
GWF Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029106

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARI)

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

NPDES PERMIT NO. CAOO29IO6

Order No.: R2-2005-0018

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR:

GWF POWER SYSTBMS, L.P.

EAST THIRD STREET (SITE I) POWER PLANT

PITTSBURG. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

Adopted: May 18,2005

Effective:May 19,2005



GWF Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029106

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Fl.crrnv DescRrprroN................. ............ I
PRocESS DBscnrprroN ................ .............2

ErrruBNr CgaRacrBruzATIoN ...............2

Sronv WRrBn DTscHARGE ......................2

RncroNar- MoNrroRrNG PRocRAM .........3

Appr-rcasrp PLANS. Poucms nNo R-BcurATroNS....... .................3

BBNpprcrer UsES........... ........3

CrBeN WerBn Acr SncuoN 316(e) - TuBRruar IMpACr....... ........................3

CrBeN WerBR Acr SBcuoN 316(e) - ENrnarNiraENT AND IMrINGEMENT IMPACTS ........4

BASIS FoR EFFLUENT LrMITATIoNS............ .................4

General Basis.......... ............4

Specific Basis.......... ..'.'..'. I I
Development of Effluent Limitations.................. ..........'...........16
Whole Effluent Acute Toxicity..... ......24

Whole Effluent Chronic Toxicity...... .............'.'.....24
PorruraNr MrNrMrzATroN/ PoLLUTToN PREVENTroN........... .......................24
RrqunevnNT FoR MoNrronrNc oF POLLUTANTS rN EFFLUENT AND RECEIVING WATER To
IMPLEMENT Npw STRTSwIDE REGULATIoNS AND POLICY .........25

MoNrroRrNG REeurREMnNrs (Snrn-MoNrroRrNc PRocRAM) . ... . .......................25
BASrN PLAN DISCHARGE PRoHIBITION ,......,.............26
REMovAL oF PCB PRoHrBrrroN................ ...............26

Ornpn DrscHencn CueRecrBnrsrrcs AND Pnnurr CoxorrtoNs................. .................,26

A. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS.. ...........,.,.,27

B. EF'F'LUENT LIMITATIONS 27

D.
II.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

8.

9.

10.

I l.
t2.
13.

14,
15.

pRovrsloNs.............. ...............32

PnRurr CovprreNcE AND RESCrssroN or PRBvrous Wnsrp DTscHARGE REquInEvnNrs ....32

EprruBNr CnaRecrsRrzATroN roR SBrecrro CoNsrtruENTS .........33

RBcBrvrNcWarBRMownoRrNG................. .....................33

CvaNrnB CouprnNcE ScHEDULE aNr Strp-SpECIFIC OsrBcrIvB (SSO) Sruov...................33
PoLLUTANTPREVENTIoN/PorrurroNMINIMIZATIoNPnocRev ........................34

ColrprnNcn ArtArNeerrrtv ANatysrs FoR NICKEL .......... ..............36

Sronv WerBn PorruuoN PRrvsNtIoN PIRN aNo AxNuer RPpoRr...... ...........36

Brsr MeNecEMENT PRACTTcES PRocRAM.. ....................36
wHoLE ErrruBNr Acurp Toxrcrrv... ...........36

WuorB EprluBNr Cur.oNrc Toxcnv... .......37

OpuoNer Sne-SpBcrrrc TReNsreroR Sruoy AND ScHEDULE FoR CopppR eNo Ntcrrl.....39
OprroNar- MASS OrpsBr .............39

OPBNATTONS AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL, REVIEW ANO STATUS RSPONTS .......39

CoNrmcBNCy PLAN, REVrEw,q.Nu Srarus t{EpoRTS.. .......................40

303(o)-LIsrso PorrureNTs, SITE-SpEctr'tc OnDcTIVE AND TMDL Srerus REVIEW...........40



GWF Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029106

16.

t7.
18.

t9.
20.
2t.
22.

NEw WATER QuALITv Oerpcrrves ........'......40
SBrr-MoNrroRrNG PRocRAM ........................41

SreNoaRr PRovIsroNs AND REIoRTING REeuIREMENTS ...............'..41

CHeNcn rN CoNTRoL oR OwNERSHrp.............. .................41

PERMTT REopENER. ......................41

NPDES PERMrrEFFECTrvEDerB.......... ......'.41

Ononn ExprRerroN AND REAppLICATIoN ................'.'.....41

SELF-MONITORING PROGRAM
I. DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLING NNO OBSERVATION STATIONS ...........'..........3

II. SCHEDULE OF SAMPLING, ANALYSES AND OBSERVATIONS .....'...............'3
lrr. REPORTTNG REQUTREMENTS ....................7

ry. ADDITIONS TO PART A OF SELF.MONITOzuNG PROGRAM............... .........8

v. CHRoNIC TOXICITY MONITORING REQUIREMENTS ...............9

vI. CHRONIC TOXICITY REPORTING REQUIREMENTS..... .............10

vII. MISCELLANEOUS REPORTING................ ................... l0
VIII. SELECTED CONSTITUENTS MONITORING........... ...................... I1

IX. MONITORING METHODS AND MINIMUM DETECTION LEVELS .............I I

X. SELF-MONITORING PROGRAM CERTIFICATION .....................I1



GWF Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029106

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARI)
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER NO. R2-2005-0018
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAOO291O6

REISSUING WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR:
GWF POWER SYSTBMS. L.P.
EAST THIRD STREET (SITE I) POWER PLANT
PITTSBURG, CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

FINDINGS

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, hereinafter called the

Board, finds that:

1. Discharger and Permit Application GWF Power Systems, L.P., East Third Street (Site I) Power

Plant (hereinafter called the Discharger) has applied for reissuance of waste discharge requirements

and a permit to discharge treated wastewater to waters of the State and the United States under the

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). The Discharger's Report of Waste

Discharge (ROWD) is dated January 20,2004.

Facility Description

2. Facility Location. The Discharger owns and operates the East Third Street (Site I) Power Plant (the

power plant), located at 895 East Third Street, Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, California. A location
map of the facility is included as Attachment A of this Order.

3. Generation Capacity. The power plant has the capacity to generate approximately 18.2 Net
Megawatts (MW).

4. Discharge Location. Wastewater is discharged into New York Slough, a water of the State and

United States, via an underwater outfall that extends 110 feet into the slough. The minimum depth of
the Outfall is 14 feet. Previous Order No. 99-056 grants a l0:1 dilution credit to this discharge,
which is continued under this Order. The discharge point is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Discharge Location

Outfall Number Discharge Description Latitude Lonsitude
E-001 Cooling tower blowdown and/or storm

water runoff
38'02' 00" t2I'52'. 15"

5. Discharge Description and volume. The Report of Waste Discharge describes the discharge as

depicted by Table 2.
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Table 2. Discharge Description and Volume

Outfall
Number

Contributory
Waste Stream

Treatment Description Annual Average
Flow (gallons
per dav) (spd)

E-001
Cooling Tower Blowdown Neutralization 45,000

Storm water Runoff Best manasement practices (BMP) 2,000

The Discharger discharged an average flow of 43,652 gpd through Outfall E-001 into New York
Slough from January 2000 through September 2004.

6. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the Board have classified this Discharger
as a minor discharger because the discharge contains less than 1 MGD of process wastewater and the

maximum generating capacity is less than 500 MW.

Process Description

7. Industrial Process. Steam is generated by the combustion of petroleum coke in a fluidized bed.

Superheated steam expands through a turbine, producing electricity. Steam turbine effluent is

condensed, cooled via a cooling tower, and recycled.

Cooling Tower. Cooling water, supplied to the cooling tower, is made up of: municipal water,
boiler/steam condensate, RO demineralizer wastewater, equipment wash-down water, and/or storm
water runoff. A bromine-based compound is used to control microorganisms within the cooling
tower. Cooling tower blowdown is neutralized using sulfuric acid before discharging through Outfall
E-001.

A process schematic diagram is included as Attachment B of this Order.

Effl uent Characteri zation

8. Table A of the Fact Sheet presents the quality of the discharge at Outfall E-001. The characterization
is based on (1) conventional and non-conventional pollutant data collected from 1999 through 2003,
(2) inorganic priority pollutant data collected from January 2000 through September 2004, and (3) all
other organic priority pollutants data collected in March 2002, September 2002, February 2003, and

August 2003.

Storm Water Discharge

9. Storm Water Regulations. U.S. EPA promulgated federal regulations for storm water discharges on
November 19,1990. The regulations (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [40 CFR] Parts 122,123,
and 124) require specific categories of industrial activity (industrial storm water) to obtain an NPDES
permit and to implement Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT) and Best
Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT) to control pollutants in industrial storm water
discharges.

10. Exemptionfrom Coverage under Statewide Storm Water General Permit. The State Water Resources

Control Board's (the State Board's) statewide NPDES permit for storm water discharges associated

with industrial activities NPDES General Permit CAS00000l- the General Permit) was adopted on
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November 19,1991, amended on September 17,1992, and reissued on April 17, 1997. Storm water

discharge through Outfall E-001 is exempt from coverage under the State General Permit. For any

other storm water discharges, the Discharger will need to obtain coverage under the General Permit.

Regional Monitoring Program

I l. On April 15, 1992,the Board adopted Resolution No. 92-043 directing the Executive Officer to
implement the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) for the San Francisco Bay. Subsequent to a
public hearing and various meetings, Board staff requested major permit holders in this region, under

authority of section 13267 of California Water Code, to report on the water quality of the estuary.

These permit holders responded to this request by participating in a collaborative effort, through the

San Francisco Estuary Institute (formerly the Aquatic Habitat Institute). This effort has come to be

known as the San Francisco Bay Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances. The

Discharger is either required to perform its own site-specific receiving water monitoring or participate

in the RMP, which involves collection of data on pollutants and toxicity in water, sediment and biota
of the estuary, in lieu of site-specific receiving water monitoring.

Applicable Plans, Policies and Regulations

12. Water quality objectives (WQOs), water quality criteria (WQC), effluent limitations, and calculations

contained in this Order are based on the statutes, regulations, policies, documents, and guidance

detailed in Section III of the attached Fact Sheet, which is incorporated here by reference.

Beneficial Uses

13. Beneficial uses for New York Slough, part of the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta, as identified in the

Water Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Basin (the Basin Plan, 1995) and based on known
uses of the receiving waters in the vicinity of the discharge, are:

a. Agricultural Supply
b. Ocean, Commercial, and Sport Fishing
c. Estuarine Habitat
d. Groundwater Recharge
e. Industrial Service Supply
f. Fish Migration
g. Municipal and Domestic Supply
h. Navigation
i. Industrial Process Supply
j. Preservation ofRare and Endangered Species
k. Water Contact Recreation
l. Noncontact Water Recreation
m. Fish Spawning
n. Wildlife Habitat

Clean Water Act Section 316(a) - Thermal Impact

14. On September 18,1975, the State Board adopted the llater Quality Control Planfor Control of
Temperature in the Coastal Interstate Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California
(Thermal Plan). The Thermal Plan contains WQOs governing cooling water discharges. The Thermal

Plan provides specific numeric and narrative WQOs for new discharges of heat. Thermal discharges

defined as "existing" discharges are subject to narrative WQOs. Existing discharges of heat to
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Enclosed Bays (including Suisun Bay) must "comply with limitations necessary to assure protection

of beneficial uses."

