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continuing t~ r~ceive an unpr~c~depted amour)ofatte'ntion from the State '
Board in the exercise of its coordinated authority over'water rights and
wat~r,quality. th~ sOlJthem Delta water quality objectives for EC
referenced by the Regionall3oard were est(;lbtished in "the, State Board's
1995 Delta Plan. Although th~ ultimate solutions to southern Delta salinity,
problems have not yet been determineci" pr~violJs actions establish that
the $tate Board intended for permit effluel")t iirnitations to playa limited
role with respect to achieving c'ompliance'with the EC water quality'
oblectives in the southern [)~JtCl'" '."

",... the existing record supports the conclusions that: (1 )assuring
compliance with the 70Q IJmhos/cm EC limitation in the CitY's permit for'
April through August would probably require constrLiction and operation' of
a reverse osmosis treatment plant for at least a portion of the City's'
effluent at a very large cost; and (2) because of the relatively high salinity
of the receiving water and the relatively ~mall portion offlow'provided by
the City's discharge, the:City's use of reverse osmosis would have '
relativelyiittle effect on the EC of water in the river. In addition, the State
Board takes official notioe [California ,Code ofRegulations, 'Title 23' Section
648.2]; of the fact that operation of a large-scale reverse osmosis'
treatrne.ntplant would result in production of highly saline brine fo'r which
an acceptal:>le method()fd,;isposal ~ould have to be developed.
Consequently, allY d~cisi()n that'would'requireuse.of reverse'osmosis to
treat the City'snitJniciparwastewater effluenfona large scale should

. involve thorough cons'ider~ti()riof the e~pectedenvir6nmerital effects/'
. .' .

The facts regarding the need. to construct reverse osmosis to meet the
700 IJmhos/cm EC standard have not changed. Since adoption of the
Manteca Order the Discharger has replaced a portion of its groundwater
supplies with lower salinity surface water from the So'uth'San Joaquin
Irrigati9n District. Furthermore, the Discharger has removed the food
processing wastewater from Eckhart Cold Storage from its waste-stream'
that is discharged to the San Joaquin River. As a result, salt reductions
have been ~chievedin the effluent discharge. However,. the Discharger is
still unable to comply with the 700 IJmhos/cm EC standard required in the
Bay-Delta Plan during the. irrigation season. .

Other facts supporting the State Water Board's conclusions have changed '
since adoption of the Manteca Order. The State..Water ,Board updated the
Bay-Delta Plan in 2006. The update re-affirmed the seasonal stand?lrds'

,and updated the implementation program to include regulation of treated
effluent discharges to the 'South Delta. Furthermore, the State Water'
Board held in Order WQ 2009-0003 for the Gity ofTracy that the Clean
Water Act requires compliance with existing water quality objectives
pending the development of long-term or interfm regulatory solutionssuch
as, revisions to existing water quality standards, a TMDL, vari'ances, site

. specific objectives, or an offset policy. (p. 10 and p. 17.) Therefore, to
en~ure compliance with the Bay-Delta Plan and to pe co.nsistent with the

. most recent State Water Board Order WQ 2009-003_ (City of Tracy), this
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Order co. ..lins seasonClI effluent limits of700~ hos/em from -April '
through August and 109'0 l.Jmt16s/cm fror'nSeptember through March.

" , ' ". ',' .,:..

(d) Plant Performance aha AttSin.abilitY;Since adoption of,previous Order
No.: R5-2004-0028, the Discharger replaced a portion of its groundwater ( ".
sup~)lies With, lower salinitysurface water from the So!.ith 'San Joaquin
Irrigation 'District. 'As ~ resuit, salt r~duCtib"nswere ach'ieved in the effluent
discharge. Nevertheless, as shownin thefOlJoWihg:table, analysis of the
,effluent data shows thaf the "post upgrade MEGof783 1J9/L is greater than
applicabJe1/\LQBELs,_andJb_Em~foLE!,gRl2g9r JQ~!Itthe~Disf.bCi!Re'ljll___
immediate non-compliance with the EC effluent limitation.

:
Effluent

Parameter 2006 2007 : 20Q~,

Avrl Max Avg Max ':Avg Max

EG, jJmhos/cni 904 1107 809 917 732" 827

'TOS, mg/L 554 617 481 554' ' 459 500

Chloride, mg/L 137 149, N/A1 136
....

109-NlA

Sulfate, mg/L N/A 58 N/A1 52 N/A ' 4~

Based on th,edata cite<:fan~ sLl!:>seqLJE!nt~:n13ly~:isl:~99rripjiancetime
schedule for compliance with. tlle3effILlEmt:1jlllif13tip'!1$, i~e'sti:iblished in TSO
No. R~~2009-0096 in accprd,gn~~with:9WG ~~p~i.q,Q. 13.·~po. The TSO also
requires preparation and implemer:)tatiq'n. of a 'PQnl1~ion prevention pial} in

. compliance with CWC· section 13263j.. ' ' ,

ix. Temperature

(a) WQO. TheJhermal Planrequires th~t,"Themaximumtemperature shall
not exceed the natural receiving wat~i {emperature by more than 20°F." -

(b) RPA Results. The discharge of municipal wastewater is an ~,Ievated
temperatu~e waste,and hasreasqnable,poten,tic:i1 to cause or contribute to
:ah excursior1 above Thermal PICln·requir~rneQts.'

. .. . ~. - . .--, . .

,(c) WQBELs. To ensure compliance with the TherrnalPlan, an effluent
limitation for temperature is included in this Order. '

(d) Plant Perform'ill;ce ari~ Attalnability." Analysis oUhe effluent and
receiving water data indicates that thedischarg~ c'an meet the Thermal

,Plan requirements at the current permittedcCipacity of 9.87 mgd. '
However, based on thermalniodelin9,c6nalJqted by the Discharger (City
of Manteca Thermal PlEin ExceptfonAna/yslsFiHaIReport, February 2006)
(Thermal Exception Re'port) thee'xpandeddischargeof 17.5 mgd may at
times hot meet the Thermal Plan requirements. - The Thermal Exception
Report assessed im'pacifs'Ofthe discharge'bri:fishery resources within the
vicinity of the discharge, andba'sedonmodelingresults, field
investigations, ~nd a migratory fish species impaCt assessment, the'study
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concludes that since the area in the receiving water ,in'which the Thermal
Plan' objectives are nofrnetis sUfficiEintly smCiU the'n there are no .
significant adverse effects to the mo.st sensitive aquatic species. Thus the
Discharger requested an ,exception to the Therlllal Plan. ! However, the
Regional Water Board defers to National Marine Fisheries SerVices, '
(NMFS) expertise for determination of impa<:;ts to aquatic speCies; and
therefore, Regional Board Staff supmitted the Discharger's analysis ~nd
request to NMFS and copied the State Water ,Board requesting review and

.. deteIminatioll._Ibis_Q[deLcoi:Jtains_a_reopeneLto.allow~modificatioD_oUbe.
, temp'erature effluent (and receiving water) limitations should NMFS concur

with the Thermal Exception Report and State WaterBoard approve an ,
exceptibn,to the Thermal Planexception(s).

4. WQBEL Calculations
, '

,a. This Order includes WQBELs for aluminum, ammonia, copper,
m~thylene blue active,substances, nitrate, total coliform organisms, and
electrical conductivity. Th~ general methodology for calculating WQBELs based
on the different criteria/objectives is described in subsections IV.C.4.b throughe,
below. See Tables F-13through f-15 below; for th(3 WQBE~calculations.

b. Effluent Concentration Allowance. For each water quality criterion/objective,
the ECA is calculated using the following steady-state mass balance equation
from Section 1..4 of the SIP: " ,', . .

ECA:: C,"!:" D(C- a)
ECA =C

where c>a; and'
where'CSa

where:
ECA = effluent concentration allowance

,0 = dilution credit
C =, the priority pollutant criterion/objective
B= the ambient background concentration.

According 'to the ilP; the ambient background conc.emtratio~'{B) in the equation
above shall be the observed maximum With the exception th'at, an ECA calq.Jlated
from a ,priority pollutant c-riterion/objective that ,is intended to protect human
health from carcinogenic effects shall use the arithmetic mean concentration of
the a!TIbient background samples. 'For ECAs baseq on MCLs, which implement
th~ Basin Plan's chemical constituents objective and are appli~d as annual
averages, an arithmetic mean is also used for B due to the long-term,basis of the
criteria.

c. 'Ba,sin Plan Objectives and MCLs. For WQSELs based on site:.specific numeric
Basin Plan objectives or MCLs, the efflue'nt limitations are:applied directly a$ the
ECA as either an MDEL, AMEL, or'average annual effluent limitations,
depending on the averaging period of the objective.

AttachmentF - Fact Sheet F-52



WASTEWATER QUALITY CONTROL FACILITY NPDES NO. CA0081558

d. Aquatic Tox!c.:briteria. WQBELs ba~edon acut~/~~dch'ronicaquatic toxicity
,criteria ar~Galc,ulat~d 'in accor09nce with Section 1.4 of the' SIP. The ECAs are
converted to equivalent long-term averages; (i.e. LTAacute and LTAchronic)
using statistical multipliers and thel6west LTA is u'sed to calculate the AMEL and

'MDEL using add'itional statistiqal multipliers, " ,

e. Human He,alth Criteria. WQBELs based on human health criteria, are also
calculated in accordance with Section 1.4 of the SIP. The ECAs are set equal to
the AMELand a statistical'multiplier,was used to calculate the MbEL. '

---.----- ..~--- - " 'LIAaGute---'---------

AMEL =mUltAMEL[min(MAECAa~lite,McECA~hraniJl '

MDEL =.(multMDEL )'AMEL
. HH, l HH" rrzu t AMEL ' ,

where:
multAMEL = statistical m'ultiplier converting 'minimum LTA to AMEL
multMDEL = statistic,pl'mulfiplier converting minimum LTAto MDEL
MA =, statistical multiplier converting acute ECA to LTAacute

, Me = .statistical multiplier converting chronic ECA to LTAchronic

750
0.49

368.37
1.10

Table F-13.. WQBEL Calculations Fo'r Aluminum
" Acute

'Criteria (lJg/L) 1 ' 750
Dilution Credit No Dilution
WER
ECA
ECA Multiplier .
LTA
AMEL Multiplier (95Ih%)-

1 USEPA Ambient Water Quality Criteria
2 Limitatioris based on acut,e LTA (Acute LTA < Chronic LTA)
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Chronic
87

Nq Dill.ltion
22.7
1975
0.69

1355.59·
2.
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v.,"""'..... \ 1'9 ....... I~..., _ .... ...,..,-\ofw ... w
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Acute 30-da Chronic. 4-da Chronic
.Criteria (jJg/L) 1 5.62 1.05 2.62

Dilution Credit 0 0 0
ECA 5~62 1.05 2.62
ECA Multiplier 0.21 0.6742 0.38
LTA . 1.2 .0.71 '11.0

.... ~-AMEL-Multiplieq95~% .~ =-__._,__t.92__.__. 3_'.__..__

USEPA Ambient Water Quality Criteria .
Calculated based on the·TSD modification presented in the 22 December 1999 Federal Register notice where
if= In(CV2/30 + I) .'. . .

3 ... Limitations based on 3D-day chronic LTA (AcutefLTA < Chronic LTA)

Table F-15. WQBELCalculations For Co er
Acute Chronic

.Hardness (mg/L as CaC03) 82 . 82'

7.6
0.70

10.8
0.0

10.8
0.82

8.9
1.16

Criteria (1J9/L)1
Translato~
Criteria (1J9/L, total recoverable)
Dilution Credit
ECA3

. .

'ECA Multiplier4

LTA
AMEL MUltiplier (95th%)5

. rvretalsare expressed asdissolvedf:oncentrations.
. 2 Site-specific Translators used.' .' . '. . : ..

3. EcA calculated p~r Section ,1.4.8, Step 2 of the· SIP.' This allows for the consideration of dilution. .
4, Acute and Chronic ECA Multiplier calculated at991hipercentile per Section 1.4.8, Step 3 ,of SIP or per Secti'ons 5.4.1. and 5.5.4 of the
~~. .

