STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

STAFF SUMMARY REPORT (Eddy So)

MEETING DATE:  June 20, 2001

ITEM:



14

SUBJECT:


CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA SANITARY DISTRICT, WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT, MARTINEZ, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY - Reissuance of NPDES Permit

CHRONOLOGY:
May 1995  - NPDES Permit reissued.

DISCUSSION:

The Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (the Discharger) owns and operates a wastewater treatment plant serving about 420,000 people.  Presently it treats an annual average wastewater flow of 46.1 million gallons per day.  Treated effluent is discharged through a submerged deepwater outfall into Suisun Bay, which is listed as an impaired waterbody on the 303(d) list.

Several interested parties submitted comment letters (Appendix C) on this Tentative Order (T.O.).  These parties include the Discharger, discharger group, USEPA, and WaterKeepers.  While staff has resolved many issues, several remain.  Most are common to the permits before you today, and three are specific to CCCSD.

CCCSD specific Issues:

1. Numeric chronic toxicity limits

2. Ambient monitoring and detection limits

3. Dilution for bacteriological limits

Common Issues:

1. Interim mass limits

2. Interim concentration limit for mercury

3. Necessity of Limits for 4,4-DDE and dieldrin

4. Adequacy of Feasibility Analysis

We will first address the CCCSD specific issues.  A summary of the common issues follows and are repeated in the summary report for the other items.

CCCSD Specific Issue No. 1:  Numeric chronic toxicity limits
The discharger groups and the Discharger contend that the imposition of existing numeric chronic toxicity limits in the T.O. is not consistent with the Basin Plan and with other NPDES permits in the Bay Area.  We believe that the deletion of the chronic toxicity limits is not consistent with Anti-backsliding provision of the Clean Water Act.

CCCSD Specific Issue No. 2: Ambient monitoring and detection limits  
The Discharger contends that the SIP and the T.O. make a major change in how ambient monitoring data and detection limits are used to calculate effluent limits.  The resulting limits for cyanide will be very stringent that it could not comply with.  We understand the Discharger’s concern.  Thus, the T.O. includes a provision with compliance schedule requesting the Discharger to collect more background data using improved detection method to resolve this issue.

CCCSD Specific Issue No. 2:  Dilution of bacteriological limits
The discharger group contends that the T.O. does not allow dilution for the bacteriological limits.  We believe that dilution limit has not been given to bacteriological limits, as the specified bacteriological indicator only typifies a certain type of bacteria.  There are much more bacteria types of which their impacts/effects to human health are not known.  Thus, a conservative approach is necessary to protect human health from bacteriological infection.

Common Issue No. 1: Interim Mass Limit

The discharger group contends that the interim mass limit is illegal and caps growth.  WaterKeepers contends that the mass limit is too high and does not reflect actual performance.  We believe the mass limit in the Tentative Order is consistent with applicable law, and that the statistical method used fairly accounts for variability in mercury levels and discharge flow rates.  In addition, the limit is derived from a generous definition of current performance using an upper percentile of the values.  It allows some increase in growth, particularly when combined with reclamation, pollution prevention and inflow and infiltration programs.  

Common Issue No. 2:  Interim Concentration Limit for Mercury

WaterKeepers contends that the interim concentration limit for mercury is based on the poorest performing facility, which violates antidegradation.  We derived the mercury concentration limit from pooling regional discharge data.  This results in similar facilities being held to the same standard.  Contrary to WaterKeeper’s contention, this performance standard would put slightly more pressure on poor performing facilities to focus more effort in mercury source control activities, while not penalizing those facilities that have already conducted aggressive source control.

Common Issue No. 3: Limits for  4,4-DDE and dieldrin limits 

The discharger group contends that the limits for these pesticides are inappropriate because they have never been detected in the discharge; and questions the sufficiency of the receiving water data that staff used in deciding that limits were necessary.  We believe that the limits are appropriate because the SIP clearly requires a discharge limit for pollutants that are found in the receiving water above the standards, regardless of the levels in the discharge.  We also believe that the ambient background data set, which has been peer reviewed is valid and representative of receiving water quality.

Common Issue No. 4:  Adequacy of Feasibility Analysis

WaterKeepers questions staff’s acceptance of the Discharger’s demonstration of infeasibility to comply with final limits (e.g. mercury, copper).  They argue that feasibility should be based on future efforts and doubt the thoroughness of staff’s assessment due to the shortness of time for review.  This issue is important because the SIP requires an infeasibility demonstration before a compliance schedule can be granted.  We believe that the SIP clearly requires assessing feasibility based on current performance and past source control efforts.  Future measures are required as part of the compliance schedule.
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