15. The Discharger is not considered an existing, continuous discharger as defined in the Thermal Plan.

The discharge is low volume cooling tower blowdown, primarily to remove dissolved solids from the

cooling water. This Order requires that the low volume discharge be less than 86 oF. Because the

discharge is to a deep water outfall, and the temperature and flows are relatively low, it is not
anticipated that the discharge will cause any thermal impacts. The Discharger has collected
temperature data of the effluent as required by the previous permit, the temperature of the discharge

has always been below 86 oF.

Clean Water Act Section 316(b) - Entrainment and Impingement Impacts

16. Section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act 33 U.S.C. Section 1326(b) requires that the location, design,

construction, and capacity of cooling water intake structures reflect Best Technology Available
(BTA) for minimizing adverse environmental impacts.

17. The facility does not have an intake water structure; therefore CWA 316(b) requirements do not apply
to this facility.

Basis for Effluent Limitations

General Basis

Applicable ll/ater Quality Objectives and Criteria

18. The WQOs and WQC applicable to the receiving water of this discharge are from the Basin Plan, the

U.S. EPA's May 18, 2000, Water Quality Standards; Establishment of Numeric Criteria for Priority
Toxic Pollutants for the State of California (the California Toxics Rule, or the CTR), and U.S. EPA's
National Toxics Rule (the NTR).

19. The Basin Plan specifies numeric WQOs for l0 priority toxic pollutants, as well as narrative WQOs
for toxicity and bioaccumulation in order to protect beneficial uses. The pollutants for which the Basin

Plan specifies numeric objectives are arsenic, cadmium, chromium (VI), copper in fresh water, lead,

mercury, nickel, silver, zinc, and total polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in salt water. The

narrative toxicity objective states in part "all waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in
concentrations that are lethal to or that produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organisms."
The bioaccumulation objective states in part "controllable water quality factors shall not cause a

detrimental increase in concentrations of toxic substances found in bottom sediments or aquatic life.
Effects on aquatic organisms, wildlife and human health will be considered." Effluent limitations and

provisions contained in this Order are designed to implement these objectives, based on available

information.

20. The CTR specifies numeric aquatic life criteria for 23 priority toxic pollutants and numeric human

health criteria for 57 priority toxic pollutants. These criteria apply to inland surface waters and

enclosed bays and estuaries such as New York Slough, except where the Basin Plan's Tables 3-3 and

3-4 specify numeric objectives for specific priority toxic pollutants, the Basin Plan's numeric

objectives apply over the CTR (except in the South Bay south of the Dumbarton Bridge).

21. TheNTR established numeric aquatic life criteria for selenium, numeric aquatic life and human health

criteria for cyanide, and numeric human health criteria for 34 toxic organic pollutants for waters of
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San Francisco Bay upstream to, and including, Suisun Bay and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

This includes the receiving water for this Discharger.

22. On January 21,2004, the Board adopted Resolution No. R2-2004-0003 amending the Basin Plan to

(1) update the dissolved WQOs for metals to be identical to the CTR WQC except for cadmium, (2)

to change the Basin Plan definitions of marine, estuarine, and freshwater to be consistent with the

CTR definitions, (3) to update NPDES implementation provisions to be consistent with the Policyfor
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of
California (the State Implementation Plan, or the SIP), and (4) other editorial changes. On October 4,

2004,the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved the Board's Basin Plan Amendment which
was previously approved by SWRCB on July 22,2004. U.S. EPA approved the Basin Plan

Amendment on Januarv 5.2005.

23. Where numeric effluent limitations have not been established or updated in the Basin Plan, 40 CFR

Part 122.44(d) specifies that water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) may be set based on

U.S. EPA criteria, supplemented where necessary by other relevant information, to attain and

maintain narrative WQC to fully protect designated beneficial uses. The Fact Sheet for this Order
discusses the specific bases and rationales for effluent limitations, and is incorporated as part of this
Order.

Basin Plan Receiving lVater Salinity Policy

24. The Basin Plan states that the salinity characteristics (i.e., freshwater vs. saltwater) of the receiving
water shall be considered in determining the applicable WQC. Freshwater criteria shall apply to
discharges to waters with salinities equal to or less than one part per thousand (ppt) at least 95 percent

of the time. Saltwater criteria shall apply to discharges to waters with salinities equal to or greater

than l0 ppt at least 95 percent of the time in a normal water year. For discharges to water with
salinities in between these two categories, or tidally influenced freshwaters that support estuarine

beneficial uses, the criteria shall be the lower of the salt or freshwater criteria, (the latter calculated

based on ambient hardness), for each substance.

Receiving ll/ater S alinity

25. The receiving waters for the subject discharge are the waters of the New York Slough. The Board

evaluated RMP salinity data from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers receiving water stations for
the period of February 1993 - August 2001. During that period, the receiving water's minimum
salinity was 0 ppt, its maximum salinity was2.9 ppt, and 88% of the dataare less than 1 ppt. The

Board also evaluated February 1998 through December 2002 salinity data for New York Slough that

was collected by the Delta Diablo Sanitation District. These data also indicate the receiving water is

estuarine. In addition, New York Slough is tidally influenced, and the Delta and Suisun Bay are

identified as supporting estuarine habitat in the Basin Plan. Therefore, the receiving water is

classified as estuarine, the reasonable potential analysis (RPA) and limitations in this Order are based

on freshwater or saltwater WQOsAVQC, whichever is more stringent.

Receiving Water Hardness

26. Some WQOs/WQC are hardness dependent. In determining the WQOs/!VQC for this Order, the

Board used a hardness of 68 mg/L as CaCO3, which is the adjusted geometric mean value of 1478

hardness values from the waters of San Joaquin River, which flows to New York Slough, collected

during May 1995 through December 2001. See the Fact Sheet for more details on how this value was

derived.
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Technology B ased Ellluent Limitstions

27. Technology based effluent limitations for conventional pollutants are established for steam electric
power plants at 40 CFR Part 423, including limitations for discharges of cooling tower blowdown that

apply to the Discharger. These limitations are included in the Order for the discharges through

Outfall E-001 and are the same as in the previous Order.

Wat er Qu ality- B a s e d Effl a e nt Li mit ati o n s ( ll/QB E L I

28. Toxic substances are regulated by WQBELs derived from the Basin Plan, Tables 3-3 and 3-4, the
CTR, the NTR, and/or best professional judgment (BPJ) as defined in Section IV of the attached Fact

Sheet. WQBELs in this Order are revised and updated from the limits in the previous Order, and their
presence in this Order is based on the evaluation of the Discharger's data as described below under

the Reasonable Potential Analysis. Numeric WQBELs are required for all constituents that have a

reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard.

Reasonable potential is determined and final WQBELs are developed using the methodology outlined
in the SIP. If the Discharger demonstrates that the final limits will be infeasible to meet and provides
justification for a compliance schedule, then interim limits are established, with a compliance
schedule to achieve the final limits. Further details about the effluent limitations are given below and

in the associated Fact Sheet.

b.

Maximum Daily Effluent Limitations (MDELs) are used in this Order to protect against acute

water quality effects. It is impracticable to use weekly average limitations to guard against acute

effects. Although weekly averages are effective for monitoring the performance of biological
wastewater treatment plants, the MDELs are necessary for preventing fish kills or mortality to
aquatic organisms.

NPDES regulations, the SIP, and U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document (TSD) provide the

basis to establish MDELs:

(1) NPDES regulations at 40 CFR Part 122.45(d) state:

"For continuous discharges all permit effluent limitations, standards, and prohibitions,
including those necessary to achieve water quality standards, shall unless impracticable be

stated as:

(a) Maximum daily and average monthly discharge limitations for all discharges other than

publicly owned treatment works (POTWs); ..."

(2) The SIP (page 8, Section 1.4) requires WQBELs be expressed as MDELs and average

monthly effluent limitations (AMELs).

(3) The TSD states a maximum daily limitation is appropriate because the 7-day average, which
could comprise up to seven or more daily samples, could average out peak toxic
concentrations and therefore the discharge's potential for causing acute toxic effects would be

missed. A maximum daily limitation would be toxicologically protective of potential acute

toxicity impacts.

Receiving lAatur Ambient Background Datu used in RPA

29. Ambient background values are used in the RPA and in the calculation of effluent limitations. For the

RPA, ambient background concentrations are the observed maximum water column concentrations.
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The SIP states that for calculating WQBELs, ambient background concentrations are either the

observed maximum ambient water column concentrations or, for criteria/objectives intended to

protect human health from carcinogenic effects, the arithmetic mean of observed ambient water
concentrations. Data from San Joaquin River RMP station, located directly upstream from New York
Slough, are used to represent ambient background for this discharge. This is because this station is in

a location that reasonably represents the quality of the receiving water. Under the RMP, this station

has been sampled since 1993 for most of the inorganic (CTR constituent numbers I - I 5) and some of
the organic (CTR constituent numbers 16 - 126) toxic pollutants. Not all the constituents listed in the

CTR were analyzedby the RMP during this time. These data gaps are addressed by the Board's
August 6,2001 letter titled Requirement for Monitoring of Pollutants in Eftluent and Receiving Water

to Implement New Statewide Regulations and Policy (hereinafter referred to as the Board's August 6,

2001 Letter. The Board's August 6,2001Letter formally requires the Discharger (pursuant to Section

13267 of the California Water Code) to conduct ambient background monitoring and effluent and to

provide this technical information to the Board. On May 16,2003, a group of several San Francisco

Bay Region dischargers (known as the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies, or BACWA) submitted a

collaborative receiving water study, entitled the San Francisco Bay Ambient Water Monitoring
Interim Report (the BACWA report), which includes the monitoring results for those constituents not

currently sampled by the RMP, at three RMP stations including Sacramento River station which

represents the ambient background for the dischargers that discharge into Suisun Bay, Sacramento

River and Delta. On June 15,2004, a final report on this study was submitted. The final report
addresses monitoring results from sampling events in the years 2002 and 2003 (four events) for the

remaining priority pollutants not monitored by the RMP. The RPA was conducted and the WQBELs
were calculated using RMP data from the years 1993 through 2002 for inorganics and organics at San

Joaquin River station, and additional data from the BACWA report for the Sacramento River RMP

station.

Constituents Identijied in the 303(d) List

30. On June 6, 2003, U.S. EPA approved a revised list of impaired water bodies prepared by the State.

The list (hereinafter referred to as the 2002 303(d) list) was prepared in accordance with Section

303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act to identify specific water bodies where water quality standards

are not expected to be met after implementation of technology-based effluent limitations on point
sources. The Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta is listed as an impaired water body. The pollutants
impairing the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta include chlordane, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin
compounds, exotic species, furan compounds, mercury, nickel, total PCBs, PCBs (dioxin-like), and

selenium.

Dilution and Assimilative Capacity

In response to the State Board's Order No. 2001-06, the Board has evaluated the assimilative capacity

of the receiving water for 303(d)-listed pollutants for which the subject discharge has reasonable

potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above a water quality standard. The evaluation
included a review of RMP data, effluent data, and WQC/WQOs. From this evaluation, it is
determined that the assimilative capacity is highly variable due to the complex hydrology of the

receiving water. Therefore, there is uncertainty associated with the representative nature of the

appropriate ambient background data to conclusively quantify the assimilative capacity of the

receiving water. Pursuant to Section 1.4.2.I of the SIP, "dilution credit may be limited or denied on a

pollutant-by-pollutant basis. . . "

a. For certain bioaccumulative pollutants, based on BPJ, dilution credit is not included in

calculating the final WQBELs. The Board placed selenium, mercury, and PCBs on the CWA
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Section 303(d) list. The U.S. EPA added dioxin and furans compounds, chlordane, dieldrin, and

4,4'-DDT on the CWA Section 303(d) list. Dilution credit is not included for the following
pollutants: mercury, heptachlor epoxide, dieldrin, and dioxin and furans. The following factors

suggest that there is no more assimilative capacity in the Bay for these pollutants.

i. San Francisco Bay fish tissue data shows that these pollutants, except for selenium,

exceed screening levels. The fish tissue data are contained in "Contaminant
Concentrations in Fish from San Francisco Bay 1997" May 1997 . Denial of dilution
credits for these pollutants is further justified by fish advisories to the San Francisco Bay.