5. Assumes sampling frequency n = >4 i '. .
6. Limitat!ons based on 3D-day dironic LTA '(Acutt;! LTA> Chronic LTA)

\,

Su'mniary of Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitat,ons
Discharge Point No. 001 .

t l' 't ffW t Q rt BT bl F 16 Sa e. - . . ummary 0 a er ua Iry- ase uen Iml a Ions
Effluent Limitations

P"rameter Units Average Average Maximum Instantan,eous' Ins~antaneous

Monthly Weekly Daily Minimum Maximum
Aluminum, Total 'jJg/L 407 2001 750
Recoverable . ..

I Ammonia, Total (as N) mg/L 1.4.
.. 3.4 .
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Annual Average
2 Effluent total coliform also shall not exceed L) 2.2 MPN/10bml, as a7-da'y median; and.ii). 23 MPN/100ml, .

more than once in any 3D-day period. . ..

~

I Eff.luent Limil
\

.J>ns
Parameter Units Average Average Maximum Instantaneous Instantaneous

Monthly Weekly Daily Minimum Maximum
Copper, Total Recoverable 1J9/L 10.2 . 13.0

MBAS IJg/L 500

Nitrate pius Nitrite (as N) mg/L 10

TotalColiform Organism~2
. MPNI

240
100m!·" .

Electrical Conductivity ~mhosl
1000

---- ~(-L~\p[iIJo~3_L;ugust) cm

Electrical Conductivity IJmhosl
-.-

700
(1 Sept to 31 March) crn

. ,

5. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) .

.For compliance with the Basin Plan'~ narrative toxicity objective, this Order requires
the Discharger to conduct whole~ff1ue"nt toxicity testing for acute and chronic
toxicity, as specified in the Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment E section
V.). This Order also contains effluent limitations for acute and chronic toxicity arid
requires the Discharger t6 implement best management practices to investigate the
causes of, and identify corrective aCtions to reduce or eliminate effluenf toxicity;

. a. Acute Aquatic Toxicity. TheBasin Plan contains a narrative toxicity objeCtive
that states, "Ali waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in
concentrations that produce d@~rjJ1le.m§llphYl;i()logic~1 re.spo.nses in hUfl1an, plant,

. animal, or aquatic life." (BasinPlanarpage 11I;'8;OO)The Basin Plan also states
that, "... effluent limits based up()n acute b iotoxicity. tests of effluents will be
prescribed where appropriate... 'i. USEPARegidm~'9p;r6vide;d'gLi idandeforfhe·
development of acute toxicity effluent limitations in the absemce ofnLJm~ric water
quality objectives for toxicity in its document titled '~Guidance for. NPDES·Permit

.Issuance", dated February 1994. In section B..2. "Toxicity Requirements" (pgs.
14-15) .it states thaf, "In the absence of specific numeric water quality objectiyes
for acute and chronic toxicity, the nar'rative criterion 'notoxics in toxic amoLints'
applies. Achievement of~he narrative criterion, as applied herein, means that
ambient waters shall not demonstrate for acute toxicity: 1) less than 90%
survival, 50% of the time, based on the monthly median, or 2) less than 70%
survival, 10% ofthe time, based on any monthly median. For chronic toxicity,
ambient ,!,aters shall not demonstrate a test result of greater than 1 TUc."
Accordingly, effluent limitationsfor acute toxicity have been included in this Order
as follows:

Acute Toxicity. S\Jrvivalof aquatic organisms in 96-hour.bioassays of
undiluted waste shall be no less than: '

Minimum for any one bioassay---:-":_--~---------------.-------------- .70%
Median for any three or 'more consecutive bioassays -------...~ 90%.

I

-I
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The.previous per~it, OrderNo. R5-2004-0028, contillJ)d these same acute"'
toxicity requirements. Based on the monthly acutetaxicity test results conducted
during April 2004 through August 2008, the Discharger demonstrated compliance
with these acute toxicity requirements. .

b..GhronicAquatic Toxicity. The Basin Pi'an.contains a n'arrative toxicity objective
. thatstates, "All waters shall be maintainedfree oftoxic substances in
concentrations that produce detrimental physiological responses in human, plant,
animal, or aquatic life." (Basin Plan at page 111-8.00.) Based on chronic WET
testing per.formecr5Ylhe-IJiscnafgeTfr6mAifgUsf200TtnroDgnMaFch~2009-;-th~e ..... -- ... -
discharge has' reasonable potential to caupe dr' contribute to an in-'stream
excursion above the Basin Plan's narrati\.le toxicity objective..

No dilution has been granted for the chronic condition. Therefore~ chronic toxicity
testing results exceeding 1 chronic toxicitY.':lnit (TUc) demonstrates the discharge'

.' has a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the Basin
Plan's narrative toxicity objediv~. Therefqre,in accordance with State Water'­
Board Ord~r WOO ~063':0012 fo.r the Las "Coyotes and Lqng-HeachWasfewater
Reclamatio.n plants and WO 2008'~0008forthe City of Davis Wastewater'
Treatment PI.ant, this Order includes a narrative effluent limitation for chronic _
whole effluent toxi<;;ity. '.

. .

To ensLJre compliance with the Basin PI.a·n'snarrativetoxicity objective, the'
Di9c.~arger'is required to conduct Chr9rlic VyET testing; as specified 10 the "
Monit9ring and Reporting Pro.gram. (Att~~hrllentE section V.). Furthermor~, .the
Special Provision contained at VI.C.2.a: of til is Order requires the Discharger to
inve.stigate the causes of, and identify and implement corrective actions to
reduce. or eliminate effluent toxicity.. Ifth~ discharge demonstrates a pattern of
toxicity exceeding the numeric toxicity'monif6ring trigger, the Discliarger is
required to initiate a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE)in accordance with an
approved TRE workplan. The numeric toxicity monitoring trigger is' not an
effluent limitation; iUs the toxicity thresholdc:lt whIch the Discharger is required to
perform accelerated chronic toxicity monitoring, as well as, the threshold to
initiate a TRE if a ~attern of efflueot toxicity hc;lS been demonstrated..

D. Final Effluent Limitations

1. Mass-based Effluent Limitations
. ,.

"40 CFR 122.45(f)(1) requires effluent limitations be expressed in-ternisofmass, with
some exceptiors, and 40 c;FR 122.45(f)(2) allows pollutants 'that"are limited in terms
of mass to additionally be limited In terms' of oth~f'unitsofmeasurement. This Order
includes effluent limitations expressed in terms ofmass and cOhcentration:In .
addition, pursuant to the exceptkms to ma~s lirnitatlonsprovided in. .'

.40 CFR 122,4p(f)(1), some effluent limitatiOns are not expressed in terms of mass,
such as pH andtemperature, and when the applicable standards are expressed in
terms of concentration (e.g., CTR criteria ·and MCLs) and mass limitations are not
ne?essary t~ protect the beneficial uses of the receiVing water.
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M~ss-based effluenl-.~hitc:ltionswere calculat~d based u~) the permitted average
daily discharge flow allowed in sectio'n IV.A.1.f and 2.f. of this Order.. . . .

2. Averaging Periods for Effluent Limita'tic:uls'

40 CFR 122.45 (d) requires c:lverage weekly and ,c:lverage monthly discharge
limitations fOLpublicly ownedtreabT1E:!ntw6rks (POlWs) unless impracticable;.
However, for t9~ic poll.utClnt~ and pollutanfparanieters in water quality pe'rmitting,
USEPA recolTlmE:md~, the LIse oLa maximum daily effluent limitation in lieu of

...._- --_..-.. a:veJagewe~kIY_efflueJJt_limjfatIQns_JorJwo __[easOJjs_. .. i'FirsJ, Jb.& basLsJ.QLtbfLZ=-day__
average for POTWs derives from the secondary treatmentrequirements. This.basis
is not related to the nee.d lor a.ssuring achievement of water qiJality standards.
Seconc(, a 7-dayaverage, which could comprise up to seven or more daily samples, .
could average out peak toxic concentrfjtiof]s and therefore thE] discharge's potential
for causing acutf1 toxic effects would be mis~ed." (TSO, pg. 96r This Order'utilizes
maximum daily effluent limitations in lieu of aveJag?we~kly~ffluenl limitations for
aluminum and'ammonia as rE3Gomrnepded bythE:!TSO for the achievement of water.
quality standardscln9 for the,protect.ionof,the be'oeficlall;.Jses onMereceiving

'stream. Furthermore, for TSS,130Ds,pH, ariel total coliform, weeklY-'average effluent
limitations have been' replaced or §qpplen16llted with effluent limit9fions utilizing
shorter averaging periods. The rationale for using shorter averaging p~riods for
these constituents 'is discussed in section 'IV.C.3. of this Fact Sheet; "

For ~ffluentJimitations.based.on Prima'ry (JrldSe.condaryMSLs, e>cceptnitrate and
.. nitrite, this Qrder includes;annual averageefflu~ntlimitCltions: The Primary and

Secondary rvlCLS,are drinking waterstandaJ~scontaihe(j ,in Title 22 pf the California,
Code of RegJ.llations. Title 22 req"uires:6oniplian,ce wittlthese'sfandards or'! an ' (
annual average' basis (except for nitrCiteanq nitrite), when sa'rtlpfing at least .
quarterly. Since it is necessary to determine cornplianc~ on a~ annual average
ba~is, itis impracticable to calculate average weekly and average monthly effluent
'limitations. ' ' " ',.. '. ' .. . "

3; Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements

The,effluent limitations in 'this Order are at least as stringent as the efflu~nt
limitations in the existi,ng Order, except as discussed be1o.w. Ba~ed on new
information gathered over the term of Order No. R5-2004-0028, this Order doe~ not

, carry forward the effluent limitations for 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol;ar~enic,

bis(2-ethYlhexyl)phthalate, bromoQichlcirom'ethane, ,chlorine rt~siduai, cyanide,
dibromochloromethane, iron, manganese,',oil cmdgrease, and s~ttleablesolids,
because thedischarg~does notd~monstrate reasonable potelltial to cause of
contribute to c:lrl in~stream exceedance of:the ~pplic:at>l~wClt,~~,g:p~lity , ,
criteria/objective for thes~ constituents as d(sc:ussed ip preVIQVS~ecti(jn IV.C.3.c. In'
addition, this Order.cont~insless stringent efflue,ntlimitation~ 'fo.r ~lurninumand
changes the effluentlim,itations ,for turbidity,too.Peration~rspecifib3tio;'s.' This
relaxation of ~fflueritlimitatic>nsis .. cdnsistentwith the. anti"~9qkslit:{,ing provisions, and
the antideg'radation provisions of40CFR 131.12and StateW$t¢rR.es,ources
Control Board Resolution 68-16. Any impac't on existing water <1iJaHty will be
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a. Aluminum. Order No. R5-2004:.0028 requires that the effluent c~mplywith a
maximum daily effluent limit of 140jJg/Land a monthly averag~ effluent limit of ,

. 71 jJg/L basedon USEPA developed National RecommendedAmbientWater '
Quality Criteri~ (NAWQC) for protection of freshwater aquatic life for aluminum.
However, NAWQC based the ,chronic criterion on specific receiving water
conditions where there is low pH (b.elow 6.5) and low hardness levels (below

-- ------------------- 50mg/las-CaC03).·· Since iRe Rardnessvalues-i!1fhe San,Joaquin'River"are~
higher, which decreases the toxic effects to aqu'atic life, than the water hardness
values in which the criterion was developed, U$EPA advises that awater effects
ratio (WER) might be appropriate to better reflect the actual toxicity of a.luminum
to aquatic organisms. The Discharger submitted its final Aluminum WER Study,
City of Ma(Jteca Aluminum Water-Effects Ratio (WER) Study dated, March 2007, '
which recommends a VVER'0t'22.7 applicable to the chronic objectives. As
allowed by Section 1.2 of the SIP, the Regional Water Boardadjusfed,the chronic,
objectives by the Discharger's site-specific WER of 22.7. Asa result, this Orde'r
contains a final MDEL for alurninumof 750pg/L and a AMEL of 4071Jg/L The, .

