Board. A stay should be granted. For the duration of the stay of the final salinity
effluent limits and the chronic toxicity limit, the bisuict will agree to comply with the
corresponding interim limits in the TSO and the narrative chronic toxicity efﬂ'uent-limit

implementing through a mumeric trigger of 1 TUc for additional monitoring.

Declaration of Bruce Feng in Support of District’s Petition for Stay J 7
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I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the California that the foregoing

- 18 true and correct,

13736641

Executed this 2nd day of June, 2014 at Camarillo, California.

Brufe Feng, Declarant /

. Declaration of Bruce Feng in Support of District™s Petition for Stay ' o 8
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BEFORE THE
CALIFORNIA STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

In the Matter of the 2014 Petitions of the ) SWRCB/OCCFile A~ (Camarillo S.D.)
City of Simi Valley, City of Thousand Oaks, ) SWRCB/OCC File A-____ (Thousand Oaks)
And Camarillo Sanitary District for Review ) SWRCB/OCC File A- ___ (Simi Valley)

of Action and Failure to Act by the Los
"Angeles Regional Water Quality Control

Board and for Stays/Compliance Schedule - ~ STIPULATION FOR
Modifications STAY ORDER
RECITALS

1. On August 14, 2002, a “Stipulation for Order Issuing Stay, with Conditions” was
entered into in the matter denominated as SWRCB/OCC File A-1474 by Simi Valley (Simi
Valley WQCP), Thousand Oaks (Hill Canyon WWTP), Camarillo Sanitary District (Camarillo
WRP), Camrosa Water District, Ventura County Water Works District No. 1 and the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) regarding certain chloride
effluent limitations then applicable to the discharges from the aforesaid facilities.

2. The State Water Resources Control Board issued WQO 2002-0017 on October 17,
2002, which approved the August 14, 2002 stay stipulation.

3. On October 10, 2003, a “Stlpulanon for Further Order Issuing Stay” was entered into
by Simi Valley (Simi Valley WQCP), Thousand Oaks (Hill Canyon WWTP), Camarillo Sanitary
District (Camarillo WRP), and the Regional Board in the matters denominated as SWRCB/OCC
Files A-1577, A-1578, and A-1579.

4, On November 19, 2003, the State Water Resources Control Board issued WQO 2003-
0019, which approved the October 10, 2003 revised stipulated stay of chloride effluent
limitations and held the underlying petitions in abeyance until November 19, 2006.

5. The State Board granted several extensions of the abeyance periods in the
aforementioned matters until July 15, 2014, when the petitions would be dismissed without
prejudice. See SWRCB Abeyance Extension Letters (Aug. 16, 2012) for A-1577, A-1578, and
A- 1579

6. On October 4, 2007, the Regional Board adopted Resolution No. 2007-016,
Amendment to the Water Qualzly Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region to Incorporate the
TMDL for Boron, Chloride, Sulfate, and TDS (Salts) in the Calleguas Creek Watershed

- (Regional Board Salts TMDL), which established final waste load allocations (WLAs) for
chloride, sulfate and TDS, provided a compliance schedule, and set interim WLAs for the
aforementioned constifuents for the duration of the compliance schedule. Upon approval from



the State Board, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL), and USEPA, the Regional Board’s
Salts TMDL superseded an earlier March 22, 2002 USEPA-promulgated TMDL for chloride.

7. The permittees have actively participated with other stakeholders in the Calleguas
Creek Watershed Management Plan Committee to develop a watershed-wide solution to the salts
and other water quality-related problems. Those solutions are reflected in the TMDLs for the
watershed and the associated implementation plans and compliance schedules.

8. The Regional Board reissued NPDES permits for each of the three facilities described
in Recital 1 on May 8, 2014, however final numeric effluent limits that would be derived from
the water quality objectives in the Basin Plan or the TMDLs” WLAs cannot yet be consistently
met because the implementation activities for the Regional Board TMDLs are not yet complete,

9. Other effluent limitations (chronic toxicity for all permittees and a copper mass limit
for Thousand Oaks) and a few other permit and time schedule order requirements also pose
compliance problems for which a stay is appropriate until the Permittees’ appeals are resolved.

STIPULATION

1. The parties stipulate that maintaining the stay of the otherwise applicable chioride
effluent limits on the terms and conditions set forth below is appropriate and in the public
interest. In addition, the parties stipulate that a broader stay is appropriate and in the public
interest given new issues that have arisen related to the most recent permits and time schedule
orders. This stipulation shall not, however, constitute or be construed as an admission on any
issues of law or fact relevant to the final disposition of the petitions.

2. The parties stipulate to the entry of an Order by the State Water Resources Control
Board providing that the stays in place for the petitions for review in Files A-1577, A-1578, and
A-1579 shall be deemed to be amended to assert challenges to the chloride limits in the new
permit and shall impose a continued stay of the chloride limits along with a stay of the
challenged new provisions of the Permits and Time Schedule Orders (“TSOs”) as described
below:

Permits:

(i) Camarillo WRP Effluent Limitations in Provision IV.A.1.a, Table 4,
contained in Regional Board Order No. R4-2014-0062 (NPDES NO.
CAO0053597):

-a) The 51,400 Ibs/day final average monthly dry weather effluent limitation
for Total Dissolved Solids (“TDS”) and the 850 mg/L final average monthly
effluent limitation for TDS under wet weather conditions;

b) The 15,100 lbs/day final average monthly dry weather effluent limitation
for suifate and the 250 mg/L final average monthly effluent limitation for
sulfate under wet weather conditions;



(ii)

(i)

¢) The 9,070 Ibs/day final average monthly dry weather effluent limitation
 for chloride and the 150 mg/L final average monthly effluent limitation for

chloride under wet weather conditions; and

d) The “pass” median monthly effluent limitation and “pass or %eeffect < 50”

maximum daily effluent limitation for chronic toxicity.