The Office of Environmental Health andHazard Assessment (OEHHA) performed a
preliminary review of the data from the 1994 San Francisco Bay pilot study,

"Contaminated Levels in Fish Tissue from San Francisco Bay." The results of the study

showed elevated levels of chemical contaminants in the fish tissues. Based on these

results, OEHHA issued an interim consumption advisory covering certain fish species

from the bay in December 1994. This interim consumption advice was issued and is still
in effect due to health concerns based on exposure to sport fish from the bay

contaminated with mercury, PCBs, dioxins, and pesticides (e.g., DDT).

ii. For selenium, the denial of dilution credits is based on Bay waterfowl tissue data

presented in the California Department of Fish and Game's Selenium Verification Study
(1936-1990). These data show elevated levels of selenium in the livers of waterfowl that

feed on bottom dwelling organisms such as clams. Additionally, in 1987 the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment issued an advisory for the consumption of two

species of diving ducks in the north bay found to have high tissue levels of selenium.

This advisory is still in effect.

b. Furthermore, Sectron of the SIP states that for bioaccumulative compounds on the 303(d)

list, the Board should consider whether mass-loadings should be limited to current levels. The

Board finds that mass loading limitations are warranted for certain bioaccumulative compounds

on the 303(d) list for the receiving waters of this discharge. This is to ensure that this discharge

does not contribute further to impairment of the narrative objective for bioaccumulation.

c. For non-bioaccumulative constituents. a conservative allowance of l0: I dilution for discharges

to the receiving waters is necessary for protection of beneficial uses. This is based on SIP

provision in Section 1.4.2.1, which allows the Board to further limit dilution credits. The

derivation of the dilution credit is outlined below.

i. A far-field background station is appropriate because the receiving waterbody is a very
complex estuarine system with highly variable and seasonal upstream freshwater inflows
and diurnal tidal saltwater inputs.

Due to the complex hydrology of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, a mixing zone

cannot be accurately established.

The SIP allows limiting a mixing zone and dilution credit for persistent pollutants (e.g.,

copper, nickel, and lead).

The main justification for using a 10:1 dilution credit is uncertainty in accurately determining
ambient background and uncertainty in accurately determining the mixing zone in a complex
estuarine system with multiple wastewater discharges. The detailed rationale is described in the

Fact Sheet.
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Totul Moximurn DaW Loads (TMDL| and Waste Load Allocations (lYLAs)

32. The Board plans to adopt Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for pollutants on the 303(d) list for
the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta within the next ten years, with the exception of dioxin and furan

compounds. For dioxins and furans, the Board intends to consider this matter further after U.S. EPA

completes its national health reassessment. Future review of the 303(d) list for the Sacramento/San

Joaquin Delta may result in revision of the schedules and/or provide schedules for other pollutants.

33. The TMDLs will establish waste load allocations (WLAs) for point sources and load allocations
(LAs) for nonpoint sources, and will result in achieving the water quality standards for the water
bodies. Final WQBELs for 303(d)-listed pollutants in this discharge will be based on WLAs
contained in the respective TMDLs.

34. The Board's strategy to collect water quality data and to develop TMDLs is summarized below:

a. Data collection-The Board has given the dischargers the option to collectively assist in
developing and implementing analytical techniques capable of detecting 303(d)-listed pollutants
to at least their respective levels of concern or WQOs. This collective effort may include
development of sample concentration techniques for approval by U.S. EPA. The Board will
require dischargers to characterize the pollutant loads from their facilities into the water quality-
limited water bodies. The results will be used in the development of TMDLs, and may be used to

update or revise the 303(d) list and/or change the WQOs for the impaired water bodies including
the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta.

b. Funding mechanism-The Board has received, and anticipates continuing to receive, resources

from Federal and State agencies for TMDL development. To ensure timely development of
TMDLs, the Board intends to supplement these resources by allocating development costs among

dischargers through the RMP or other appropriate funding mechanisms.

Interim Limitations and Compliance Schedules

35. Section 2.1.1 of the SIP states:

"the compliance schedule provisions for the development and adoption of a TMDL only apply when:

...(b) the Discharger has made appropriate commitments to support and expedite the development of
the TMDL. In determining appropriate commitments, the RWQCB should consider the discharge's
contribution to current loadings and the Discharger's ability to participate in TMDL development."

The Discharger agreed to assist the Board in TMDL development through active participation
contribution to the RMP.

36. The SIP and the Basin Plan authorize compliance schedules in a permit if an existing discharger
cannot immediately comply with a new and more stringent effluent limitation. Compliance schedules

for limitations derived from CTR or the NTR WQC are based on Section 2.2 of the SIP, and

compliance schedules for limitations derived from Basin Plan WQOs are based on the Basin Plan.

Both the SIP and the Basin Plan require the discharger to demonstrate the infeasibility of achieving
immediate compliance with the new limitation to qualify for a compliance schedule. The SIP and

Basin Plan require the following documentation to be submitted to the Board to support a finding of
infeasibility:

Descriptions of diligent efforts the discharger has made to quantify pollutant levels in the

discharge, sources of the pollutant in the waste stream, and the results of those efforts.
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Descriptions of source control and/or pollution minimization efforts currently under way or

completed.

A proposed schedule for additional or future source control measures, pollutant minimization, or

waste treatment.

A demonstration that the proposed schedule is as short as practicable.

37. Until final WQBELs or WLAs are adopted for 303(d)-listed pollutants, State and Federal anti-

backsliding and antidegradation policies and the SIP require that the Board include interim effluent

limitations for them. The interim effluent limitations will be the lower of the current performance or

the previous permit's limitations.

38. On February 1,2005,the Discharger submitted a feasibility study (the 2005 Feasibility Study),

asserting it is infeasible to immediately comply with the WQBELs, calculated according to SIP

Section 1.4, for copper, mercury, nickel, selenium, cyanide, heptachlor epoxide, and dieldrin. The

Board conducted comparative and/or statistical analysis of recent data for these pollutants, as further

detailed in later findings under the heading Development of Specific Effluent Limitations and also in

Section IV.6, Tables D, and Table E of the attached Fact Sheet. Therefore, this Order establishes

compliance schedules for copper, mercury, nickel, selenium, cyanide, dieldrin, and heptachlor

epoxide. For dioxin compounds, since there is not enough information, this permit does not contain

an interim limitation or a compliance schedule for TCDD TEQ. The final limitations for TCDD TEQ

will be based on the WLA assigned to the Discharger in the TMDL.

39. For limitations based on CTR or NTR criteria (copper, selenium, cyanide, dieldrin, and heptachlor

epoxide), this Order establishes a S-year compliance schedule from the permit effective date, as

allowed by the CTR and SIP. The Basin Plan provides for l0-year compliance schedules. This
provision has been construed as authorizing compliance schedules for new interpretations of existing
standards (such as the numeric WQOs specified in the Basin Plan) resulting in more stringent

limitations than those in the previous permit. For mercury, the compliance schedule is until Aptll27,
2010 or until the Board adopts TMDL-based effluent limitations for mercury. For nickel, the

compliance schedule extends until Decemb er 31,2014, i.e., l0 years from the 2004 Basin Plan

amendment when the new WQOs for nickel become effective. The Board may take appropriate

enforcement actions if interim limitations and requirements are not met. However, a provision in this

Order requires the Discharger to submit a performance evaluation and compliance attainability
analysis at least 180 days prior to the permit expiration. The Board will review the information and

determine whether a shorter compliance schedule is feasible for nickel during the next permit
reissuance.

40. This Order establishes compliance schedules that extend beyond one year for copper, mercury, nickel,

selenium, cyanide, dieldrin, and heptachlor epoxide. Pursuant to the SIP and 40 CFP. 122.47 , the

Board shall establish interim numeric limitations and interim requirements to control these pollutant'

This Order establishes interim limitations for these pollutants based on the previous permit limitations
or existing plant performance. This Order also establishes interim requirements in a provision for
development and/or improvement of a Pollution Prevention and Minimization Program to reduce

pollutant loadings to the facility, and for submittal of annual reports on this Program.

Since the compliance schedules exceed or equal to the length of the permit, these calculated final
limits are intended as points of reference for the infeasibility demonstration and are only included in

the findings by reference to the Fact Sheet. Additionally, the actual final WQBELs for some of these

pollutants will very likely be based on either the Site Specific Objective (SSO) or TMDL/WLA as

described in other findings specific to each of the pollutants.

10
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Antibacksliding and Antidegradation

41. The limitations in this Order are in compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition
against establishment of less stringent WQBELs because the limits from the previous Order have not

been relaxed in this Order.

Specific Basis

Re as o n able P otential An aly sis

42. As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d) (1) (D, permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants

"which the Director determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the

reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard."

Using the method prescribed in Section 1.3 of the SIP, the Board has analyzed the effluent data to

determine if the discharges, which are the subject of this Permit and Order, have a reasonable

potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above a State water quality standard ("Reasonable

Potential Analysis" or "RPA"). For all parameters that have reasonable potential, numeric WQBELs

are required. The RPA compares the effluent data with numeric and narrative WQOs in the Basin

Plan and numeric WQC from the NTR, and the CTR.

Reas onab le P otential Met h o do lo glt

43. The method for determining RPA involves identifying the observed maximum pollutant concentration

in the effluent (MEC) for each constituent, based on effluent concentration data. The RPA for all

constituents is based on zero dilution, according to section 1.3 of the SIP. There are three triggers in

determining reasonable potential.

a. The first trigger is activated when the maximum effluent concentration (MEC) is greater than

or equal to the lowest applicable WQOMQC, which has been adjusted for pH, and translator

data, if appropriate. An MEC that is greater than or equal to the (adjusted) WQO/WQC

means that there is reasonable potential for that constituent to cause or contribute to an

excursion above the WQO/WQC and a WQBEL is required.

b. The second trigger is activated if observed maximum ambient background concentration (B)

is greater than the adjusted WQOMQC and the MEC is less than the adjusted WQO or the

pollutant was not detected in any of the effluent samples. If B is greater than the adjusted

WQO/WQC, then a WQBEL is required.

c. The third trigger is activated after areview of other information determines that a WQBEL is

required even though both MEC and B are less than the WQO/WQC. A limitation is only

required under certain circumstances to protect beneficial uses'

RPA Determinations

44. The RPA was based on effluent water quality data collected from January 2000 through September

2004 ona monthly basis for inorganic priority pollutants, and organic priority pollutant data collected

in March 2002, September 2002, February 2003, and August 2003. Ambient background data are

from the San Joaquin River RMP station, collected during 1993 through2002, and additional data

from the BACWA study at the Sacramento River station, collected in2002 and 2003.

45. The MEC, WQOs/WQC, bases for the WQOs/WQC, background concentrations used and reasonable

potential conclusions from the RPA are listed in Table 3 for all constituents analyzed. Further details

ll
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on the RPA can be found in the Fact Sheet. Based on the methodology described above and in the

SIP, the following constituents have been found to have reasonable potential to cause or contribute to
an excursion above WQOs/WQC: arsenic, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, zinc, cyanide,
TCDD TEQ, heptachlor epoxide, and dieldrin. Based on the RPA, numeric WQBELS are required to

be included in the permit for these constituents.