, , Regional Water Board finds that applying the s'ite-specific WER of 22.7 to the' ,
chroniC criterion for aluniinum, which relaxes the' effluent limitations, is consistent
with the antidegradatio'n provis'ions of 40 CFR 131.12 and State Water Board

, , Resolution No: 68-16. Any impact onexisting water quality will be insignificant.

b. Turbidity. OrdE?r No. R5-2004.:.0028 requires that the effluent comp!y'witha daily
average limito! ~ nephelometric turbidity units: (NTU) and a daily maximum limit
of ,10 NTU for turbidity, and also 'prohibited the effluent from exceeding 5 NTU
more than 5 percent ofthe time to Implement Basin Plan's narrative objectives.
Failure ofthe Discharger's filtration system such that virus removal is impaired
would normally result in increased particles in the effluent, which result in higher
effluent turbidity. Turbidity has a major advantage fortnonitoring filter
'performance, allowing immediate detection of filter,failure and rapid corrective
action, Coliform testing, by COmparison, requires several hours, to days, to
identify high coliform concel)trations. The previous Order No. R5-2004-0028'
required the Disch~rger to obtain a grab s,ample of the effluent to monitor
turbidity once per day; since acloption of Order No. R5-2004-0028 the Facility
'was upgraded to monitorJurbiofity continuously. Moreover, the turbidity ,

. limitations in the previous Ord~rNo. R5-2004-0028 were solely an operational
check to ensure the treatment system was functioning properly and could meet

., the'limits'for total coliform organisms~· The effluent limitations were not intended
to regulate turbidity in the receiv~ng water. Rather, turbidity should be an
operational parameter to determine proper system function and not a WQBEL.
Therefore, to ensure compliance with th~ DPH recommended Title 22 '
disinfedioncriteri~, this Order contains operational turbidityspecifications (See
Sp'ecial Provisions VI.C.6.e Turbidity Operational Requirements in the Limitations
and Discharge Requirementssedion of this Order)to be :met prior to disinfection

'in. lieu of effluent limitations. The Regional Water Board finds inclusion of '
tur~idity ~pecifications in lieu of effluent limits is consistent wjt~ the'
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antidegradation' ~r6visions of 40 CFR '131.12 and Sta ,»Vater Board Resolution '
No. 68-16.' Any impact on existing water quality will be insignificant.

'4. Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy

This Order allows an increase discharge flow of 7.63 mgd (an increase in discharge
from 9.87 mgdto 17.5 mgd) conditional upon compliance with permit limitations and
completion of the Facility expansion project (See Provision VI.C.6,c oUhe

,.,,----- ----limitations andDiscbargeRequirementssectionofthisOrder). ,Th_eDjschaJg~L _
released the Draft Environmental Impact Report City of Manteca, Wastewater Qvality
Control Facility and Collection System Master Plans Update Project July 2007
(prepared by EDWA) (The DEIR) for public review. The DEIR proposed Facility

, upgrades and expansions, and also summarized alternative treatment ar:lddisposal
options to evaluate and deterniine the most viable means for eXPansion ofthe
Facility. The Final EnVironmental ImpaCt Repoitwas rel~ased January 2008. The,
Discharger also developed and sl,Jbmitted to the Regional Water BOCird ar~port

titled, city of Manteca Antidegradation AnalysiS for Propo$ed Vl(astewat~rQuality
Contrql Facility Discharge Modification, August 2008 (prepared by Larry Walker &
Associates) (The Antidegradation Analy~is) that provipes a c6mpleteaf:lticJ$gradation "

, analySIS follawingtheguidance provided' by State Water Boarq APU 90...004.
Pursuant to the guidelines" The Antidegradation An'alysis eVc:lluateq wheth~r '
changes in water qualitY resulting from the proposed capacityi!1creas.~(t7~5mgd
year-round tertiary treated discharge) are consistent with the maximum I?emefitto the
people of the state, will ndt unreasonably affect beneficial uses, wilLriqtcause water
qualityto be less th~n water quality objectives, and thatthe discharg~:prbvides
protection for exist!ng in-stream uses and water quality necessary to protect those
uses.

a. Surface Water. The Discharger developed a report titled, 'City'Qf Manteca
Antidegradation Analysis for Proposed Wastewater Quality Control Facility
Discharge Modification, August 2008, (Larry Walker Associat~s.),thatprovides a
compl~te antidegradation analysis following the guidance provided by State
Water Board APU 90-004: Pursuant to the gUidelines" the HeportevCilluated
whether changes i~ water quality resulting from the proposed capacity increase ,
tathe San Joaquin River within the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, (7.63 mgd
tertiary treated wastewatf?r) are consistent with the maximum ben~fit to the
peoplebf the state,'will not unreasonably affect beneficial uses, wi.U not cause
water quality to be less than water quality objectives, and thatthe discharge
provides proteCtion for existing in-stream uses and waterqualitynecessary to
protect those uses. The Regional Water Board concurs with the Antidegradation
Analysis. ','

i. Waterqualityimp~~tsofan increase in permitted capac;:ity~ Ihis Order
does not adversely impact bl:?nefipial uses of the receiving water or
downstream receiving waters. All beneficial uses will bernainfained and
protected: T.his,' Order provides for an increase in the volume and mass' af
pollutants discharged directly to the receiving water. CodeofFederal
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Re'gulations 40 CFR 131.12 defines the following ,tier designations to describe
water quality in the receiving water body.

Tier.1 D~signation: EXi~tin,g ins'tJ-~a?? water uses and th~ le~~1 of water
quality necessary to protect the eXlstmg use,s shall be mamtamed and
protected.
(40 CFf< 131.12)

Tier 2 De~ignation: Where the quality of wat~rs exceedl~velsnecessary to
··suppOdpropagation offish,·-shejjffsh,-andwiTaJlfe·~n-aiecreat76nln·ancrof1,fhe

water, that quality shall, be maintained and protect~dunless the State finds,
after full satisfaction of the intergovernmental coordination and public
participation provisions of the State's continuing planningprocess, that
allowing lower water quality is necessqry to accommodate important

- economic or social development in the area in which the waters are located
Iii allowing such degradation or/ower wafer,quality, the State shall assure

, waterquaiity' adequate to protect;existing uses fUlly. Further, the State shfifl '
assure, that ther({J shall be achieved the highest statutory and regulatory
requirements for all new andexJsting point sources and all cost-effective and

, reasonable best managemen{practices for nonpointsource control. (40 CFR
. f31.12)

The tier designatibn is assigned on a: pOllutant-by-pollutant basis. The
" following is the potential effect on water quality parameters regulated in this

Order, and'was assessed in ,the'Antidegradation Analysis. '. '" . .. .:.... . . .

• 'The n~ar-fieldand far-field water q~ality of the San' Jo'aquin River within
the Sacramentq-$an'Joaquin Delta with respeetto chemical constituents,
and DO, would be minimally affected by the proposed increase in '
discharge, and that the water quality necessary fo protect beneficial uses

, would be maintained. '

• However, this is noUhe case for temperature. Effluent cooling facilities
,plan'ned aSlPart of the Phase IV expansion, willbedesign~d to mitigate
potential exceedances of TheThermal Plan objectives. The Discharger

,submitted a study assessing the thermal impact of its discharge in the Sa'n
Joaquin River, titled City of Manteca Wastewater Quality Control Facility
Thermal Plan Excepfipn Analysis Final Report, February ,2006, and is
re.questingan exception to The Thermal 'Plan. Fisheries' experts from the
National Mqrille Fi$heries S~rvic,e are to determine the validity of the
assumptions u'sed tode'velop th.~Jeii1perature model and the conclusion
regarding impacts'to fisheries sources in the stlJdy before the R.egional
Water Board will considerthe Discharger's request.. The'refore, this Order
requires compliance with thE)'ThermaIPlan. .

• ,The increased discnargewould negligibly increase' lo~ding of
bioaccumuiative constituents. No beneficial uses of 'San Joaquin River

. are' anticipated to be adversely affected by the planned ·action. ,
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ii. Scientific R(.....bnale·for Determining Potential l;vering of Water Quality.
Th~ rationale usedintheAntidegradation Analysis is based on Code of
Federal Regulation, Section 131.12 (40 CFR 131.12), State Water Board
Resolution No. 68-16; an Administrative Procedures Update (APU 90-004)
is~ued by the State Water Bo'ard to the RegionalWat~rQLJality Control
Boards" the E3asin Plan,theCTR, and the 3b3(d) Listings.

The scientific rationale used. in the Antidegradation Analysis evaluates the
near-field a[ld far-field wat.er quality impacts of increasing the discharge. The

..... _ __ .. . .._ _ _.._.. near..fieJd~ffects. 011 Sa 11 JoaquinBiveLwaterqualUywilloccur_beJw_e_enJbe_ '_
, point of9ischarge and approx'imately 1.;mile downstream of th.e discharge

where advanced treated effluent arid ambient river water are well-mixed .
. Near-field water quality impacts areestim-ated using 1) projected tertiary­
treated ~ffIlJe.nt quality, 2) ambient river concentrations calculated from
dry/beloW normal water years, 3) ct,Jrrent permitted and proposed effluent
flowrate's, and 4) aver~ge late summer/early fall San Joaquin River flows·
obserVed during historical criti~al anddry water years. The far-field effects on
the San Joaquin River Were a~~essed onspecific·Sacram.ento-San J9aqiJin
D~lta locations where surf~ce water is diverted for evelltual use as dr-inking
water and also in the St99ktonDeep Water Ship Channel. Far-field water
quality impacts are estimated using 1) historic effluent qu~lity, 2) pr.ojected
effluent quality, 3) current permitted and proposed effluent flowrates, and 4)
mode.l$d percent contrit>ut!on effluent at selected Sacramento~San Joaquin
Deltalocati.ons underJepn:~s~ntative 'criticalanddry/b~lownormal water
years. ' this ~pproach is con,sistent with recel1fUSEPAguidance and
addresses a key objective of the Antidegradation Analysis, which is to
','[c]onipare receiving water quality tothe water quality objectives established
'to protect designated beneficial uses" (APLJ 90;.0(4). '

The Antidegrad~tion AnalYl?is analyzed pollutants that were based on. one or
more of the following conditions: 1) the Facili~y received an effluent limitation
for a particular constituent, ,2) the constituent was identified as a
pollutant/stressor on the 3'03(d) list for select~d Delta waterways, 3) an ,
adopted TMDL e,xjsts. downstream of the discharge, or4) the constituent"is a
historic pollutanfof cbncerniri tDe Delta. The. 'Antidegradation An'alysis
evaluated each selected pollutant detected in the effluent' and receiving water
to determine if the proposed discharge increase of 7.63 mgd authorized by ,
this Order potentially allows significant increase of the amount of pollutants
pre$entln the upstre(lm and dOWristreamreceNin$ water influenced by the
proposed discharge.·.,Pollutants that significal)tly j'ncreased. concentration or

. mass downstreal11,would havere9uiredan,alt7r~ativesanalysis to determine
whetherimpiementation ofalt~rnatjve$t()the:prop()sed9ctionwould be in the
best socioeconol1lic interest qfthe peopl$of thereg'ion, ahd be to the,
maximum benefit 'of the' people ofthe State. Details on the scientific .rationale'
are discussed in detail in the Ahtidegratfation Analysis. This includes a
detailed discussion on calculating near:-field, and long-term water quality
'effeCts associated with acdntihuous discharge t6atidal estuary wh~re the
effluen~ and tidal flows proVide the criti??1 mixinga.hd di'-LJtioQ.

i

-I
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The Regional w~ter Board concurs with this ,scientific apprqach.

iii. Alternative Control Measures. APU90-004' requires the consideration of '
"feasible alternative control measures" as part of the procediJresfor a,
conlplete antidegradationarlalysis~ The Discharger considered several

,alternatives that would reduce or eliminate the lowering of wate(quality
resulting from the proposed 7.63 mgddischarge increase. The

_ Antic!~g!:~cf~tiQ_n_J.\!1j1-'Y.§ls'_~~§'~~~§'~9lDi:3iD!Cjining~i~tinRyvat~r_gua.li!yjD.JI1.E?
San Joaquin River and the Delta w'ithan increase in discharge through
evaluating 1) effluent-to-Iand disposal, 2,) additional wastewater treatment by
rnicrofiltration and reverse osmosis (MF/RO), or 3) ,no increase in discharge
capacity. These pl,ant expansion alternatives are summarized below:'

, ' ,

• The land application of secondary treated effluent would.offset projected
'reductions in San Joaquin River water qualityasa result 9f the proposed
project; however, operational C.O$ts are estimat~d a1$28.:5 millio.n to

,construct-and an additional $300,OOOper year to operate: The
, Antic:fegradation A.nalysisJurtherstates that an economic impacts model
estim~tes thCifthese Gosts would have<~dv~r~esocioe.conomic,effects

'·(e.g. job losses). In addition, ,landapplication' may elevate salinity and
boron levels found in the Central Valley groundwater.

