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ITEM
9

SUBJECT:


East Municipal Utility District, Special District No. 1 (EBMUD) Wet Weather Facilities, Oakland, Alameda County – Hearing to Receive Testimony on Reissuance of NPDES Permit

CHRONOLOGY:
January 1998 – Permit reissued

DISCUSSION:
EBMUD operates three Wet Weather Treatment Facilities (WWTFs), in addition to its Water Pollution Control Plant (or “Main Plant”) near the Bay Bridge. Though these systems are connected, the focus of this item is the discharges from the WWTFs; a separate permit currently covers the Main Plant. We are presenting this item as a workshop at this meeting to allow the Board greater opportunity to hear and explore various stakeholder concerns on appropriate technology limits for the WWTFs.

The WWTFs store and treat sewage during peak wet weather periods from several bayside East Bay communities, ranging from parts of Richmond on the north and Oakland on the south. The WWTFs discharge only during extreme wet weather, when sewage is diluted and flow rates are significantly elevated by stormwater that inflows and infiltrates (I&I) into collection systems. These collection systems suffer higher I&I than many other communities because of their age. The communities, not EBMUD, own the collection systems, and are currently under Board-imposed Cease and Desist Orders requiring rehabilitation to reduce I&I.

These WWTFs are part of a $310 million project initiated in 1986 to address excessive sewer overflows during wet weather. Another major component includes over 26 miles of interceptors along the Bay and in critical locations within the communities to capture and bring the sewage to a WWTF for storage and treatment either through the WWTF or at the Main Plant. This project, together with the I&I reduction work by the communities, has significantly improved the problem.

On average, the WWTFs discharge a total of 18 times each year, and from 200 to 550 million gallons each year from the three facilities combined. Treatment at the WWTFs consists of screening, settling, and disinfecting effluent with chlorine. The treated flow is dechlorinated prior to discharge to the Bay. This type of treatment is classified as “primary” treatment, as opposed to “secondary” treatment employed at EBMUD’s Main Plant and other plants in the Region. Secondary treatment provides for a higher level of treatment and typically employs biological treatment technologies.

Based on the extensive analyses performed in the 1980’s, and U.S. EPA’s determination at that time, the Water Board has not imposed secondary treatment requirements on the discharge from the WWTFs’ in EBMUD’s previous WWTF permit. This past August, Water Board staff released for public comment a draft permit (Appendix A) that continued with this approach, but paired the permit with a draft Time Schedule Order or TSO (Appendix B). The Tentative TSO would require EBMUD to re-evaluate newer (post-1980) treatment technologies, additional storage and I&I controls such as improving private home laterals, and other alternatives to treatment and discharge at the WWTFs.

During the comment period, U.S. EPA reconsidered its 1986 determination, and now states that any releases from the collection system and the discharge from the Main Plant are subject to secondary standards. Additionally, we received comments from Environmental Advocates and San Francisco BayKeeper stating that they also believe EBMUD should be held to secondary technology standards. Both these groups also believe that compliance schedules for toxic pollutant limits proposed in the draft permit are illegal. All comment letters are in Appendix C of this item.

In light of the comments on the secondary technology standards, staff recognizes that EBMUD’s wastewater system is subject to those standards. However, though we believe EBMUD should re-evaluate current wet-weather treatment technologies and alternatives, we are still very concerned about the practicality of achieving secondary standards specifically for discharges from the WWTFs for some of the same reasons identified in the 1980’s. To upgrade the WWTFs individually to secondary treatment would be extremely expensive, if not cost-prohibitive. The concern is that these funds would go towards a discharge that is very infrequent, low in volume, and poses a low threat to beneficial uses. As noted earlier, the WWTFs typically discharge 200 to 550 million gallons a year. EBMUD’s Main Plant discharges this volume in 3 to 7 days.

On the compliance schedule issue for toxics, we disagree that compliance schedules are illegal. The State Implementation Policy provides for them if immediate compliance is not achievable. The draft permit’s provisions are in accordance with this Policy.

We will continue to explore with U.S. EPA, EBMUD, Environmental Advocates, and S.F. BayKeeper permit requirements that would be both in keeping with the secondary technology standards, and result in maximum benefit for water quality and the environment. We anticipate bringing a revised tentative order to the Water Board for its consideration in early 2005.
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