RPA Results for Impairing Pollutants

46. While TMDLs and WLAs are being developed, interim concentration limitations are established in

this Order for 303(d)-listed pollutants that have a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an

excursion above the water quality standard. Constituents on the 303(d) list for which the RPA
determined a need for effluent limitations are mercury, nickel, selenium, TCDD TEQ, and dieldrin.
Final determination of reasonable potential for some other constituents identified on the 303(d) list
could not be performed owing to the lack of an established WQO or WQC.
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Table 3. Reasonable Potential Analysis Results

lll * Indicates constituents on 303(d) list, dioxin applies to Toxicity Equivalent Factors (TEQs) of
2,3,7,8-TCDD.

t2l BP: Basin Plan; Basin Plan WQOs are for the protection of saltwater aquatic life; for TCDD TEQ it is
based on the narrative objective for bioaccumulation.
CTR = California Toxics Rule" NTR: National Toxics Rule, hh: human health, H:hardness, 68 mg/L as

CaCO:.

t3l See Finding 43 lor the definition of three trigger types.

t4l Undetermined because of the lack of WQO/WQC and/or lack of effluent data (see Table B of the Fact

Sheet for full RPA results).

t3

CTR
No.

Constituentlll wQo/
wQc
$etL)

Basist2l MEC
0rytL)

Maximum
Ambient

Background
Conc. (tts.lL)

Reasonable
Potential

(Trigger Typ.) l'l

Antimonv T4 CTR. hh t.2 0.337 No

2 Arsenic 36 BP. sw aa
JI 2.63 Yes (Trieeer l)

4 Cadmium 0.8 BP, fW,
H:68

0.2 0.03 No

5a Chromium (III
or total)

lsl CTR, fW,
H:68

119 5t.2 No

5b Chromium (VI) ll BP, fW,
H:68

<l NA No

6 Copper aaJ. t CTR. sw 32.8 5.31 Yes (Trisser I
4

Lead 2.0 BP, fW,

H:68
4.6 l.3l Yes (Trigger l)

8 Mercury* 0.025 BP. sw 0.134 0.016 Yes (Trigser I

9 Nickel* 8.3 BP. sw IJ 6.73 Yes (Trieeer I
l0 Selenium* 5.0 NTR. fw/sw 48.6 0.43 Yes (Trieeer I

ll Silver 2.1 BP, fW,

H:68
0.1 0.044 No

t2 Thallium t.7 CTR, hh 0.1 0.t4 No

13 Zinc 86 BP, fW,
H:68

90 9.39 Yes (Trigger 1)

T4 Cyanide 1.0 NTR. sw 7 0.5 Yes (Trisser I

TCDD TEO* I .3 x 10-o BP. narrative 5.9 I x 10-7 4.8x l0-8 Yes (Trigger I

111 Dieldrin* 0.000r4 CTR. hh <0.002 0.00038 Yes (Trieeer 2)

ll8 Heptachlor
Enoxide

0.0001 CTR, hh <0.002 0.00017 Yes (Trigger 2)

I 19-
t2s

Total
Polychlorinated
Biphevls GCBs)

0.00017 CTR, hh <0.08 Not available No

Total PAHs l5 BP. sw 0.07 0.023 No

CTRnos. l7-
126 except 68,
lll and ll8

Various
or NA

CTR, hh Non-
detect,

less than
WQC, or
no WOC

Less than WQC
or not available

No or
undeterminedtal
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SpeciJic Pollutants

47. Dioxin TEQ

The CTR establishes a numeric human health WQC of 0.013 picograms per liter (pgll-) for

2,3,7,8-tetrachlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) based on consumption of water and

aquatic organisms. The preamble of the CTR states that California NPDES permits should use

toiicity equivalents (TEQ$ where dioxinlike compounds have a reasonable potential with

,.rp""i to narrative criteria. In U.S. EPA's Nationai Recommended WQOs, December 200?iUjS'

EPA published the 1998 World Health Organization (WHO) Toxicity EquivalenceFactor (TEF)'

scheme. In addition, the CTR preamble stales U.S. EPA's intent to adopt revised WQC guidance

subsequent to their health r""ri.r.-.nt for dioxin-like compounds. The SIP applies to all toxic

pollutants, including dioxins and furans. The SIP requires a limitation for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, if a

iimitation is necessary, and requires monitoring for a minimum of 3 years by all major NPDES

dischargers for the other 16 dioxin and furan compounds.

The Basin Plan contains a narrative WQO for bioaccumulative substances:

"Many pollutants can accumulate on particulates, in sediments, or bioaccumulate in fish and other

aquatic-organisms. Controllable water quality factors shall not cause a detrimental increase in

concentrations of toxic substances found in bottom sediments or aquatic life. Effects on aquatic

organisms, wildlife, and human health will be considered."

This nanative WQO applies to dioxin and furan compounds, based in part on the consensus of the

scientific community that these compounds associate with particulates, accumulate in sediments,

and bioaccumulate in the fatty tissue of fish and other organisms.

U.S. EPA's 303(d) listing determined that the narrative objective for bioaccumulative pollutants

was not met because of the levels of dioxins and furans in the fish tissue.

The Discharger has conducted four sampling events for dioxins and furans, all four TCDD TEQ

sample concentrations are higher than the WQC, therefore, there is reasonable potential for

TCDD TEQ

48. Dieldrin and Heptachlor Epoxide.

a. The Board could not perform RPA Trigger I analysis for dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide because

the effluent data consisted of all nondetect values, and all the detection limits reported are higher

than the WQC (Section 1.3 of the SIP). The Board conducted the RPA by comparing the WQC

with RMP ambient background concentration data gathered using research-based sample

collection, concentration, and analytical methods. This analysis concluded that the background

concentrations are grcater than the WQC, and therefore, dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide have

reasonable potential, and numeric WQBELs are required.

tThc 1998 WHO scheme includes TEFs for dioxin-like PCBs. Since dioxin-like PCBs are already included

within "'l'otal PCBs," for which the CTR has established a specific standard, dioxin-like PCBs are not

included in this Order's version of the TEF scheme.

b.

c.

d.

t4
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b. The current 303(d) list includes the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta as impaired for dieldrin. The

Board intends to develop TMDLs that will lead to the overall reduction of dieldrin. The WQBELs
specified in this Order may be changed to reflect the WLAs from this TMDL. Ongoing studies

are investigating the feasibility and reliability of different methods of increasing sample volumes

to lower the detection limits for pesticides. If analytical methodologies improve and the detection

levels decrease to a point that show discharge concentrations above the limitations in this Order,

the Board will reevaluate the Discharger's feasibility to comply with the limitations and

determine the need for a compliance schedule and interim performance-based limitations at that

time.

49. Polychlorinated Biphenyl compounds (PCBs).

PCB effluent data from 2002-2003 indicate non-detect values. where the minimum detection limits
range from 0.03 to 0.08 pgll, for the six aroclors. The minimum detection limit significantly exceeds

the WQC or 0.00017 pgll,. Therefore, trigger I (MEC>WQC) is not activated (as per the SIP).

Trigger 2 (B>WQC) for PCBs was not evaluated in the RPA because background dala are

unavailable. PCBs are not used in the Discharger's transformers nor have PCB-contaminated
materials/wastes been found at the site. Based on a complete RPA (evaluating all three triggers), the

Board determined that a PCB effluent limitations are not warranted at this time.

50. Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs).

This Order implements the policy and regulations of the CTR and SIP in regard to PAHs, i.e.,

reasonable potential is determined for individual PAHs. The Basin Plan contains a WQO for total
PAHs for the protection of saltwater aquatic life of 15 pglL, as a 24-hour average; therefore, a RPA
was also performed for total PAHs. The Discharger has monitoring data collected from four sampling

events 1n2002-2003 for all 16 individual PAHs, only one PAH compounds (phenanthrene) was

detected at 0.07 trtg/L, and all other concentrations are non-detect with MDLs ranging from 0.02-0.17
pgll.. Therefore, the total PAH concentration is determined to be 0.07 pglL, and there is no

reasonable potential for individual or total PAHs based on Trigger 1. The maximum background
concentration at San Joaquin River RMP station is also lower than the WQO. Continued monitoring
for these pollutants is required by Provision D.2.

51. Other Organics.

The Discharger has performed sampling and analysis for most organic constituents listed in the CTR.
The data were used to perform the RPA. The full RPA is presented as an attachment in the Fact

Sheet. The Discharger will continue to monitor for these constituents in the effluent and the receiving
water in accordance with the Board's August 6,2001 letter and Self-Monitoring Program using

analytical methods that provide the best feasible detection limits. When additional data become

available, further RPA will be conducted to determine whether to add numeric effluent limitations to

the Order or to continue monitoring.

52. Effluent Monitoring. This Order does not include effluent limitations for constituents that do not
show reasonable potential, but continued monitoring for them is required as described in the SMP and

a separate letter dated August 6,2001, from the Executive Officer. If concentrations of these

constituents increase significantly the discharger will be required to investigate the source of the

increases and establish remedial measures if the increases result in a reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to an excursion above the applicable WQO/WQC.
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53. Permit Reopener. The Order includes a reopener provision to allow numeric effluent limitations to be

added or deleted in the future for any constituent that exhibits or does not exhibit, respectively,
reasonable potential. The Board will make this determination based on monitoring results.

Development of Effluent Limitations

54. Arsenic

Arsenic WQOs. The saltwater WQOs for arsenic in the Basin Plan are 36 pglL for chronrc
protection and 69 trtglL for acute protection, as dissolved metal. Included in the CTR are

translators to convert the dissolved WQOs to total WQOs. Using the CTR translator of L0,
translated WQOs of 36 pglL for chronic protection and 69 StglL for acute protection were used to

determine reasonable potential and calculate effluent limitations

RPA Results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for arsenic because the 37 pgll- MEC
exceeds the governing WQO of 36 pglL, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger 1 as

defined in Finding 43.

WQBELs Jbr Arsenic. The arsenic WQBELs calculated according to the SIP procedures ate 283

pglL as the AMEL and 531 pgll- as the MDEL.

Plant Performance and Attainability. During the period of January 2000 through September

2004,the Discharger's effluent concentrations for arsenic ranged from4.2l pglL to 37 pglL (35

samples). A statistical analysis of the effluent data shows that the Discharger can comply with
the final WQBELs. Continued monitoring for arsenic is required under this Order to provide
effluent data for future permit amendment or permit reissuance.

Antibactcsliding/Antidegradation. The arsenic effluent limitations in this Order are in compliance

with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition against establishment of less stringent
WQBELs because there are no arsenic limitations in the previous Order, therefore no limitations
were relaxed.

55. Copper

Copper WQC. The saltwater criteria for copper in the CTR are 3.1 pglL for chronic protection
and 4.8 pglL for acute protection, as dissolved metal. Included in the CTR are translator values

to convert the dissolved criteria to total criteria. Using the CTR translator of 0.83, translated

criteria of 3.7 Stg/L for chronic protection and 5.8 pglL for acute protection were used to

determine reasonable potential and calculate effluent limitations.

RPA Results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for copper because the 32.8 pg/L MEC
exceeds the governing WQC of 3.7 pglL, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger I as

defined in Finding 43.

WQBELs for Copper. The copper WQBELs calculated according to the SIP procedures are 3.5

pg/L as the AMEL and 4.6 pgll- as the MDEL.