Thousand Oaks Hill Canyon WWTP Effluent Limitations in Provision
IV.A.l.a, Table 4, contained in Regional Board Order No. R4-2014-0064
(NPDES NO. CA0056294):

a) The 17,500 Ibs/day final average monthly dry weather effluent limitation
for chloride and the 150 mg/L final average monthly effluent limitation for -
chloride under wet weather conditions;

b) The 0.4 Ibs/day final mass effluent limitation for copper; and

¢) The “pass” median monthly effluent limitation and “pass or %effect < 507
maximum daily effluent limitation for chronic toxicity.

Simi Valley WQCP Effluent Limitations in Provision IV.A.1.a, Table 4,
contained in Regional Board Order No. R4-2014-0066 (NPDES NO.
CA0055221):

a) The 88,610 Ibs/day final average monthly effluent limitation for TDS and
the 850 mg/L final average monthly effluent limitation for TDS under wet
weather conditions;

b) The 26,060 Ibs/day final average monthly effluent limitation for sulfate
and the 250 mg/L final average monthly effluent limitation for sulfate under
wet weather conditions;

¢) The 15,640 lbs/day ﬁnal average monthly dry weather effluent limitation
for chloride and the 150 mg/L final average monthly wet weather effluent
limitation for chloride under wet weather conditions;

d) The 104 lbs/day final average monthly effluent limitation for boron and
the 1 mg/L final average monthly effluent limitation for boron; and

¢) The “pass” median monthly effluent limitation and “pass or %eeffect < 507
maximum daily effluent limitation for chronic toxicity.

Time Schedule Orders:

(i)

Compliance Deadlines: Stay of Provision in Paragraph 2 on page 7 of the
Thousand Oaks TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0065, limiting application of the
interim limits for chloride “from May 8, 2014 to January 31, 2015;” and stay of
Provision in Paragraph 3 on page 11 of the Camarilto TSO, Order No. R4-2011-
0126-A02, which requires: “Achieve full compliance with the final effluent
limitations as soon as possible, but no later than December 31, 2015, the date by
which Camarillo SD committed to achieving compliance, for TDS and sulfate
contained in Order No.R4-2014-0062.”




3.

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

Compliance Schedule: Stay of Provision in Paragraph 3 on page 7 of the
Thousand Oaks TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0063, requiring implementation and
completion of studies, actions, and milestones according to the schedule
included since such a schedule would not be needed if the copper mass-limit
had been modified as suggested.

Compliance Workplan: Stay of Provision in Paragraph 5 on page 8 of the
Thousand Oaks TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0065, which requires: “By August 6,
2014, the Permittee shall submit a work plan for achieving compliance with the
final chloride effluent limitations in Order No. R4-2014-0064 to the Regional
Water Board.” '

Pollution Prevention Plan Workplan: Stay of Provision in Paragraph 6 on page
8 of the Thousand Oaks TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0065; in Paragraph 4 on page
11 of the Camarillo TSO, Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02; and in Paragraph 4 on
page 7 of the Simi Valley TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0067, which require:
“submit a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) work plan, with the time schedule for
implementation, for approval of the Executive Officer no later than August 8,
2014, pursuant to CWC section 13263.3.”

Quarterly Progress Reports: Stay of Provision in Paragraph 7 on page 8 of the
Thousand Oaks TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0065; in Paragraph 7 on page 8 ofthe
Camarillo TSO, Order No. R4-2011-0126-A02; and in Paragraph 5 on page 7 of
the Simi Valley TSO, Order No. R4-2014-0067, which require submission of
quarterly progress reports, the first due October 15, 2014, of efforts taken by the
Permittee to comply with the final mass-based limitation for copper and the
final effluent limitation for chloride, and the requirements for the content of
those reports. :

The effect of this stay, in accordance with the intent of the parties, is that the

interim effluent limitations contained in the TSOs will remain in effect until the petitions for
review are completed, and the deadlines contained in the TSOs will be tolled and modified to run
from the completion date of the petitions for review, unless a further stay is sought and received
from a Superior Court. For chronic toxicity, the previous permit requirements, including a
narrative effluent limitation and a 1 TUc trigger for additional monitoring, will remain in place
during the pendency of the stay.

4. .

The parties further stipulate that the Findings in the Permits’ Fact Sheets related

to the “requirement™ to conduct and/or update and submit a feasibility study related to
recycling/water reuse are merely findings, not substantive, enforceable provisions, and thus no
stay is necessary for Camarilfo (Regional Board Order No. R4-2014-0062 at pg. F-16, Section
III.C.11, and pg. F-61, Section VIILG); Thousand Oaks (Regional Board Order No. R4-2014-
0064 at pg. F-16, Section II1.C.11, and pg. F-59, Section VIIL.G); or Simi Valley (Regicnal
Board Order No. R4-2014-0066 at pg. F-17, Section IILC.11, and pg. F-57, Section VILG) .



So stipulated and agreed:

DATE: ,2014

DATE: Tune &, 2014
-1

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY BOARD

By:
Sam Unger, Executive Officer

DOWNEY BRAND LLP

N A
By: %&/@%ﬁ/
Melissa Thorme
Attorneys for Petitioners
Camarillo Sanitary District, City of
Thousand Oaks, and City of Simi Valley.