• The implementation of MF/RO would edso offset estimcited redGetions in
,San Joaquin River water quality; however, the treatmel'lt;;facility would cost
an 'estimated $93.5 million to construct and'an additional $4.9 million per.
yeq[ to operate. The economic impaqtsmodel also est.imates job losses, '
du~ to this project, and th~ Antidegr.CidationAnalysis presents issues
regarding the brine and crystallized residuals di~posal.' ,

• • J

• No Project Alternative, which is not to increase the discharge capacity.'

None of the alternatives evaluated would substantially reduce or eliminate
significant wat1r quality imp'acts of the proposed action,' because.1he '

,proposed action would not sign.ificantly degrade water quality.' Some of the
alternatives may result- in water quaiity effects elsewhere) or other
environmental impacts, that are'worse than those identified ·for the proposed
action""
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iv. Socioecono...ic Ev'aluation. The objective of th\"jbcioeconomic analysis
was to de,termine if the lowering of S?ln Joaqujn: R,iver \lYflJe~ qlJC3lity within the
Sacram'e'nto-San Joaquin Delta is iri the maximum intere~t6fft'le people of
the state. The socioeconomic evalJjation within'theAntide9ra,dption Analysis
provide$ an in-depth analysis of: 1) cost and bE:me,fits and2) ~oc:lo-economic
impact$ 'of altern~tives for maintaining,existingw~terquality, and 3) balance
of environmental benefits and socio-economic considerc:ltions. The
Antidegradation Analysis also proyided resuiis frommodeling,:~ftheeconomic
impacts on the cOlT)munity. . . " .

, .,

Given the current infrc;lstructure, future developrnent in th~c:iti~~ pfManteca
and Lathrop and surrounding communities" would relyqn the, QJ$charger and
its Facility for wastewater collection, treatment, and recYcl$d.'water services.
The plant expansion 'of 7.63 mgd and increase surface water diScharge would
accomrnqdate 'plannec;f and approved growth in the$e,citieSi.\ Should the
incremehtal chcmgesin San JOaquin River water, qdality ..c!"~rSlcteriied herein
b.e disallqw~d,suchactio.n would: (1) force future"d¢ve,IPPIJIE3l1ts ih the,
[jisch?rl;J~r'sservlc:e areatqfind alternative meihqqsj()rcilsPQsing of

, \A{a$tewate,r~ (2) r~quire adding a. reverse,-osmo~i~'tre,i3~rnE!l1t processes to a
$ignifi,cantportion .offlow, and possibly,other plahtypgrc:lcl~sLt.o eliminate the
small:yv~ter quality cl1anges;or (3) prphibit planp#qahciap'pr()ved '
devefopm~ntwithin and adjace,rit to the Discha.fger~$:$~ryi~~.~rea. On
balance, allowing the minor degradation ofwaferquaiitY is inthe best interest
of th~p~ppl~of the areq and the state, compar~Q"to th~s~ other options; and
is n~,~essary to accommodate Important economic or social development in
the area. . . ,

v. Justifi<~ationf()r Allowing Degradation. Potential qegrad~tion identified in
the Antidegradation Analysis and due to this Order is justified by the following.
considerations: . .

• ,The increase in permitteddfscharge c'apacity is necessary to .
accommodate important economic and sodal d~vel()pmel')tintheCity of

,Manteca and surrounding communities, and is consistent with the
Disc:harger's!General Plan. Failure to approve the ind~a~e;. or
alternatively reqUiring the Discharger to imple'ment control measures that
would maintain exi§ting water qu.ality and massemissiOlls in the San
Joaquin River, would have significant adverse economic and'social

, impacts on the City of Manteca and surrounding communities and their .
citizens and businesses,

. '

• ' The Facility will discharge Titl~ 22 tertiary treated effluent that will result in
minimal water quality degradation, and meet or exceed the highest
statutory and regulatory requirements which meets or exceeds best'

,practic~1 treatment or control (BPTC).' '

• The Order is fully protective of the benefiCial uses of the Sari Joaquin,
River within the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The anticipatec:l water
quatity changes in the San Joaquin River will not reduce or impair its,
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designated beneficial uses and is con~istent wifh State and federal
antidegradation policies.

• The increased discharge, while causing slight increases in downstream
water quality concentrations for some cbnstituent~, will p!oduce slight
decreases in downstream concentrations for other~,

• The benefits of maintaining existing water quality and mass emissions -for
the_constituents analyzed are not commensurate with Jhe.costsof

, additional tre;3tment. Therefore, 'no feasible alternatives currently exist to·
reduce the impacts', arid.

•. The Discharger has fully satisfied the requirements of th~
intergovernmental coordination and public participation provisions of the
State's continuing pJamiing process ,concurrent with the publi~

participation period of this Order;

b. Groundwater. Order Nq.. R5-2004.:.0b28 permitted' land applic~tiori of municipal
wastewater and biosoiid~ to approximately 260 acres of agricultural' fields that
grow p'rimarily corn, and alfalfa used for foqder. .The D~IR investigated additional

, reclamation uses of th~i,nqreaseddischarg~'within the vicinity .of the Facility, but
the Discharger deterniir;H39fhat it's impracticable to acquire additional agricultural
fields for reciamationy§egfJhe,increase discharge flow. Following COmpleted
construction ,andimple,merilatioh.of the upgraded Faci.lity, the Department of

.Public Health approvec:lth,~pisch~rger's Title 22 Engineering Report~nd the use
of the tertiary-level treat~q r~cycled watedor construction purposes (2
September 2008). As a result, the 'Dis'charger obtained coverage for use of the
recycled wastewater under the Regional Water Board's' waiver .of WDRs
(Resolution No, R5-:-2008-0182)~ The Discharger is also seeking additional uses
of recycled water (City of Mante'ca Recycled Water Master Plan, 2007), and'
therefore~ this Order also' contains land discharge and reclamation specifications
(See following seGtions IV.F arid G of this Fact Sheet). .

The Discharger's ~vailflble groundwater monitoring data indicate that underlying
groundwater concentration levels forsomecohstituents (e.g; TDS and nitrate)
are elevated in some areas within the Facility. The increase in theconcentratron'
of these constituents in:groundwater mu'st be consistent with Resolution No. 68­
16, Any increase 'in pollutant concentrations in groundwater must be shOWri to. . . . ~..., -"
be necessary to allow wastewater utility service necessary to accommodate
housing and economic expansion in the area and must be consistent with
maximum benefit to·the people of the State of California.. Some degr9dation of
groundwater by the Discha'rger is consist~ntwith Resolution No: 68-16 provided
that:

i. the degradation is limited in extent;

ii. the degradation after effective source control, treatment, and control is
IimH~d to waste constitu~nts typically enco,untered in fflLJnicipal

'wastewater as specified 'In the groundwater limitations in this'Order;
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iii. the 'Dischcu~er minimizes the degradation by fC)implementing, reg'ularly
maintaining, and Qptimally operating best practicabie treatment and
control (BPTC) measures; and . . ,

iv. the degradation does not resul(in water quality less than that prescribed in
the Basin Plan. '

The Discharger ceased applying biosolids to land and instead since June 2003
. hauls biosolids tQ arl offsite"landfill. The Discharger c!lso Supplemented its

------- --------- - -----.- drinking-water-'supply.wifhsurfacewaterin August2005,.al"ldadded-llitl"ification~­

denitrification facilities in July 2006 to its treatmeht system. These operational
changes and Facility upgrades are considered appropriate BPTCs and protective,
of beneficia'i uses~ Since implementation of these BPTCs, concentration levels in
the groundwater haveredLlced(e.g. TDS and nitrate); however, groundwater
monitoring res.uits show concentration levels that still exceed water quality
objectives and background groundwater quality. '.

In 2007,the Facility W,~~a'ls'OrTi()dified to fully sep;;tr~te the food-processing
'.. waste received form E.9kE:!rtl:;old~toragetq discharge into the Facility's pond,

whic.hlsfE:!tra lined, ail9 thepflPpllE:!d, to agric~ltLJrallan~a':sneeded. As
appfov,edbythe Regior;al\f\laterl?:oardand USEF'A; Ec;kert was removed from
the Disc;harger's Pretr.e~trn~nt,'Frbg:~am,al'ldinstead; i~'regulated through alocal
ordinance wa~tew~ter di§qh?rg~p~rinit .The'locEilordinancein part 'requires
Eckerfto sLJbmit reports;~ClrIJP'E:! their dis9ha,rQE3,anq'dev.eJop any pl~iis (e.g.
,pol'utiqn prevention) fhCl,taredeemed neces$aJ)l, EbkertCold.Storage is a
season.al dischargeJth,atpr(j6e,s's.~~,fr9z~" v~geta,qles; cabbage,anda varietY of
peppers. The food prQc~ssing wa.stewat¢r ispretr¢ate,d1:>yscre~ning, OAF
system, and pH neutraliz~tion before discharging to the Facility.

, The Ilischarger has not submitted recommended implementation of additional
SPTCs' to minimize further de,gradation of the underlying groundwater,. or' a report '
demonstrating that the DisChar~i~r's land applications' ~re consistent with the
requirements in Resolution No. 68~16. Therefore,this Order contains
groundwater limitations, land dischwge specifications, and redamcition
specifications for the' protection of the beneficial u$es otgroundwater. Further,
the'Monitoring and· Reporting program section of this Order requires the City to
implemerit and submit a NutrientManagement Plan.

. "

5. Stringency of Requirements for Individual Pollutants

This Order contains'both technology-qased 'effluent limitations and WQBELs for
indivi,dualpol,lutants. The tec,tH1Olog,y-based efflLJent limitations consist of restrictions
on SODs, TSS, and pH. The WQBELsconsist of restrictions 'on pathogens,
aluminum, nitrate plus nitrite; methylene blue active substances, ammonia, and
electrical conductivity. This Order's technology-based pollutant restrictions
implement the minimum, applicable federal technology~b~sed requirements

. "

WQSELs have been scientifically derived toimplerl1ent water quality objectives that
protect beneficial uses. Both 'the beneficial.uses and,the water quaHtyobjectives
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have been approved pursuant to feder~llaw and are the applicable federal water
.quality stc;mdards. To the extent thattoxlc pOllutant WQ8ELs wer~ derived fro"m the
.CTR, the CTR is the applicable stan~ard pursuant to 40 CFR131.38. The scientific
procedures for calculating the individual WQBELs for priority pofli.;Jtant~ are 'based on
the CTR-SIP, which was approved by USEPA on 18 May 2000. All beneficial uses
and water quality.objeCtives contained in the Basin Plan were' approved under state
law and submitted to and approved by USEPA prior to 30 May 2000. Any water
quality objectives and beneficial uses submitted to USEPA prior to 30 May 2000, but

·-not~approved-bY-USE~A-before-tl-lat-date,~are-norietl-l~lessc'~applicable-wateLqualit¥....
standards for purposes of the CWA" pursuant to 40 CFR 131.21 (c)(t). Collectively,
this Order's restrictions on individual pollutants are no more strfngent than required·
to implE:~nient the requirements of the CWA. .