Immediate Compliance Infeasible. The Discharger's Feasibility Study asserts the Discharger

cannot immediately comply with the copper WQBELs. Based on a statistical analysis of the

Discharger's effluent data from January 2000 through September 2004, the Board concurs with
the assertion of infeasibility for copper (see Section IV.6j and Table D of the attached Fact Sheet

for detailed results ofthe statistical analysis).

a.

b.

d.

e.

a.

b.

c.

d.

l6
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e. Interim Performance-based Limitation (IPBL). Because it is infeasible that the Discharger will
immediately comply with the copper WQBELs, an interim limitation is needed. Traditionally,.the
interim limitation is based on the gg.87th percentile of the recent performance data. The 99.87'n

percentile was calculated to be 38.6 pglL, which is less stringent than the previous Order's
effluent limitation of 36 pglL. Therefore, this order establishes a copper IPBL of 36.0 pglL,
expressed as a maximum daily limitation.

f. Plant Pedormance and Attainability. During the period of January 2000 through September

2004, the Discharger's effluent concentrations for copper ranged from 12.2 pglL to 32.8 pglL (74

samples). All74 samples were below the interim limitation of 36.0 StglL. h is therefore expected

that the facility can comply with the interim limitation for copper. Continued monitoring for
copper is required under this Order to provide effluent data for future permit amendment or
permit reissuance.

g. Term of Interim Eftluent Limitation. The copper interim limitation shall remain in effect until
May 17,2010, or until the Board amends the limitations based on additional data or an SSO.

h. Antibacl<sliding/Antidegradation. The copper effluent limitations in this Order are in compliance

with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition against establishment of less stringent

WQBELs because the limits from the previous Order have not been relaxed in this Order.

56. Lead

Lead WOQs/WQC. The freshwater WQOs/WQC for lead in the Basin Plan and CTR are 1.9 pglL
for chronic protection and 50 pglL for acute protection, based on a hardness value of 68 mg/L
CaCO3.

RPA Results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for lead because the 4.6 pgll- MEC
exceeds the governing WQO of 1.9 pglL, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger I as

defined in Finding 43.

WQBELs for Lead. The lead WQBELs calculated according to the SIP procedures are 5.5 pglL
as the AMEL and 14.1 pglL as the MDEL.

Plant Pedormance and Attainability. Dwing the period of January 2000 through September

2004,the Discharger's effluent concentrations ranged from0.27 TtglLto a.6 pglL (42 samples). A
statistical analysis of the effluent data shows that the Discharger can comply with the final
WQBELs. Continued monitoring for lead is required under this Order to provide effluent data for
future permit amendment or permit reissuance.

Antibacl<sliding/Antidegradation. The lead effluent limitations in this Order are in compliance
with the Clean Water Act Section a02@) prohibition against establishment of less stringent

WQBELs because there are no lead limitations in the previous Order, therefore no limitations
were relaxed.

a.

b.

d.

e.
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57. Mercury

a. Mercury IltQOs/WQC. Both the Basin Plan and the CTR include objectives and criteria that
govern mercury in the receiving water. The Basin Plan specifies objectives for the protection of
aquatic life of 0.025 pglL as a 4-day average and2.l pglL as a 1-hour average. The CTR
specifies a long-term average criterion for protection of human health of 0.051 pglL.

b. RPA results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for mercury because the 0.134 pglL
MEC exceeds the governing WQO of 0.025 trtglL, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger
I as defined in Finding 43.

c. Effluent Concentration Limitationfor Mercury. The mercury WQBELs calculated according to

the SIP procedures are 0.018 pg/L as the AMEL and 0.046 pglL as the MDEL.

Immediate Compliance Infeasible. The Discharger's Feasibility Study asserts the Discharger

cannot immediately comply with the mercury WQBELs. Based on statistical analysis of the

Discharger's effluent data from January 2000 through September 2004 the Board concurs with
the assertion of infeasibility (see Section IV.6j and Table D of the attached Fact Sheet for
detailed results of the statistical analysis).

IPBL.Because it is infeasible that the Discharger will immediately comply with the mercury
WQBELs, this Order establishes a mercury IPBL of 0. I 34 pglL, which is the MEC, expressed as

a daily maximum. The previous Order included a maximum daily effluent limitation for mercury
of 0.21pglL.

Plant Performance and Attainability. During the period of January 2000 through September

2004,the Discharger's effluent concentrations ranged from 0.0062 ytglL to 0.134 pglL (72

samples). All72 measurements are below the interim limitation, it is expected that the facility can

comply with the interim limitation of 0.134 prg/L for mercury. Continued monitoring for mercury
is required under this Order to provide effluent data for future permit amendment or permit
reissuance.

Term of IPBL The mercury IPBL shall remain in effect until April 27,2010, or until the Board
amends the limitation based on a WLA in the TMDL. Mercury is listed in the 303(d) list for
Sacramento River/San Joaquin Delta.

Interim Mercury Mass-Emission Limitation. In addition to the concentration-based mercury
IPBL, this Order establishes an interim mercury mass-based effluent limitation of 8.1 g/year.

This limitation is calculated based on the concentration-based maximum daily interim effluent
limitation (0.134 pgll,) and the long-term average effluent flow (43,600 gpd). The previous
permit, Order No. 99-056, did not include mass-based effluent limitations for mercury. The
mass-based effluent limitation in this Order maintains current loadings and is consistent with state

and federal antidegradation and antibacksliding requirements.

Expected Final Mercury Limitations. The need for final mercury WQBELs will be revised to be

consistent with the WLA assigned in the adopted mercury TMDL. A mass limitation based on the

WLA will be incorporated. While the TMDL is being developed, the Discharger will comply
with the performance-based mercury concentration and mass limitations to cooperate in
maintaining current ambient receiving water conditions.

Antibacksliding/Antidegradation. The mercury effluent limitations in this Order are in
compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition against establishment of less

l8

d.

o

h.
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stringent WQBELs because the limits from the previous Order have not been relaxed in this
Order.

58. Nickel

a. Nickel WQOs/WQC. The saltwater WQOs/WQC for nickel in the Basin Plan and CTR are 7.9

pglL for chronic protection and7l.3 pgll. for acute protection, as dissolved metal. Included in

the CTR are translator values to convert the dissolved objectives to total objectives. Using the

CTR translator of 0.951, translated criteria of 8.3 pgll- for chronic protection and 7 5 pglL for
acute protection were used to determine reasonable potential and calculate effluent limitations.

b. RPA Results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for nickel because the 73 pgll- MEC
exceeds the governing WQO/WQC of 8.3 pgll, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger I
as defined in Finding 43.

c. WQBELs for Nickel. The nickel WQBELs calculated according to the SIP procedures are 19

pgll- as the AMEL and 35 pglL as the MDEL.

d. Immediate Compliance Infeasible. The Discharger's Feasibility Study asserts the Discharger

cannot immediately comply with the nickel WQBELs. Based on a statistical analysis of the

Discharger's effluent data from January 2000 through September 2004, the Board concurs with
the assertion of infeasibility (see IV.6j and Table D of the attached Fact Sheet for detailed results

of the statistical analysis).

e. Interim Performance-based Limitation (IPBL). Because it is infeasible that the Discharger will
immediately comply with the nickel WQBELs, due to the existence of fwo potential outliers,
Board staff could not fit a good distribution to the effluent data to estimate the 99.87'n percentile.

This order retains the previous permit limitation for nickel of 53 pg/L as the interim limitation,
expressed as a daily maximum.

f. Plant Performance and Attainability. Dwing the period of January 2000 through September

2004, the Discharger's effluent concentrations ranged from 7.9 ltglL to 73.2 1tg/L (82 samples).

Two samples (73.2 and 58.4 pgll,) out of 82 were greater than the interim limitation of 53 1tglL,
these samples have been determined to be potential outliers as compared to the statistical
distribution fitted to the effluent data. It is therefore expected that the facility can comply with the

interim limitation of 53 pgll, for nickel. Continued monitoring for nickel is required under this
Order to provide effluent data for future permit amendment or permit reissuance.

Term of Interim EffIuent Limitation. The nickel interim limitation shall remain in effect until
December 31,2014, or until the Board amends the limitations based on additional data, an SSO,

or a WLA from a TMDL. During the next permit reissuance, however, the Board may re-

evaluate the nickel interim limitation or evaluate the feasibility of granting a shorter compliance
schedule. Nickel is listed in the 303(d) list for Sacramento River/San Joaquin Delta.

Antibacksliding/Antidegradation. The nickel effluent limitations in this Order are in compliance
with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition against establishment of less stringent

WQBELs because the limits from the previous Order have not been relaxed in this Order.

oD'
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59. Selenium

c.

Selenium WQC. The freshwater criteria for selenium in the NTR are 5 pglL for chronic
protection and 20 trtglL for acute protection.

RPA Results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for selenium because the 48.6 pg/L MEC

exceeds the governing WQC of 5 pglL, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger I as

defined in Finding 43.

\ITQBELs for Selenium. The selenium WQBELs calculated according to the SIP procedures are

3.4 ltglL as the AMEL and9.2 pgll. as the MDEL.

Immediate Compliance Infeasible. The Discharger's Feasibility Study asserts the Discharger

cannot immediately comply with the selenium WQBELs. Based on a statistical analysis of the

Discharger's effluent data from January 2000 through September 2004, the Board concurs with
the assertion of infeasibility (see Section IV.6j and Table D of the attached Fact Sheet for
detailed results of the statistical analysis).

Interim Performance-based Limitation (IPBL). Because it is infeasible that the Discharger will
immediately comply with the selenium WQBELs, this order establishes a selenium IPBL of 48.6

pgll,, which is the MEC, expressed as a daily maximum. It is not possible to fit a reasonably good

distribution to the data and determine statistically-based IPBL.

Ptant Perfonnance and Attainability. During the period of January 2000 through September

2004,the Discharger's effluent concentrations ranged from2 pglLto 48.61tglL (21 samples). All
samples are below the interim limitation, it is therefore expected that the facility can comply with

the interim limitation of 48.6 pglL for selenium. Continued monitoring for selenium is required

under this Order to provide effluent data for future permit amendment or permit reissuance.

Term of Interim EftIuent Limitation. The selenium interim limitation shall remain in effect until
April27 ,2010, or until the Board amends the limitations based on additional data or a selenium

TMDL. However, during the next permit reissuance, the Board may re-evaluate the selenium

interim limitation. Selenium is listed in the 303(d) list for Sacramento River/San Joaquin Delta.

Interim Selenium Mass-Emission Limitation. In addition to the concentration-based selenium

IPBL, this Order establishes an interim selenium mass-based effluent limitation of 2.93 kglyear.
This limitation is calculated based on the concentration-based maximum daily interim effluent

limitation @8.6 Stg/L) and the long-term average effluent flow (43,600 gpd). The previous
permit, Order No. 99-056, did not include mass-based effluent limitations for selenium. The

mass-based effluent limitation in this Order maintains current loadings and is consistent with state

and federal antidegradation and antibacksliding requirements.

Antibacl<sliding/Antidegradation. The selenium effluent limitations in this Order are in
compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition against establishment of less

stringent WQBELs because there are no selenium limitations in the previous Order, therefore no

limitations were relaxed.

b.

d.
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60. Zinc

a. Zinc WQOs/WQC. The freshwater WQOs/WQC for zinc in the Basin Plan and CTR are 86 pglL
for chronic protection and 86 pg/L for acute protection, based on a hardness value of 68 mg/L as

CaCO3, and were used to determine reasonable potential and calculate effluent limitations.

b. RPA Results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for zinc because the 90 pgll- MEC
exceeds the governing WQO of 86 pgll., demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger I as

defined in Finding 43.

c. WQBELs for Zinc. The zinc WQBELs calculated according to the SIP procedures are 408 pglL
as the AMEL and 780 pglL as the MDEL. Although the calculated MDEL is greater than the

previous Order's zinc MDEL of 562 trt/L,the new WQBELs derived using the SIP procedures

are considered to be more protective of the water quality. The SIP methodology projects the zinc
WQOs (both acute and chronic) as a maximum daily limit and average monthly limit while
incorporating site-specific datavariability. The AMEL will limit the discharge to a lower long-
term average level than the previous permit limitation, which only limits the daily maximum
concentration of the effluent, and as a result, the Discharger could practically discharge an

effluent with long-tenn average at the previous MDEL level. Therefore, the new WQBELs are

considered to be more stringent.

d. Plant Performance and Attainability. During the period of January 2000 through September
2004,the Discharger's effluent concentrations for zinc ranged from7.42 pglL to 90 ltglL Qa
samples). All74 samples were below the AMEL of 408 pglL. h is therefore expected that the

facility can comply with the final WQBELs for zinc. Continued monitoring for zinc is required
under this Order to provide effluent data for future permit amendment or permit reissuance.

e. Antibacl<sliding/Antidegradation. The zinc effluent limitations in this Order are in compliance
with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition against establishment of less stringent
WQBELs because the limitations calculated using the SIP's procedures (AMEL:408 pgll-, and

MDEL=780 pglL), as a pair are more stringent than the previous Order's singular MDEL of 562

pslL.

61. Cyanide

a. Cyanide IIQC. The saltwater criteria for cyanide in the NTR are I pglL for chronic protection
and I pg/L for acute protection.

b. RPA Results. This Order establishes effluent limitations for cyanide because the 7 pgll- MEC
exceeds the governing WQC of I pglL, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger 1 as

defined in Finding 43.

WQBELs for Cyanide. The cyanide WQBELs calculated according to the SIP procedures are 3.0

pgll, as the AMEL and 5.5 pglL as the MDEL.

Immediate Compliance Infeasible. The Discharger's Feasibility Study asserts the Discharger
cannot immediately comply with the cyanide WQBELs. Since the Discharger's effluent data

consists primarily of non-detected values, it is not possible to conduct a statistical analysis to
determine compliance feasibility. The Board compared the MEC of the Discharger's effluent data

from January 2000 through September 2004 with the AMEL, and concurred that the Discharger
cannot achieve immediate compliance for cyanide.

c.

d.

2l
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e. Interim Performance-based Limitation (IPBL). Because it is infeasible that the Discharger will
immediately comply with the cyanide WQBELs, this order establishes a cyanide IPBL of 7 pglL,
which is the MEC observed during January 2000 through September 2004.

f. Plant Performance and Attainability. During the period of January 2000 through September

2004,the Discharger's effluent concentrations range from <0.01 pglL to 7 pglL (24 samples). All
24 samples are non-detect, at or below the interim limitation of 7 pglL.It is therefore expected

that the Discharger can comply with the interim limitation of 7 pglL for cyanide. Continued

monitoring for cyanide is required under this Order to provide effluent data for future permit
amendment or permit reissuance.

g. Term of Interim EfiIuent Limitation. The cyanide interim limitation shall remain in effect until
Apri|27,2010, or until the Board amends the limitations based on additional data or an SSO.

h. Antibacl<sliding/Antidegradation. The cyanide effluent limitations in this Order are in compliance
with the Clean Water Act Section 402(o) prohibition against establishment of less stringent
WQBELs because there are no cyanide limitations in the previous Order, therefore no limitations
were relaxed.

62. Dieldrin and Heptachlor Epoxide

a. Dieldrin and Heptachlor Epoxide ITQC.In the CTR, the lowest criteria for dieldrin and

heptachlor epoxide are the human health values of 0.00014 pglL and 0.0001 pgll-, respectively.

b. RPA Results. This Order establishes limitations for dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide because the

ambient background concentrations (0.00033 pglL and 0.00017, respectively) exceed the

governing WQC, demonstrating reasonable potential by Trigger 2 in Finding 43.

Effluent Limitations for Dieldrin and Heptachlor Epoxide. The dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide

WQBELs calculated according to SIP procedures are 0.00014 pglL as the AMEL and 0.00028
pgll, as the MDEL for dieldrin, and 0.0001 pgll- as the AMEL and 0.0002 pglL as the MDEL for
heptachlor epoxide.

Immediate Compliance Infeasible. All dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide effluent values are non-

detect and the detection limits are above the water quality criteria. In addition, the minimum
levels (MLs) are higher than the final WQBELs. Therefore, the Board concurs that the Discharger

cannot achieve immediate compliance.

Interim EffIuent Limitations. Interim limitations are established at the respective MLs. The

interim limitations are as follows: dieldrin is 0.01 pglL andheptachlor epoxide is 0.01 pgll-.
Continued monitoring for dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide is required under this Order to provide
effluent data for future permit amendment or permit reissuance.

Plant Performance and Auainability. Neither dieldrin or heptachlor epoxide have been detected

in the effluent to date and there are no known sources of these pollutants. The Discharger,
therefore, will be able to comply with the interim limitations. Continued monitoring for dieldrin
and heptachlor epoxide is required under this Order to provide effluent data for future permit
amendment or permit reissuance.

Term of Interim Effluent Limitations. The dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide interim effluent
limitations shall remain in effect until May 17 .2010 or until the Board amends the effluent

c.

d.

0
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limitation based on addition data or a TMDL for dieldrin. Dieldrin is listed in the 303(d) list for
Sacramento River/San Joaquin Delta.

h. Expected Final Dieldrin and Heptachlor Epoxide Effluent Limitations. The Board intends to

establish a TMDL that will lead towards overall reduction of dieldrin mass loadings into the

Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta. If the Discharger is found to be contributing to dieldrin
impairment in the Delta, the final effluent limitations will be based on the Discharger's WLAs in
the TMDL. Final Heptachlor Epoxide effluent limitations are based on CTR human health

criteria.

i, Antibactrstiding/Antidegradation. There were no WQBELs for dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide in

the previous permit; therefore, anti-backsliding and anti-degradation provisions do not apply.

63. Dioxin and Furans

a. Dioxin fEQ WQC. The CTR establishes a numeric human health WQC of 0.01 3 pglL for 2,3,7 ,8-
TCDD based on consumption of water and organisms. The preamble of the CTR states that

California NPDES permits should use TEQs where dioxin-like compounds have reasonable

potential with respect to narrative criteria. The preamble further states that U.S. EPA intends to

use the 1998 World Health Organization TEF scheme in the future and encourages California to

use this scheme in State programs. In addition, the CTR preamble states U.S. EPA's intent to
adopt revised WQC guidance subsequent to their health reassessment for dioxin-like compounds.

The Board is using TEQs to translate the narrative WQOs to numeric WQOs for the other l6
congeners.

b. RPA Results. The dioxin TEQ MEC of 0.591 pgll- is above the governing WQC, which triggers
reasonable potential using Trigger I as defined by Finding 43.

c. Effluent Limitations for Dioxin and Furans. The TCDD TEQ WQBELs calculated according to

SIP procedures are 0.013 pgll, as the AMEL and0.026 pg/L as the MDEL.

d. Immediate Compliance Infeasible and Dioxin Efiluent Limitations. For TCDD TEQ, there are

four effluent measurements available, and all are above the WQBELs, in addition, the MLs for all
17 dioxin congers range from 5 pelL to 25 pglL (see BACWA Letter dated April 23 , 2002),

which are higher than the WQBELs, therefore, the Board has determined that it is infeasible for
the Discharger to achieve immediate compliance. Since the effluent data are too limited, as a

result, this permit does not contain an interim effluent limitation or a compliance schedule for
TCDD TEQ. The final limitations for TCDD TEQ will be based on the WLA assigned to the

Discharger in the TMDL.

e. EfiIuent Monitoring. This Order requires additional dioxin monitoring to complement the Clean

Estuary Project's special dioxin project, consisting of impairment assessment and a conceptual
model for dioxin loading into the Bay. Continued monitoring for dioxins and furans compounds

The permit will be reopened, as appropriate, to include interim dioxin TEQ limitations when

additional data become available.
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Whole Effluent Acute Toxicity

64. This Order includes monitoring and effluent limitations for whole-effluent acute toxicity that are

similar to the previous order. Compliance evaluation is based on 96-hour flow-through bioassays. All
bioassays shall be performed according to the U.S. EPA-approved method in 40 CFR Part 136,

currently "Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Water, 5th Edition",
with exceptions granted to the Discharger by the Executive Officer and the Environmental Laboratory
Accreditation Program (ELAP). The previous Order required testing of two species (three-spine

stickleback and rainbow trout (or fathead minnow). Monthly bioassay tests of both species has shown

90-100% survival since January 2000. The Discharger has conducted an acute species sensitivity
study dated December 10, 2003 to determine the more sensitive species between fathead minnow and

rainbow trout, using U.S. EPA 4th Edition Method, and static renewal protocol. The results of the

study indicate that the two species show no significant difference in sensitivity to Site I effluent.
Therefore, this Order requires the Discharger to use the U.S. EPA most recently promulgated testing

method, currently the 5th edition with one testing species: rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) or
fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas).

Whole Effluent Chronic Toxicity

65. a. Permit Requiremenfs. This permit includes requirements for chronic toxicity monitoring based on

the Basin Plan narrative toxicity objective, and in accordance with U.S. EPA and SWRCB Task
Force guidance, and BPJ. This permit includes the Basin Plan narrative toxicity objective as the

applicable effluent limitation, implemented via monitoring with numeric values as "triggers" to
initiate accelerated monitoring and to initiate a chronic toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE) as

necessary. The permit requirements for chronic toxicity are also consistent with the CTR and SIP

requirements.

b. Compliance Species. The Discharger was not required to conduct chronic toxicity monitoring
under the previous permit, therefore test species have not been selected. Therefore, the

Discharger is required to conduct an initial species screening to determine the most sensitive
species. After which, the compliance species will be selected by the Discharger, and approved by
the Executive Officer prior to commencing toxicity testing.

c. Permit Reopener. The Board will consider amending this permit to include numeric toxicity
limitations if the Discharger fails to aggressively implement all reasonable control measures

included in its approved TRE workplan, following detection of consistent significant non-
artifactual toxicitv.

Pollutant Minimization/ Pollution Prevention

66. The Discharger has not established a Pollution Prevention Program.

a. For constituents identified under Effluent Limitations, Section B, the Discharger will conduct
appropriate source control or pollutant minimization measures that are consistent with its request

and justification for compliance schedules in accordance with SIP Section 2.1 (see Finding 38).

For constituents with compliance schedules under this permit, the applicable source control and

pollutant minimization requirements of Section 2.1 of the SIP will apply.

b. Additionally, Section 2.4.5 of the SIP specifies under what situations and for which priority
pollutant(s) (i.e., reportable priority pollutants) the Discharger shall be required to conduct a

Pollutant Minimization Prosram in accordance with Section 2.4.5.1.

.A
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There may be some redundancy between the Pollution Prevention Program and the Pollutant
Minimization Program requirements.

Where the two programs' requirements overlap, the Discharger is allowed to continue, modify, or

expand its existing Pollution Prevention Program to satisfy the Pollutant Minimization Program

requirements.