Summary of Final Effluent Limitations'
Discharge Point No. 001

d)(987t L" .'f F" I EfflT bl F 17 Sa e· - . ummar J 0 ma uen Imitations . mgl

Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average Average Maximum. Instantaneous Instantaneous BaSis1

Monthly . Weekly ·Da-i1y Minimum Maximum
Biochemical mg/L 10 15 20
Oxygen Demand ,
5-day ~ 2(j°C Ibs/day1 820 1235 1647
(BODs)

Total mg/L· 10 15 .20
Suspended

Ibs/day1 820 1235 1647Solids4

standard
,

pH units
. 6.5 8.0

Total Coliform MPN/100 240 ..
Organisms2 ml

.

Aluminum, Total
1-19/L 407 2005 750

Recoverable

Copper, Total
1-19/L 10 13.Recoverable

f

Nitrate plus
l

mg/L, 10 .
Nitrite .(as N)

.Methylene blue'
active

I-Ig/L 500
substances I

(MBAS)

Ammonia, Total mg/L 1.4 . 3.4

(as N) Ibs/da/ 115 '280

Electrical
..

Conductivity'
IJrnho$/cm 700

(1 April to 31
August)

Electrical
Conductivity

IJmhos/cm '1.000
(1. Sept to 31 ..

March)
"
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.... . Effluent Limitations .--

Paramete.r Units Average Average Maximum Instantaneous Instantaneous Basis1

.. Monthly Weekly Daily .Minimum Mi:ndmu'm

Temperature of 3:

Flow mgd' 9.876

Chronic Toxieiitl TU~

Acute Toxic'itl ;

4

2

6

5'

Mass-based efflu~nt limitations are established uSing the followmgformula.
Mass (Ibsiday) = flow rate (mgd) x 8.34·x effluent Iiinitation (rrig/L)

._.•. _where:..:_Massi=_massJimitationJoLa~poHutanL(lbslday_)_._--~- --'-­
Effluent limitation = concentration limit for a pollutant (mg/L)
Flow rate =8veragedry weather flow (9.87 mgd)

Effluent total coliform also shall not exceed L) 2.2 MPN/100ml,8sa 7-day median; and ii). 23 MPN/100ml,
more than once in' any 30~day period. .' . .

3 . The maximum effluent temperature shalll'lot exceed the' natural receiving water temperature by more than
20°F. ....

In addition to concentration-based effluent limitations, the arithmetic mean of TSS or CBODs in effluent
samples cGllected over a monthly period shall not exceed 15 percent of the arithmetic mean of the values for
influent samples collected at approximately the same,time during the same period (85 percent removal).
Annual Average .... .
Average Dry Weather-Flow
There shall be no chropic toxiCity in the effluent discharge
Survival of .aquatic 'organisms in 96-hour bioassays of undiluted waste shan be no less than:
70%, minimum for anyone bioassay; and
90%, median for any three consecutive bioassays.

7

8

Table F-18. Summar of Fina Effluent.Limitations (17.5 mgd)
Effluent limitatiOns .

Parameter Units. Average Average Maximum Instantaneous' Instantaneous Basis1

Monthly Weeklv Dailv Minimum Maximum
Biochemical mg/L' 10' 15 20

...

Oxygen Demand
Ibs/day1

.. ..
5-day ~ 20°C . 820 1235 1647
(BODs)
Total mg/L ;10 15 20
Suspended

Ibs/day1 820 1235 1647Solids4 ..

standard
j

pH units
6.5 8.0

Total Coliform MPN/100
240

Organisms2 ml

Aluminum, Total'
IJg/L 407 200s 750

Recoverable

Copper, Total
J.lg/L 10 13

Recoverable

Nitrate pius mg/L 10
Nitrite (as N)

Methylene blue
active

IJg/L 500'
substances

,

(MBAS)

Ammonia, Total . mg/L 1.4 3.4
(as N) Ibs/day1: 115 280

/
I,

. (
'-.
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4

2

3

Mass-based effluent limitations are established USing the following formula.
'Mass (Ibs/day) =flow rate (mgd) x 8.,34 x effluent limitation (mg/L)

. where: Mass =mass limitation for apollutant (Ibs/day)
Effluent limitation =concentration limit for apollutant (mg/L)
Flow rate =average dry weather flow (17.5 mgd)

Effluent total coliform also shall not exceed L) 2.2 MPNi100ml, as a 7-day median; andii). 23 MPN/100ml,
more than once in any 3D-day period. . . .
The. maximum effluent temperature shall not exceed the natural receiving water temperature by more than

•. 20°F. . .' .''. . .
In addition to concentration-based effluent limitations, the arithmetic mean of TSS or CBODs in effluent
samples coilected over a.monthly period shall not exceed 15. percent of the arithmetic mean of the values for

. influent sa'mples collected at approx'im?tely the same time during the same period (85 percent removal).
5 Annual Average .
6 Average Dry Weather Flow ..

. 7 . There shall be no chronic toxicity in the effluent discharge
& Survival of aquatic. organisms in 96;.hour bioassays of undiluted waste shall bE;l no less than: .

70%, minimum for anyone bioassay; and . .
90%, median for any three consecutiv~ bioassays.

/~)

Effluent Limitations -

Parameter Units Average Average Maximum Instantaneous Instantan'eous Basis1

MonthlV Weekly Dailv Minimum Maximum
Electrical

. ,

Conductivity.
IJmhos/cm 1000

(1 Sept to
31 March)

Electrical
Conductivity

IJmhos/cm 700
.. J1ARrii to .... I· I.. ---- ----- "' ..- ._- ----------_ .. _---- --- -------- - ------ ----

31 August) "

Temperature of 3

Flow mgd 17.56

Chronic Toxicitl TUe

Acute Toxicitl
1

E. Interim Effluent Limitations

1. Mercury. See Sectiolfl IV.C.3.d..iv. for·the rationale for the interim mass-based'
effluent limitation for mercury. . . ..

F. Land Discharge Specifications

'1. Scope and Authority Title 27 regulations conditionally exempt certain activities
from its provisi'ons. 'Several exemptions are relevant to the discharge of wastewater
to land,and the operation of treatment and/or storage ponds, associated with the
Facility only if 1) the discharge is regulated by Waste Discharge Requirements, 2)
any groundwater degradation complies with the Basin Plan and Resolution No. 68­
16 (Antidegradation Policy) (refer to section V.S of this Fact Sheet for·further
information), 'and 3) it does not need to be m(3naged(3s a hazardous waste. (Title 27,
section 20090, e1. seq.) . .

2. Applicable Technology-ba~edand Receiving Water 'Limitations. This Order
contains domestic sewage treatment r~quirements to meelat least the minimum
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federal te.chnOIOgy-~-_Jed.r~qLJirements based onSecon~y Treatment Standards
at 40 CFR Part' 133 (Refe(lb ~ectionIV.8.2.of this Fact Sheet) In addition, this
Order contains technologye.quiyalehce requirements and receiving water limitations
consistent with the Basin Plan to control domestic sewage'toa degree that will not (_.
result in unreasont:lble degradation of groundwater. (Refer to se.ction V. B. of thi~ Fact
Sheet). ., .

3. Applicable Waste Discharge Requirements. This Order contains the following
waste discharge requirements:

a. Hydraulic, BODs, and Nitrogen Loading. S611swilhiritheland application~area­

provide a matrix for biodegradation of the organic compon~nts of wastewater,
which is measured as ,biochemical oXygen demand (BOOr BOD is associated
with both suspended solids and dissolved organic material. The BOD associated
with suspended' solids will remain close to the surtace where the soil organisms
have access to atmospheric' oxygento break the material down. The BOD iii the
dissolved organ.ic material will percolate thro"ugh the unsaturated zone of the soil
and, under aerobic conditions; be r~mO\leddyring p~rc6,latibn.lf the loading is
t60great, the so,il will become anaerobic, an'c~ the crop and treatment process will ,
fail.

TheDischarger is required to obtain daily hydraulicand' 8005 loading data and
weekly total Nitrqgen loagJng,'<:JC":ltc:l per fieldwhen irrigatipn is occurring and to .
submit monthly reports. Tb~Disch<~lrg~r's9atC:lindicatesthatthe total.monthly
BODs loading: rates arelow{e.g., <281b.slacrE~ldaY)andcertifiesthat the 'loadings .
are at agronomic rates. However, the reports do not indicate the amount of
loadings per field for' each irrigation event. .

Small and Decentralized Wastewater Management Systems by Crites and
Tchobanoglous, states that land application is an effective process for BOD and
pathogen removal. BOD loadings "on industrial rapid infiltration systems range
from 100 to 600 Ibslacrelday." The authors recommend as a guideline for
industrial wastewater discharges no more' than 300 Ibslacrelday·toayoid· odor
production. The municipal influent consists of residential and industrial userS.

. Industrial users copstitute le$s than on~ percent of the Facility'~ influent.
Therefore, to ensure compliance with Discharge Prqhibition IILE.and ,
Groundwater Limitations V.B this Order contains a maximum BOD loading limit of
300 Ibslacrelday as a daily average based

J

on this recommendation. ' .
Furthermore', because waste, applications must be balan·ce,d. to provide adequate
plantnutrient~and water while minimizing nuisance potential and percolation of
waste constituents tothe w~ter table,thisOrder also requires hydraUlic and Total
Nitrogel11oa9illijs c:lt reasOnable a~frorlOmic rates.

4. ProhibitiolJ to pischa.rgeHazardous Waste: Hazardous compounds;ar~,not .
usually assoCiated with domestic or food processing wastewat~r and when ptesent
are reduced in the dischargefo inconsequential concentrations throughtreatment or
dilution. Still it is inappropriate to allow degradation of groundwater with such
constituents', and. therefore, this Order contains a prohibition to discharge wa'ste

I

\.
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"Basin Plan Vl(ater quality opj~ctives tClpr6tecttne beneficial;uses of surface water and
9roulldwater inClude numeric objectivesandnartative objectives, inCluding ".objectives for
chemical·constituents, toxicity, andtcfste.s andodors. The toxicity objective requires that

"surface water "and groundwater be" ma"intainedfree oftbxic substances ill concentrations
that prOduce detrimental physiologicalrespbrises in humans, plants, animals, or aquatiG
life. The chemical constituent objective requires that su"rface vifaterand groundwater shall
not contain chemical constituents In" concentrations that adversely" affect any beneficial use

--""·"·or"thatexceed the maximum contaminant I.evels (MCLs) in Title 22; CCR. The tastes and"
odors objectIve states that surface wat~r anQgrou"ndwater shall Jiotcontain taste-or odor­
producing substances in concentrations that cause nuisance or advers"ely affectbeneficial
uses. The Basin Plan requires the application of the most stringent objective necessary. to
ensure that surface water and groundwater do not contain chemical constituents, toxic
substances, radionuclides, or taste and odor producing substances in concentrations that.
adversely affect domestic drinking water supply:, agricultural supply, or any other beneficial
use. "

A~"· Surface Water

1. CWA section 303(a-c): requires states to adopt water quality standards, including
criteria"where they are necessarytoptbtect beneficial uses. The Regional Water
Board adopted water quality criteria as water quality objectives in the Basin Plan,

"The Basin Plan states that "It]he numerical and narrative water quality objectives
define the least stringent standards.that the Regional Water Boardwill apply to
regional waters in order to protect"the beneficial uses." The Basin Plan includes·
numeric and narrative water quaHtyobjeetives for various beneficial uses and water
bodIes. This Order contains receiving surface wi;:lter" limitations based on the Basin
Plan nu"merical and narrative water quality objectives for i:>acteria, biostimulatory
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substances, color, cnemical constitLients, dis$olved oxyg~i, floating material, oil and
grease,. pH, pesticides, radioactivity, suspended sedimelit,settleable substances,
suspended material, tastes' and odors, temperature, toxicity, ~rid turb·idity.

B. Groundwater

1. The beneficial\jses of the underlying'ground wElter are municipal and domestic
su·pply,industrial.service supply, industrial.process supply, and agricultural supply.

, '.' . ..

...... "--2-; BasinPlan-water·qualityobjectives··incll:Jdenarrative0bjeetives-forenemieal···
constituents, tastes and odors, and toxicity of groundwater: The toxicity objective
requireS that groundwater be maintained. free of toxic substances in 'concentrations
that produce detrimental physiological responses in hum~ns, plahts, animals, or .
aquatic life. The chemical constituentobjectiv~states groundwater shall not contain
chemical constituents in concentratioristhat adversely affect any beneficial use. The

.tastes arid odors objective prohibits taste- or odor-producing substances in
concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. The
Basin Plan'alsoestablishes numerical water quality objettives for chemical
con~tituehts, bacteria,and radioaCtivity in gro\jndwaters designated as municipal
supply. These include, at a. minimum, complial;ce with MCLs iriTitle 22 of the CCR.
The bacteria objective prohibits cpliform'organjsli1s at or...aI:>Qve ~.?,MPN/1 OQ, fI1L. .
The Basin Plan requires the application ofthe most stringent water qualityobjeCtive

. necessary to:ensure that the. desigrJc:ltedben~ficial U$tp. ,is I)()t adv(3rsely affected;
however, .asspecified in the. Basin Rlan,th~water.q!Jality lipbjeqtives do 'not,req~ire

improvement over naturally oGcurring background co.nC:entrations." Th(3refore, this
brder'contains groundwaterlirnitatioris fqr bpttl nCiturC31 background quality8rJdwater
quality qbj.ectives that arEl necessary to prptect the beneficial uses of the underlying
groundwater. Thus,the water quality objectives define the IElastst~ingent limits that
cou.ld apply as groundwater limitations except where natural background quality
already exceeds the objective.

3. For natural background quality, the level of groLlndwaterquality isdependant upon
the background conditions. Historical dataisnot available to determine natiJral
background conditions before any·dischargEls fr9n1 the ·Facility. Ther(3fore, Regional
Water Board'staff rely btl pre'sent-day sampling from upgradiemt rnonitoring Iqcatlons
to represent the range of water quality that otherwi~e wOLJld have been expected at
the site before the Facility wa.s operational. The Discharger conducted a
groundwater characterization study of the City of Manteca and surrounding area, .
and submitted the findings on 26'September 2006, BackgrounclHydrogeologic .
Characterization Report. This report states "0ne.well, BG-1 [MW-AW] has been
installed to evaluate background water quality,upgraqient of the facility. This well is
located in the regionally upgradient directiqnof the Faqility(s·outheast).... This well
appears to be nea'r the transition arElawhere background .groundwater·flow from the
southeast and ground water flow from' the mounded' groundwater under the Facility
meet, 'especially during the irrigationssElason, V\laterquality at thiswell is, however,
believed to be dominated by recharg~;from the regionallyupgr~dientgrouhdwater.
and from seasonal rainfall." HistoricaLregiqnalvvater qUCllitydata obtained l;>y
Department of Water Reso'urces, USEPA,and US Geolpgical Survey. from .
23 monitorHlg'wells located· within a 33 square mile area is generafly'similarto
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results obtained at the Discharger's bacKgr,qund ril6nitorlhg'well MW-AYV. Based on
this information and findings contained in TheReport,R§gionc:iIWaterBoard
concurs that MW-AW is appropriate, to effe~tively and fully characterize the
background groundwater quality conditions within the yiCinity ·of th:eFacilityand the
Agricultu'ral Fields. ' , . . . . ,

4. Rationale for Groundwater Limitatio~s.The Discharger'sgroul'ldwater
characterization study (BackgroundHycJtQgeologic Chara.cferiiationStudy, 26

,__ __ ___, __Septe.rnb~L2_QQ§, .CQoQorEc:1rtbTechoQIQgies, JncJ Cllso SUmmc:1Ii:z:edaU
groundwaterdata collected to date and concluded that "groundwater quality under

',beneath ahd down gradient of the facility appear to be of poprerquality than
upgradient groundwater for total dissolved solids, nitrate, aod'several pf the trace
metals.", 'However, since this report, the Discharger has rmpl~mentediseveral
management practices (e.g. nitrification-denitrification facilities, biosolids now sent
off-site for disposal, etc.). 'Thus the Discharger cc:innotfullyevaluate actual impacts
on groundwater due to current land applicati9'npractices Without completion of
c:lddition~1 studies. Nevertheless, this Order'con!ains numeric and narrative land

,discharge specifications and reclamation specjficatioris(Section IV), narrative and
numeri,c groun'dwater Iimi~ation~ (Section V), Sp~.tiaIStudies (SectionVI.G); and
monitoring and reporting requirements' (AttachmentE) t6protect the quality of the
underlying groundwater and the applicab,le us,es. Adqition~IJY, this Order does .not
allow an increased volume of waste o'r an increase iO'\Yastevy$ler disdiarge to land
compared to the discharges allowed in Order No.R5-2004-.QQ28. ThefbUbwing
provides Regional Water Board's rationale fodhe groundwater limits contained in
this Order:· ,

a. Salinity. Total dissolved sonds, which WElre found to be present in the
groundwater at ;:10 average concentration range from 443 mg/L to 893 mg/L, '
have the potential'to degrade groundwater quality at, th'is sitebecl;luse there is
little 'ability for attenuation in the shallow perm~ablevadose zone' beneath this '
Facility. According to AyersandWestcot, qissolveds()lids can 'cause yield or
vegetative growth 'reductions of sensitive crops if presf:lnt in ~xcess of 450 mg/L
in irrigation water, thereby'impairing agriculturalpseqfthe water-resource.
However, a site-sJi)edfic study must be performed to determine the appropriate
'IDS level to protect the, agricultural beneficial use in the vicinity of the FaCility.:
The Discharger is required to conduct a site-'specific salinity study in Section
VI.C.2c. of this Order. ~dditionally, an updated,ingepel1dentsdentific
investigation 9f irrigation san,nity needs. in·the southern Delta was recently
complete,d, and the findings and conclusion are' currentlyu'nder review If
applicable water quality objective to protect the agricpltdralusefrom' discharges
of total dissqlved solids and electrical conductivity are ao8pted, or should the
site-'specific study conclusive.lY determine an appropriate TD~ lewElIJoprotect the
agricultural beneficial usewithin the vicinity ofth!3 Facmty, then, this Order will be
reopened and a numerical groundwater limitation for TDS and ECwill be applied.

b. Nitrate" which was found to be present in the groundwater at an average
c6nc~ntration range from 0.04 mg/L to 24.9 mg/L as nitrogen,has the potential to
degrade. groundwater quality because there is little ability-for. attenuation in the
s~allow perme,able v':ldose zone beneath the Facility. Furthermore,. groundwater
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monitoringdafa.,...~vy nitrate concentrations above thrimary MCl of 10 mg/l
in ll1onitoring W~H§fV1W-3 and MW~5. The Chemical Constituents objective
prohibits cori¢enHa{ion$ ofchemical constituents in excess ofCalifornia MCls in
grouncfwater that'is''designated, as'muniCipal or domestic supply. The'California
primary MCl for nitrate IS equivalent t610mg/l as nitrogen, and groundwater

,beneath the facility is designated as municipal or domestic supply. It is therefore
appropriate to aqqpt a, numerical grou~qwater limitation of 10 mg/l for nitrate as
nitrog~n to)rnpl~m~nt the ChemjcaICc>'nstituents objective to protect the'
municipal anddQrnestlc use ofgrounowater.

.._.-.... . .... : .....:_._-

c. pH, whiCh ranged from 6,.7 to 7.4 standard units in the domestic wastewater-and
from 4.45 to 11 ,5~in th~food processing wastewater, has the ability to degrade
groundwC!t~rql,J~iity at thjs site because there is little potential for bUffering in the
shallowpermeable vad,ose zone. According to Ayers and Westcot, 'pH less than '
6.5 or greater th~Q 8-4'can cause yield Of vegetative growth reductions of '
sensitive crops ifpre.sent' in irrigatibn'water,·therebY,ilT1pairing agricultural use of
the wa~er res,oLJrb~,The: ,applicable water quality objective to protect the
agriclJlturalll$e, fJ'9m 9ischarges of substances that affect pH is the narrative
Chemical Consti!Li.ents 9bjecti've, which is applied following the "Policy of ,
Application QfWC!fer,Quality Objectives" in the Basin Plan. A numerical
gr6undwc:lterlirnJt~t.iBfI.n:lIig¢of 6:5 t68A f6fpH, based on Ayers and,Westcot, is
relev~U1t~nq;c;lr:ip[c>.priate to apply thel1arrative Chemical Constituents objective
toprQtecf unrE3~tl"ic~~pagricylt\Jraluse of,groundwater in the absence of

" information tosu'PRb'rt aless'protective'limif.. - , - '.\ ""-::-,.:,:,;.. ',.-,":.' .. .'." . .-::. .' . .

d. Ammonia has the potential to degrade groundwater quality because there is little
ability foralTlmonic;i c;lttenuation in the shallow permeable vadose zone at this site.
According to An,,<:>,ore.and Hautala 1,who evaluated odor of ammonia in water,
the odor thresbdld.J9'r arnmonia in water'is 1.5 mg/L (as NH4). These authors
studied the concerttratic,h of chemicals in air that caused adverse odors,and then
calculated the (:;()l1ct3ntrationin wa~erthat would' be equivalent to that amount in

, . air. Therefore, if i~ appropriate, to use the data contained therein to apply the
narrative Ta~tes and Odors water quality objective. Concentrations that exceed
thisvalue cC!nimpc:iir ttie m,unicipal"or domestic use of the resource by causing
adverse odors. rh~~pplicablewater quality objective to protect thE! municipal
and domestibus~ from discharges of odor producing substances is the narrative

, Tastes and Od9r~o~jectlve"which is' applied folloWing the "Policy of Application
of Water Quality Objectives" in the Basin Plan. A numerical groundwater
limitation of 1.,5 mg/~ for, ammonia (as NH4), based on AIl100re and Hautala, is '

'relevant and apprppriate to apply the narrative Tastes arid Odors objective to
protect the myhiqipal and domestic use of groundwater.

5. Groundwater limitations are required to protect,the beneficial uses of the underlying
groundwater. Based 9n groundwater quality datap'rovided by the Discharger, it
appears that the Di$charger cannot immediately comply with the groundwater

1 Amoore, J.E. and E. Hautala, Odor as an Aid to Chemical Safety: Odor Thresholds COlT/pared with Threshold
Limit Values and Volatilities for. 214 Industrial Chemicals in A/r and Water QilLltion, Journ~1 of Applied .
Toxicology, Vol,. 3, No.6, (1983). ' " ' ,

-I
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limitati,ons. This Order allows a time schedul~ fo'r the discTj~rge to corne into
compliance VJ.iththe groundwater limitations. "In th~intl3rirn, this Order requires the
Discharg~r to conduct a BPTC,Ev,aluatib!i, which is asystematic and comprehensive
technical' evaluation ot,eacti: compopent of the. facilities' waste· ,management system
to determine best practicable treatment or control for ea.ch tHe waste constituents of
concern. In addition,.this Ord~r requires interim reclam'atibn specifications that IifDit
the seasonal average concentrations of EC;TOS, and nitrate, discharged to the

, agricultural fields be maintained at 'current facility performance. .

vi. R,A.TIONALE FOR MONlrqRING AND REPORTING REQ~,IREMENTS

40 CFR 122.48 requires that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and
reporting monitoring results. Water 'Code sections '13267 and'13383 authorizes, the '
Regional Water "Board to requjre technica.l and monitoring reports. The Monitoring and
Reporting Program (Attachment 1::) of thi~ Order, establishes monitoring and reporting
requirements to implerilentfeden31 and state requirements.. The following provides the,
rationale -for the monitoring,and reporting requir\ementscontainedin theMonitoring and

:Reporting Program for the Facility. . . .. ' '

A~ Influent Monitori'ng

.1 ~ Influent monitoring is required to collect -data on the charaCteristics of the wastewater
andto assess compliance witheffluent limitations (e.g., BODs and TSS reduction
requirements). the monitoring frequencies for BODs, TSS, and flow (daily) have
been r~tained.from Order No. R5-2004~O"028~ Influent monitoring requirements for'
Electrical COliductivi~y arid Total Dissolved Solids (monthly monitoring) have been
included in this Order. .