Requirement for Monitoring of Pollutants in Effluent and Receiving Water to Implement New

Statewide Regulations and Policy

67 . SlP-Required Dioxin Study. The SIP states that each Board shall require major and minor publicly
owned treatment works (POTWs) and industrial dischargers in its region to conduct effluent
monitoring for the 2,3,7,}-TCDD congeners, whether or not an effluent limitation is required for
2,3,7,}-TCDD. The Discharger complied with this requirement by sampling 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 16

congeners on March 14,2002, September 26, 2002, February 4,2003, and August 5,2003'

68. On August 6,2001,the Board sent a letter to all the permitted dischargers pursuant to Section 13267

of the California Water Code requiring the submittal of effluent and receiving water data on priority
pollutants. This formal request for technical information addresses the insufficient effluent and

ambient background data, and the dioxin study. The letter (described above) is referenced throughout
the permit as the "August 6, 2001 Letter".

69. Pursuant to the August 6,2001Letter from Board Stafi the Discharger was required to submit
workplans and sampling results for characterizing the levels of selected constituents in the effluent'
The Discharger collected and analyzed 4 effluent samples for the 126 priority pollutants during
200212003. These data were used in the RPA and limitation calculations in this Order. The

Discharger is required to complete the remaining monitoring requirements, if any, according to its
approved sampling plan submitted under the August 6,2001Letter.

Monitoring Requirements (Self-Monitoring Program)

70. The SMP includes monitoring at the outfall and receiving waters for conventional, non-conventional,
toxic pollutants, acute and chronic toxicity.

Eftluent Monitoring. The SMP contains the same monitoring requirements for conventional
pollutants for both effluent and receiving water. TSS, oil and grease, and settleable matter sampling

are required monthly to evaluate compliance with technology based effluent limitations and to

evaluate the quality of the discharge. Continuous temperature and pH monitoring is required.
Monthly monitoring is required for arsenic, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, zinc and cyanide

to determine compliance with effluent limitations. For TCDD TEQ, dieldrin, and heptachlor epoxide

semiannual monitoring is required to determine compliance with permit requirements. A minimum of
one sampling is required for the 126 priority pollutants, and the results to be submitted at least I 80

days prior to the permit expiration, with the permit renewal application. This Order requires monthly

acute toxicity monitoring for the first l2 months after the permit becomes effective, then the sampling

may be reduced to quarterly if no acute toxicity is detected, upon approval by the Executive Officer
(the SMP specifies the detailed requirements for this switch). Semiannual chronic toxicity sampling

has been added to determine compliance with permit requirements, if effluent limitations are

exceeded, accelerated monitoring should be performed on a monthly basis until compliance is
achieved.

c.

d.
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Chlorine Residual Monitoring. A chlorine technology based effluent limitation is required for all
steam electric power generating plants (40 CFR 423). Since chlorine is not currently used at the site,

chlorine residual monitoring is conditionally waived (Hourly chlorine monitoring is required when

and if chlorine is used in the future). The authority to waive monitoring for a constituent with
technology based effluent limitations is contained in 40 CFP. 122.44(a)(2).

Basin Plan Discharge Prohibition

71. The Basin Plan prohibits the discharge of any wastewater, which has particular characteristics of
concern to beneficial uses at any point at which the wastewater does not receive an initial dilution of
at least 10:1. In part, the Basin Plan states, "this prohibition will ... provide a buffer against the

effects of abnormal discharges caused by temporary plant upsets or malfunctions..."

72. The discharge is consistent with Prohibition 1. This is because the discharge is low volume (cunently
long term average flow rate is 43,600 gpd), contains primarily non-process cooling tower blowdown,
and is to deep water in New York Slough.

Removal of PCB Prohibition

73. The PCB discharge prohibition is not continued in this Order. Instead, an RPA was conducted to

determine whether a PCB effluent limitation was necessary. The RPA did not trigger the need for a
PCB effluent limitation (see Finding 49).

Other Discharge Characteristics and Permit Conditions

74. O & M Manual. An Operations and Maintenance Manual and Procedures are maintained by the

Discharger for purposes of providing plant and regulatory personnel with a source of information
describing all equipment, recommended operation strategies, process control monitoring, and

maintenance activities as they pertain to compliance with this permit. In order to remain a useful and

relevant document, the manual or procedures shall be kept updated to reflect significant changes in
relevant facility equipment and operation practices.

75. NPDES Permit. This Order serves as an NPDES Permit, adoption of which is exempt from the

provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 2l100) of Division 13 of the Public Resources

Code [California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)]pursuant to Section 13389 of the California
Water Code.

76. Notffication. The Discharger and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Board's
' intent to reissue requirements for the existing discharge and have been provided an opportunity to

submit their written views and recommendations.

77. Public Hearing. The Board, in a public meeting, heard and considered all comments pertaining to the

discharge.
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, pursuant to the provisions of Division 7 of the California Water Code and

regulations adopted thereunder, and to the provisions of the Clean Water Act and regulations and

guidelines adopted thereunder, that the GWF Power Systems, L.P., East Third Street (Site I) Power Plant

shall comply with the following:

A. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

1. Discharge of wastewater at a location or in a manner different from that described in this Order is

prohibited.

2. Discharge of wastewater at E-001 atany point at which the wastewater does not receive a

minimum initial dilution of at least l0:1 is prohibited.

3. Chemicals used in any metal components cleansing, flushing, washdown, algae control, or
corrosion and deposition inhibition shall not contain copper, zinc, chromium, or other heavy

metal constituents.

4. Discharges of water, materials, or wastes other than storm water, which are not otherwise
authorized by an NPDES permit, to a storm drain system or waters of the State are prohibited.

5. The discharge ofall toxic and deleterious substances, above those levels that can be achieved by a

program acceptable to the Board, is prohibited.

B. EFFLUENTLIMITATIONS

The following effluent limitations apply to effluent discharged to New York Slough:

Conventional Pollutants

1. Discharge E-001 shall not exceed the following limitations:

Constituent Units 30-Dav Averase Maximum Dailv
Total Susoended Solids melL 30 45

kglday 10.69 16.04

Oil and Grease ms,lL 10 20

kg/day 3.s6 7.t3
Settleable Matter ml/l-hr 0.1 0.2
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2. pH: The pH of the discharge shall not exceed 9 nor be less than 6 standard units. If the

Discharger employs continuous pH monitoring, the Discharger shall be in compliance with the

pH limitation specified herein, provided that both of the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) The total time during which the pH values are outside the required range shall not exceed

7 hours and26 minutes in any calendar month.

(2) No individual excursion from the required range of pH values shall exceed 60 minutes.

Chlorine residual (if chlorine is used): 0.02 mglL,as instantaneous maximum

Temperature Requirement:

The temperature ofthe discharge shall not exceed a daily average of86 degrees F.

Toxic Pollutants

5. Whole Effluent Acute Toxicitv

a. Representative samples of Discharge E-001 shall meet the following limitations for acute

toxicity. Compliance with these limitations shall be achieved in accordance with Provision
D.9 of this Order.

i. The survival of bioassay test organisms in 96-hour bioassays of undiluted effluent shall
be:

(1) An l1-sample median value of not less than 90 percent survival (a(ri)(r)) 
; and

(2) An 11-sample 90th percentile value of not less than 70 percent trr*iuu1 (a(iiX2))

These acute toxicity limitations are further defined as follows:

(1) 11-sample median limit:

Any bioassay test showing survival of 90 percent or greater is not a violation of this
limit. If five or more of the past ten or fewer bioassay tests also show less than 90

percent survival, then survival of less than 90 percent on the next sample represents a

violation of the effluent limitation.

(2) 90th percentile limit:

2 Requirement defined as below the limit of detection in standard test methods defined in the latest EPA
approved edition of Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater. The discharger
may elect to use a continuous on-line monitoring system(s) for measuring flows, chlorine and sodium
bisulfite dosage (including a safety factor) and concentration to prove that chlorine residual exceedances

are false positives. If convincing evidence is provided, Board staff will conclude that these false positive
chlorine residual exceedances are not violations of this permit limitation. Chlorine residual monitoring is

required only if chlorine is used.

3.

4.
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Any bioassay test showing survival of 70 percent or greater is not a violation of this

limit. If one or more of the past ten or fewer bioassay tests also show less than 70

percent survival, then survival of less than70 percent on the next sample represents a

violation of the effluent limitation.

b. If in the future, the Discharger will perform acute toxicity tests on a quarterly basis after the

conditions and requirements, as described in Finding 70 and in the Self-Monitoring Program,

Table 1, Footnote [6], are met, the following effluent limitations shall be used to determine

compliance:

i. The survival of bioassay test organisms in 96-hour bioassays of undiluted effluent shall

be:

(l) A 3-sample median value of not less than 90 percent survival o(ii)(r)) ' and

(2) A single sample maximum not less than 70 percent survival.

ii. 3-sample median limit is further defined as:

Any bioassay test showing survival of 90 percent or greater is not a violation of this

limit. If one of the past two or fewer bioassay tests also show less than 90 percent

survival, then survival of less than 90 percent on the next sample represents a

violation of the effluent limitation.

Bioassays shall be performed using the most up-to-date U.S. EPA protocol and the most

sensitive species as specified in writing by the Executive Officer based on the most recent

screening test results. Bioassays shall be conducted in compliance with "Methods for
Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Water to Freshwater and Marine
Organisms", currently 5th Edition (EPA-821-R-02-012), with exceptions granted to the

Discharger by the Executive Officer and the Environmental Laboratory Accreditation
Program (ELAP) upon the Discharger's request with justification.

If the Discharger demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer that toxicity
exceeding the levels cited above is caused by ammonia and that the ammonia in the discharge
is not adversely impacting receiving water quality or beneficial uses, then such toxicity does

not constitute a violation of this effluent limit.

6. Whole Effluent Chronic Toxicity

a. Compliance with the Basin Plan narrative toxicity objective shall be demonstrated according

to the following tiered requirements based on results from representative samples of the

treated effluent meeting test acceptability criteria and Provision D.9:

(1) Routine monitoring;

(2) Accelerated monitoring after exceeding a single sample maximum of 10 TUc or greater.

Accelerated monitoring shall be performed on a monthly basis.

(3) Return to routine monitoring if accelerated monitoring does not exceed the "trigger" in
"2", above;

d.
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(4) Initiate approved toxicity identification evaluation/toxicity reduction evaluation
(TIE/TRE) work plan if accelerated monitoring confirms consistent toxicity above the

"tigger" in"2", above;

(5) Return to routine monitoring after appropriate elements of TRE work plan are

implemented and either the toxicity drops below "tigger" level in "2", above or, based

on the results of the TRE, the Executive Officer authorizes a refurn to routine monitoring.

b. Test Species and Methods: The Discharger shall conduct routine monitoring with the most
sensitive species determined during the most recent chronic toxicity screening performed by
the Discharger and approved by the Executive Officer. Chronic Toxicity Monitoring
Screening Phase Requirements, Critical Life Stage Toxicity Tests and definitions of terms
used in the chronic toxicity monitoring are identified in Attachment A of the SMP. The
Discharger shall comply with these requirements as applicable to the discharge. In addition,
bioassays may be conducted in compliance with the most recently promulgated test methods,
currently "Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and

Receiving Water to Marine and Estuarine Organisms," currently third edition (EPA-821-R-
02-014), and "Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and

Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms," currently fourth Edition (EPA-821-R-02-013),
with exceptions granted the Discharger by the Executive Officer and the Environmental
Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).