B. Effluent MonUoring

·1. Pursuant to, the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(i)(2) effluentmonitoring is required
for all constituents with effluent limitations. Effluent m.onitoring is necessary to
.assess compliance with effluent Iimitations,assess the effectiv~ness of the
treatment process, ana to assess the,impa~ts of the discharge on th~ receiving
stream and groundwater. '

,2. Effluent monitoring frequenCies arid sample types for temperature, pH, total Coliform.'
Organisms, BODs, total Suspended Solids, total Settleable Solids,.total Oissolvea
Solids, total Chlorine Res'idual, Electrical Conductivity, total Aluminum, total Copper,

, Ammonla,Nitrogen, (as NY, Nitrate (as N), Nitrite (as N), Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
Carbofuran, MBAS·, and total mercury have be'en retained from Order No.. R4-2004.,
0028 to determine compliance with effli.J~nt limitations, qr'reasonable potential for
these parameters.

3. Monitoring data coileeted over the existing 'permit term for chlorin'e, total Arsenic',
total Cyanide, total lron~ total Manganese, molybdenum, Trihalomethanes; and
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol did 1'1·01' demonstrate reasonable potential to exceed water
quality objectives/criteria. Thus, specific monitoring requirementsJor these
parameters have not been retained from Order. No. R4:..2004-0028_,

-I
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, C. Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing Requirements

1. ,'Acute Toxicity. W~ekly 96-hour bioassay testing is required to demonstrate"
compliance with the effluentlimitatiql) for acute to~icity.

1. Su'rface Water
" ,

a. Receiving water monitoring is necessary to assess compliance with receiving
water limitations and to assess the impacts of the discharge on the receiying ,
~rea~. ' ' , ,

. 'f' . .. : '. .

b. Receiving water limitations for Bacteri'a and -Pesticides are inc,luded in this O(der
to comply with Basin Plan objectives, and therefore,'this Order requires "
monitoring of the numb~r_of Fecal Coliform Organisms"and concentrations of
Persistent Chlorin~ted Hydrocarb()n Pesticides (biweekly and monthly
,monitoring, respeetively)in the receiving water. '

2. Groundwater
, ,

a,. .eWC section 13267 states, in parf,"(a) A Regional Water Board, in
establishing ...waste 'discharge requirements ... may investigate the,quality of any
waters of the state ~ithin fts'region"and"(b) (1)'ln condiJcting an investigation... ;

, the Regional Water BOCirdmay r$q'uirEHhat any person who.. ;. discharges...
waste... that Gould ,atfecfthe·quality Ofwaters within its region' shallturnish, under
penalty of perju'l)',technicCli'brmonitoring program reports which the Regiomil

.. Water'Board reql;Jires; ThebLirden, induding costs, of these reports shall bear a

, (

"

I

Attachment F - Fact Sheet F-75



crTY OF MANTECA
WASTEWATER. QUALITY CONTROL FACILITY

ORDER NO. R5-2009~0095
, NPOES NO. CA0081558

/
[

~, ~

), ,

reasonable, relationship to the need for the report and the benefits to be obtained
from the reports." The burden, including costs, of these reports shall bear a
reasonable relationship to the need for ttie report a,nd the benefits to be obtained
from the reports. In requiring those reports, the .Regional Water E?oard shall
provide the person with a written explanation with regard to the need for the
reports, and shall identify the ~'vidence thatsupports' requiring that person to
provide the reports. The Monitoring and "Reporting Program is issued pursuant to
ewe section 13267. The groundwater monitoring 'and reporting program '
requiredb¥Jbis DrderandJheMonitoring:andReportingprogramarenecessaFy--·­
to assure compliance with .these waste discharge,requirements. The Discharger
i~ responsible for the discharges of waste at the fa,cility subject to this Order.

,b. Monitoring qf the groundwater must be conducted 'to determine if the discharge
has caused an increase in constituent concentrations, when compared to
back9round. The monitoring must, at a minimum, require a complete
assessment ofgroundwater impacts including the vertical, and lateral extent of
degradation, ail assessment of all wastewater-related constituents which may'
have migrated to groundwater, an analysis of whether additional or ·different
methods of treatment ,or control of the discharge are necessary to provide best
practicable tre'atmerit or control to comply w'ifhResolution NO.,68-16. Economic
analysis is only one of many factors considered in determining best practicable
treatment or control. If monitoring indiGate~~ that the discharge has jncrementally
in~reased constituent con'centrations in groundwater above background, this
permit may be reopened and modified. Until groundwater monitoring is sufficient,
this Order contains Groundwater Limitations that allow groundw~ter quality to be
degraded for certain constituents when compared t6 background groundwater
quality, but not to exceed ~aterquality obj~ctives. If g:roundwater quality has
been degraded by the discharge, the incremental 'change,' in pollutant ' '

, concentration (when compared with background) may not be increased. If
groundwater quality has been or may be degraded by the discharge, this Order

. may be reopened and specific numeric limitations established consistent with
Resolution No. 68-16 and the Basin Pla'n. '

c. This Order require~ the Discharger to continue groundwater monitoring and
includes aregu'lar schedule of groundwater monitoring in the attached Monitoring .
and Reporting Program.. The groundwater monitoring reports are necessary to
evaluate impacts to waters of the State to ass'we protection of benefiCial uses
and compHance with Regionql Water Board plans and 'policies, including
Resolution No. 68-16. Evidence in tlie record inCludes effluent monitoring data
that indicates the presence of constituents that may degrade groundwater and
surface water. '

E. Other Monitoring Requirements

1. Biosolids Monitoring

Biosolids monitoring is required to ensure compliance with the biosolids disposal
requirements. contained in the Special Provision cont~ined in s~dion VI.e.6.b-d. of
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this Order. Biosolid ,isposal requirements are imposedr~uant to
40 CFR Part 503 t6 protect public health and prevent grOl..indwater degradation.

2. Storage Pond Monitoring

Pond monitoring is required to ensure compliance with the pond operating
requirements contained in the Special Provision, section VI.C.4.a, of this·Order.·

3. Ultraviolet (UV) Disinfection System Monitoring

.. OV Systemmonitorrn!fana-r~por1ing-aferequifecrtcfensnretnaraaeqOate-U\J- -- ... - -- .... _. --­
dosage is applied to wastewater to inactivate pathogens (e.g. viruses in the .
wastewater). UV Disinfection system monitoring is imposed pursuant to
requirements established by the California Department of Public H~alth (DPH), and
the National Water Research Institute (NWRI) and American Water Works
Association Research Foundation's (AWWRF) guidelines (NWRI/AWWRF's
Ultraviolet Disinfection Guiqelines for Drinking Water and Water Reuse').

4. Water Supply Monitoring ..

Water supply monitoring is required to evaluate the source of constituents in the
wastewater.

5.· Effluent and Receivi~~ Water Characterization Study.

An effluent ar"ld receiving water monitoring study is required to ensure adequate
information is available ·for the next permit renewal. During the third year of this
permit term, the Discharger is required to conduct monthly monitoring ofthe effluent
at EFF-001 and of the receiving water at RSW-001 for all priority pOllutants and
other cohstituents of concern as described in Attachment H. Dioxin and furari
sampling shall be performed once during the wet weather and once during the dry
weather, as described in Attachment I. .

VII. RATIONALE-FOR PROVISIONS.
. l

A. Standard Provisions

Standard Provisions, which apply to all NPPES permits in accordance with
~O CFR 122.41, and additional" conditions applicable to specified categories of permits
in accordance with 40 CFR 122.42, are provided in Attachment D:. The discharger must
comply with all standard provisions .~nd with those additional conditions that are
applicable ·~nder 40 CFR 122.42.

40 CFR 122.41(a)(1) and (b) through (n) establish conditions that apply to all State­
issued NPDES permits. These conditions must be incorporated into the permits either
expressly or by reference. If incorporated by reference, a specific citation to the
regulations must bE;! included in the Order. 40 CFR 123.25(a)(12} allows the state to
omit or modify conditions to impose more stringent requirements. Inaccordance with
40 CFR 123.25, this Order omits federal conditions that address enforcement authority

~
I
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specified in 40 eFR 12L.410)(5) and (k)(2) because the enforcement authority under the
ewe is more stringent. In lieu of these conditions, this Order incorporates by reference
ewc section 13387(e).

B. Special Provisions ..

1. Reopener P~ovisions

a. Mercury. This provision 'allows the RegionalWater Board to reopen this Order in
the-evenrlTlercwry·is'toond'to-becausingtoxicitybasedonactJte.or-chronic
toxicity test results, or if a TMDL program is adopted. In addition, this Order may
be reopened if the Regional Water Board determines that a mercury offset
program is feasible for dischargers subject toNPDES permits.

b. Pollution Prevention. This Order.requires the Discharger to update its pollution
prevention plan for mercury in accordance withCWC ·section 13263.3(d)(3). Thi~

reopener provision ~lIows thEl.R'.egional Water Board toreopen this Order for
addition and/or modification'ofeffluentlimitatiol1s, and·requirements for these·
constituents b~se9 on a review of the pollution prevention plan.

. . c.·. Whole EffluentTo~dcity.Th,i!i) Order requires the Dischargerto investigate the
ca~~es of, ancj iqentify corrective actipnsto reduce qrelimi·nateeffluent toxicity
thr9ugha Tqxicity ReductionEvaluation (TRE):This Order may be reopened to
inClude a numeric chronic tOxicity limitation, ane'iN'acute toxicity limitation, and/or
a limitation for a specific toxicant idE?ntified in theTRE.· Additionally, if a numeri,c
chronic'toxicity water quality objective is adopted by the State Water- Board, this "
Order may be reopened to include a numeric chronic toxicity limitation based on
that objective, ,.

-d. Water Effect~RatioOlVER) and Metal Translators. A default WER of 1;Q has
been 'used inthis Order for calculating'CTR criteria for applicable priority
pollutant inorganic constituents. If the Discharger performs studies to determine'
sile-specificWERs and/or site-specific dissolved-to-total metal translators, this
Order may be reopened to modify th'e effluent limitations for the applicable ','
inorganic constituents. '

, ,

e. Thermal Plan Exception. If the National Marine Fisheries Service determined
that an exception to the Thermal Plan does not-negatively impact aquatic Iif~,

then this Order may be re'opened to modify the effluent and receiving water
limitations Jor temperature. ..

2. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring'Requirements

a. Chron,i'c Whole Effluent. Tox,icity R.equirementS. The Basin Plan contains a ,
narrative toxicity objective that states; "All waters shall be maintained free of toxic

. substances in concentrations that produce detrimental physi~Jogical responses in
human, plant, ani.mal, or aquatic life'," (Basin Plan at page 11I:8.00) Based on "
whole effluent chronic toxicity testrng performed by the Discharger from
1 Octob~r 2007 through 2 March 2009, the discharge has reasonable potential to
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caus~o~ contriL ..~ to an in-stream excursion above
toxicity objective.

This provision provides a numeric toxicity monitoring trigger and requirements for
accelerated monitoring, as well as, requirements for TRE initiation if a pattern of ('
toxicity has been demonstrated. .

Monitoring Trigger. A numeric toxicity monitoring trigger of > 1 TUc (where tUc
~ 100/NOEC) is a'pp!ied in the provision, because this Order does not allow any

-,dilutlonJorJhechronic .condition. Therefor.e, a .IRE.. is .trigg~rec:f wbem .tb~~fflueDL
. exhi~its a p~ttern of toxicity at1 00% effluent. .

, Accelerated Monitoring. The provision requires accelerated WET testing when
aregular WET test result exceeds the monitoring trigger. The purpose of
accelerated nionit"oring'is to determine,in an ,expedient manner, whether there is
a pattern of toxicity before requiring the knplementC)ticm of a TRE. ,Due to

, 'possible seasollalityof the toxicity, the, accelerated monitoring' should be
performed, in a timely manner,'preferably taking nO more than 2 to 3 months to
complete. .'

The provision requires (3Gcelerated monitoring consi~ting of four chronic toxicity,
tests ina' six"week perie>d{Le., one, test every two weeks) using thE3 sp'ecies that
exhibited toxicity. Gpidance,regc;lrding,Clscelerafedmoniloring andTRE initiation
is provided.in tl;la. !fJ(JhlJi~al Suppplt pocumf]ptfor vvate,r Quality-based Toxics
Control, EPAI505/2-90-001, Miirch 1Q91 (TSb). The, TSO'at page 1,18 states, '
IIEPA recommends iftoxiCity /s'. rfJp~atfJdly or periodicaliy presfJtJt 'at 'lfJvels above
effluent Iimitsmbre than 20 percent of the time,a TRE;shouldbe required."
Therefore, four accelerated me>nitoring tests are required in th'is provision. If no
toxicity is demonstrated in the four accelerated tests, then it demonstrate,s that.

. toxicity is not presentat levels above the monitoring trigger more than 20 percent
, ofthe time (oilly1 of 5 tests are tOXiC', including the initi~1 test). However,
notwithstanding the accelerated monitoring results, if there is adequi3te,evidence
of a pattern of effluent toxicity (Le. toxicity present exceeding the monitoring
trigger more than 20 percent of the time), the Executive Officer mayrequire that
the Discharger ini.tiqite a TRE.

See the WET Accelerated Monitoring Flow Chart (Figure F-1), beld~, for further
clarification of the accelerated monitoring requirements and for the decision
points for determiningthe neE(d ~or TRE initiation.

TRE Guidance. The Discharger is required to prepare a TRE Workplan in
accordance with USEPA guidance. Numerous guidance documents are
available, as identified be.lqw:

• Toxicity Reductibl1-Evaluation Guidance for MU~icipalWastewater Treatment
Plants, EPN833-B-99/002, August 1999.

• Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Redl!cti.on
EvaluCltions(TREs), EPN600/2-88/070, April 1989. '
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• Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase.1 Toxicity

Characterization,Procedures, Second Edition, EPA 600/6-91/003,.
February 1991 ..

• Toxicity Identification Evaluation: Characterization ofChronically Toxic
Effluents, Phase I, EPAl600/6-91/005F, May 1992.

• Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase II.Toxicity
Identification Procedures for Same!es~EXhibiting1\cute_~ncLC_hr61J~_TQ~i9itYi_.~_.

"'Second Edition, EPAl600/R-92/080, September 1993; .

• .Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase III Toxicity
Confirmation Procedures 'for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity.,
Second .Edition, EPA 600/R-92/081, September 1993.

• .Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents'and Receiving Waters
to Freshwater and Marine Organisms,Fifth Edition, EPA-821-R-02-012,
October 2002.

• Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and
Receiving Waters to Freshwater Qrganisms, Fourth Edition, EPA-821-R-02-
013, October 2002. . . .

• Technical Support Document for Water Quality..;based Toxies Control,
EPAl505/2-90-001, March 1991.
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~ . .. ~
b. Best Practical-freatment or Control (BPTC). 'If th~groundwatermonitoring'

, re~ults show that the disc:;harge of waste .is threatening to cause or ha's caused
groundwater to contain waste constituents in concentrations statistically greater
than background water quality, the Disc::harger shall ~ubmit, within 48 months
following the first'year of monitoring thattJocuments constituent cqncentrations
il1creased beyond background water quality, a BPTC Evaluation Work Plan. This
work plan shall set forth a scope and schedule for asystematic and '
comprehensive technical evaluation of each component of the Facility's waste

._____ ___ mt:lnc:lg~m~DtsY§lemlodeJerinio~besLp[acJiGable_tre_aJmeoLQ.r_c_Q(it[QLfQLeacb
of the waste constituents of concern. The work plan shall include a preliminarY
evaluation of each component of the waste management system and propose a
time schedule for completing the comprehensive technical evaluation. The
schedule to cOlllplete the evaluation shall be as short as practicable, and shall
not exceed one year.

3. Best Management Practicesan~,PolI~tionPrevention
.: . .

a. ewe section 13263'.3(d)(3} Pollution Prevention Plans. An updated pollution,
prevention plan for mercury is required in this Order per CWC
section 13263.3(d)(1 )(C).. ,The, pollution prevention plan, required in section
VJ.C.3.a. of this Order, shall~ at a minimum, meet the requirements outlined in
CWC section 13263.3(d)(3). Theniinimum requirements for the pollution
prevention plans include the following:

i. An estimate of all of the sourc:;es ofa pollutant contributing, or potentially
contributing, to the'loadings ora pollutant in the treatment plant influent.

ii. An analysis of the methods that could be used to preven~ the discharge cif the
, pollutants into the ,Facility, inCluding application of local limits to industrial or
commercial dischargers regarding pollution prevention techniques,' public
education and outreach, or other innovative and alternative ,approaches to
reduce discharges of the pollutant to the Facility. The analysis also shall
identify sources, or potential sources, not within the ability or authority of the
Discharger to' control, such as' pollutants in the potable water supplY,airborne
pollutants, pha~maceuticals, or pesticides, and 'estimate the magnitude of '
thos~ sC?urces"to the, extent feasible.

, iii. An estimate of load, reductions that may be attained through the methods
, identified,in sUbpar~graph ii." '

iv. A plan for monitoring the results of the pollution prevention program.

v. A description of the tasks, cost; and time required to investigate and
implement various elements in the pollution prevention plan.

, vi. A statement of the Qischarger's pollution prevention goals and strateGies,
including priorities for short-term and: long-term action, i3nd a description of

. the Discharger's intended pollution -prevention <:ictivities for the immediate
future: '
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viLA descriptio. ~~;f the Discharger's existing pollutiol=}evention programs.

VIII. An analysis; to the exte:nt feasible, 'of any adverse environmental impacts,
including cross-media impacts ·or substitute chemicals that may result from
the imph:~~mentationof.thepoHution prevebnti6n program. .

. ,

ix. Ananalysis, to the eXtent feasible, of th~ costs and benefits that may be
incurrecl to implement'the pollution prevention program. .

4.~()nstructiQnj Op~ration,··and .Maint~r1ance Specifications .

a. Treatment Pond Operating Specifications. Three treatment or storage ponds
are utilized within ~he Facility: 1) the food processing wastewater storage and
treatment pond·, 2) the secondary..effluent equalization pond, and 3) the
secondary-effluent storage pond. The food ·processing wastewater
storage/treatme'nt pond and the secondary-effluent equalization pond are lined,
but the' se'condary-effILient storage pond is not lined and instead has~ rip/rap
sidings and soil bottom. The"operation and maintenance specifications for these
ponds in this Order are necessarY to protect the public and the beneficial uses of
the groundwater,an·d to prevent nuisance conditions~ .

b. Ultravi6Iet(UV) Disinf~ctionSystem Operating·Specifications. UV Sys,tem
specifications are required to ensure that adequate UV dosage is applied to the
wastewater to inactivate pathogens (e.g~ viruses in the wastewater). UV dosage
is dependent on several factors such as UV transmittance, UV power setting,
wastewi:3ter turbiditY, and.Wastewater flow through the UVsystem. Monitoring
and reporting of thesepararrieters is necessary to determinecotnpliance with
mh,imum dos.age requirements established by the' California Dep·artment of·
Public Health (DPH) and the National Water Research Institute (NWRI) and
American Water Works Association Research FoundationNWRIIAWWRF's
"Ultraviolet Disinfection Guidelines for Drinking Water and Water Reuse" first
published in December 2000 and revised as a Secorid Edition dated May 2003.
In addition, a,Memorandum dated 1 Novem!:?er2004 issued by DPH to Regional
Board executive, offices recommended that provisions be included in permits to .
water recycling trei:3!menfplants employingUV disinfection requiring Dischargers'
to establish fixed cleaning frequency if quartz sleeves as well as iriClude .
provisions that specify minimum deliveredUV dose that must be maintained (as
recommended by the· NWRIIAWWRF UV Disinfection Guidelines). Minimum UV .
dosage and operating criteria fire. necessary to ensure that adequate disinfection
of wastewater is achieved to protect beneficiai uses.

5. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities (pOTWs Only)

a. Pretreatment Requirements.

i. The federal CWA s~ction 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR Part 403,
require publicly owned treatment works fc) develop an acce'plableindustrial
pretreatment program. A pretreatment program'is requiredtb prevent the
introduction of pollutants, which will interferewith treatment plant operations
or sludge disposal, and·prevent pas~ through of pollutants th'at exceed water

I

~
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quality objectIves, standards or permit limitations.~Pretreatment requirements
are imposed pursu?lnt to 40, CFR Part 403.

ii. The Discharger shall.implement and enforce its approveqpretreatment
program and is'an enforceable condition of this Order. Ifthe-Discharger fails
to' perform the pretreatment functions, the Regional Water Board, the State
Water Board or USEPA may take enforcement actions against the Dischar.ger
as authorized by the CWA.

b. Biosolids'(Special Provisions VI.C~5~b-d). The use, disposal',or storage of
biosolidsis ,regulated under federal arid state laws and regulations, including
permitting requirements 'and technical standards includeq in 40 CFR Part 503.',
The Discharger: is required to comply with the standards ana time schedules

,contained in 40 CFR Part 503., ' ..'
, ,

,Title 27, CCR, Division 2, Subdivision 1,' section 20005 establishes approved
, methods for the disposal of collectea; screening$',residu~1 sludge, bio,solids, and
, other solids removed from liquid wastes. This Order includes requirements to

ensure the Discharger disposes of solids in compliance with State and federal.
regulations' " .

, -
b. Turbidity Operational Requirements. Turbidity specifications have been

.included ih this Order as 'a second indicator of the effectivenessbf the treatment
process andtp assure co'mplian'ce withthe requin:~d level oftreatment. Failure of

, the filtration ~ystem such'th~t\finjs removal is imp'aired wouldnormallyresultin.
'- increased particles, in th~ effluent, which result in hi'gher effluent turbid'it}'.

Turbidity has a major advantage ,for monitoring filter performance, allowin9 '
immediate detection of filter faihJre and rapid corrective action: These
operational turbidity specifications are necessary to assess compliance with the
DPH recommend¢d Title 22 disinfection criteria. For further,infojm~tionsee
previous section IV~C.3.d.vii of this Fact Sheet.

c. ColleCtion System. The State Water Board issued'General WasteDisch~rge
, Requireme'nts for Sanitary Sewer Systems; Water Quality Order No. ,2006-0003­

DWQ (General Oraer) on 2 May 2006. The General Or.d~r requires public "
agencies that own or operate sanitary sewer systems with greater than one mile
of pipes or sewer lines to enroll fo'r 'coverage und'er the General Order.: The
General Order' requires agencies to develop sanitary sewer management.plans
(SSMPs) and report all sanitary~ewer overflows (SSOs), among other '
requirements and prohibitions. "

Furthermore, the General Order contains requirements for operation and
maintenance of collection systems and for, reporting and mitigating sanitary ,
sewer overflows. Inasmuch that the Discharg.er'~ collection system is part of the'
system that is subject to this Order, certain standard ·provisioqsare applicable as
specified in Pr.ovisions, section VI.C.5. For instanc~, the 24-hourreporting
requirements in this Order'are notincluded in the General Order. l:he
Discharg~~must comply with both the G~neral Order and this prder. The
Discharger and the' City of Lathrop that are discharging wastewater into the

. . . .
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