7. Toxic Substances Effluent Limitations

The discharge of effluent containing constituents in excess of the following limitations contained in
Table 4 is prohibited:

Table 4. Effluent Limitations for Toxic Pollutants trlt2l

CONSTITUENTS NOTES WQBELS
pglL

Interim Limitations
ttglL

Daily
Maximum

Monthly
Average

Daily Maximum

Arsenic 531 283

Copper f3t 36

Lead t4 5.5

Mercury I4tf5t 0.r34
Mass Limitation l6t 8.1 s/vear

Nickel l7l 53

Selenium t41 48.6

Mass Limitation t6t 2.93 ks.lyear

Zinc 780 408
Cvanide t.4tf8t 7

Dieldrin f3t 0.01

Heotachlor Eooxide f3t 0.01

All analyses shall be performed using current U.S. EPA methods, or equivalent methods approved in
writing by the Executive Officer. The Discharger is in violation of the limitation if the discharge
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concentration exceeds the effluent limitation and the reported ML for the analysis for that
constituent.

b. Limitations apply to the average concentration of all samples collected during the averaging period
(daily = 24-hour period; monthly: calendar month).

[2] A daily maximum or average monthly value for a given constituent shall be considered noncompliant
with the effluent limitations only if it exceeds the effluent limitation and the reported ML for that
constituent. The table below indicates the lowest ML that the Discharger's laboratory must achieve for
compliance determination purposes.

Constituent ML (trgll,)

Arsenic I

Copper 0.5

Lead 0.5
Mercury 0.002
Nickel I

Selenium I

Zinc I

Cyanide 5

Dieldrin 0.01

Heotachlor Enoxide 0.0r

[3] These interim limitations shall remain in effect until May 17,2010 or until the Board amends the

limitation based on additional data, SSO, or the WLAs in respective TMDLs.

[4] These interim limitations shall remain in effect until April 27 ,2010 or until the Board amends the

limitation based on additional data, SSO, or the WLAs in respective TMDLs.

[5] Effluent mercury monitoring shall be performed by using ultra-clean sampling and analysis

techniques, with a method detection limit of 0.002 pgll- or lower.

[6] Compliance with mercury and selenium mass limitations shall be determined annually using the sum

of the monthly mass loadings calculated in accordance with Standard Provisionsby calendar year. If a

concentration is non-detect. the detection limit shall be used in the calculation. Results of the

calculation shall be submitted with the annual report.

[7] The interim limitation for nickel shall remain in effect until December 31,2014 or until the Board
amends the limitation based on additional data or a SSO.

[8] Compliance may be demonstrated by measurement of weak acid dissociable cyanide.

C. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

1. The discharge of waste shall not cause the following conditions to exist in waters of the State at

any place:

a. Floating, suspended, or deposited macroscopic particulate matter or foam;

b. Bottom deposits or aquatic growths to the extent that such deposits or growths cause nuisance
or adversely affect beneficial uses;

c. Alteration of temperature (except as allowed by this permit), turbidity, or apparent color
beyond present natural background levels;

3l
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d. Visible, floating, suspended, or deposited oil or other products of petroleum origin; and

e. Toxic or other deleterious substances to be present in concentrations or quantities which will
cause deleterious effects on wildlife, waterfowl, or other aquatic biota, or which render any of
these unfit for human consumption, either at levels created in the receiving waters or as a

result of biological concentration.

2. The discharge of waste shall not cause the following limitations to be exceeded in waters of the

State at any place within one foot of the water surface:

a. Dissolved Oxygen: 7.0 mglL, minimum

The median dissolved oxygen concentration for any three consecutive months shall not be

less than 80% of the dissolved oxygen content at saturation. When natural factors cause

concentrations less than that specified above, then the discharge shall not cause further
reduction in ambient dissolved oxygen concentrations.

b. Dissolved Sulfide;

c. pH:

d. Un-ionized Ammonia:

e. Nutrients:

0.1mglL, maximum

Variation from normal ambient pH by more than 0.5 pH units.

0.025 mglL as N, annual median; and

0.16 mglL as N, maximum.

Waters shall not contain biostimulatory substances in
concentrations that promote aquatic growths to the extent that
such growths cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.

3. The discharge shall not cause a violation of any particular water quality standard for receiving
waters adopted by the Board or the State Board as required by the Clean Water Act and
regulations adopted thereunder. If more stringent applicable water quality standards are

promulgated or approved pursuant to Section 303 of the Clean Water Act, or amendments thereto,
the Board will revise and modify this Order in accordance with such more stringent standards.

D. PROVISIONS

1. Permit Compliance and Rescission of Previous Waste Discharge Requirements

The Discharger shall comply with all sections of this Order upon the effective date of this Order, which is

May 19, 2005. At which time the Requirements prescribed by this Order supersede the requirements
prescribed by Order No. 99-056, and Order No. 99-056 will be rescinded.
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Special Studies

2. Effluent Characterization for Selected Constituents

The Discharger shall continue to monitor and evaluate the discharge from Outfall E-001 for the

constituents listed in Enclosure A of the Board's August 6,2001Letter, according to its approved
sampling plan submitted under the August 6,2001Letter. If all sampling requirements have been

fulfilled prior to this permit effective date, the Discharger shall monitor, for a minimum one

sampling event, the 126 priority pollutants, during the permit effective term. Compliance with
this requirement shall be achieved in accordance with the specifications stated in the Board's
August 6,2001Letter under Effluent Monitoring for Minor Dischargers.

Reporting: A final report that presents all the data shall be submitted to the Board no later than

180 days prior to the permit expiration date. This final report shall be submitted with the

application for permit reissuance.

3. Receiving Water Monitoring

The Discharger shall continue to collect or participate in collecting background ambient receiving
water data with other dischargers and/or through the RMP. This information is required to
perform RPA and to calculate effluent limitations. To fulfill this requirement, the Discharger shall
submit data sufficient to characterize the concentration of each toxic pollutant listed in the CTR
in the ambient receiving water. The data on the conventional water quality parameters (pH,
salinity, and hardness) shall also be sufficient to characterize these parameters in the ambient
receiving water at a point after the discharge has mixed with the receiving waters. The frequency
of the monitoring shall consider the seasonal variability of the receiving water. The Discharger
shall submit a final report that presents all the data to the Board 180 days prior to permit
expiration. This final report shall be submitted with the application for permit reissuance.

4. Cyanide Compliance Schedule and Site-Specific Objective (SSO) Study

The Discharger shall comply with the following tasks and deadlines:

Tasks Compliance Date

a. Compliance Schedule. The Discharger should track
relevant national studies, participate in regional studies and
implement measures identified in their Feasibility Study.
Results from these studies should enable the Board to
determine compliance with final WQBELS during the next
permit reissuance.

Annual progress reports to be

included with the Discharger's
Annual Self-Monitoring reports
beginning in2006.

b. SSO Study. The Discharger shall actively participate in
the development of regional SSOs for cyanide.

Annual progress reports to be

included with the Discharger's
Annual Self-Monitoring reports
beginning in 2006.

c. Conduct evaluation of compliance attainability with
appropriate final limitations and submit report to the E.O.
describing conclusions.

180 days prior to Order
expiration
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5. Pollutant Prevention / Pollution Minimization Program

a. The Discharger shall develop a Pollution Prevention Program in order to reduce pollutant
loadings to the receiving waters.

b. The Discharger shall submit an annual report, acceptable to the Executive Officer, no later

than February 28tn of each year. Annual reports shall cover January throush December of the

Preceding Year.

Annual report shall include at least the following information:

(D A brief description of thefacility.

(ii) A discussion of the current pollutants of concern. Periodically, the Discharger shall

analyze its own situation to determine which pollutants are currently a problem and/or

which pollutants may be potential future problems. This discussion shall include the

reasons why the pollutants were chosen. In particular, the Discharger shall include

those pollutants with effluent limits identified in Section B of this Order.

(iii) Identification of sourcesfor the pollutants of concern. This discussion shall include
how the Discharger intends to estimate and identify sources of the pollutants. The
Discharger should also identify sources or potential sources not directly within the

ability or authority of the Discharger to control such as pollutants in the water supply
and air deposition.

(iv) Identification of tasks to reduce the sources of the pollutants of concern. This
discussion shall identify and prioritize tasks to address the Discharger's pollutants of
concern. The Discharger may implement tasks themselves or participate in group,

regional, or national tasks that will address its pollutants of concern. The Discharger is

strongly encouraged to participate in group, regional, or national tasks that will address

its pollutants of concern whenever it is efficient and appropriate to do so. A time line
shall be included for the implementation of each task.

(v) Continuation of outreach tasks for employees. The Discharger shall develop outreach
tasks for its employees. The overall goal of this task is to inform employees about the

pollutants of concern, potential sources, and how they might be able to help reduce the

discharge of pollutants of concern into the facility. The Discharger may provide a

forum for employees to provide input to the Program.

(vi) Discussion of criteria used to measure the Program's and tasks' ffictiveness. The
Discharger shall establish criteria to evaluate the effectiveness of its Pollution
Prevention Program. This shall also include a discussion of the specific criteria used to
measure the effectiveness of each of the tasks in item b. (iii), b. (iv), and b. (v).

(vii) Documentation of efforts and progress. This discussion shall detail all of the

Discharger's activities in the Pollution Prevention Program during the reportingyear.

(viii) Evaluation of Program's and tasks' ffictiveness. This Discharger shall utilize the

criteria established in b. (vi) to evaluate the Program's and tasks' effectiveness.

)+
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(ix) Identification of specific tasks and time schedules for future efforts. Based on the

evaluation, the Discharger shall detail how it intends to continue or change its tasks in

order to more effectively reduce the amount of pollutants in its effluent.

c. According to Section 2.4.5 of the SIP, when there is evidence that a priority pollutant is

present in the effluent above an effluent limitation and either:

(i) A sample result is reported as detected, but not quantified (less than the Minimum
Level) and the effluent limitation is less than the reported Minimum Level; or

(ii) A sample result is reported as not detected (less than the Method Detection Limit) and

the effluent limitation is less than the Method Detection Limit, or

(iii) For Dioxin TEQ, if the effluent concentrations exceed the WQO.

The Discharger shall expand its existing Pollution Prevention Program to include the

reportable priority pollutant. A priority pollutant becomes a reportable priority pollutant
when (1) there is evidence that it is present in the effluent above an effluent limitation and

either (c)(i) or (c) (ii) is triggered or (2) if the concentration of the priority pollutant in the

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

reported Minimum Level.

d. If triggered by the reasons in Provision 5.c and notified by the Executive Officer, the

discharger's Pollution Prevention Program shall, within 6 months, also include:

(i) An annual review and semi-annual monitoring of potential sources of the reportable
priority pollutant(s), which may include fish tissue monitoring and other bio-uptake
sampling, or alternative measures approved by the Executive Officer when it is
demonstrated that source monitoring is unlikely to produce useful analytical data;

(ii) Quarterly monitoring for the reportable priority pollutant(s) in the influent, or
alternative measures approved by the Executive Officer when it is demonstrated that

influent monitoring is unlikely to produce useful analytical data;

(iii) Submittal of a control strategy designed to proceed toward the goal of maintaining
concentrations of the reportable priority pollutant(s) in the effluent at or below the

effluent limitation;

(iv) Development of appropriate cost-effective control measures for the reportable priority
pollutant(s), consistent with the control strategy; and

(v) An annual status report that shall be sent to the RWQCB including:

l. All Pollution Prevention monitoring results for the previous year;

2. A list of potential sources of the reportable priority pollutant(s);

3. A summary of all actions undertaken pursuant to the control strategy; and

4. A description of actions to be taken in the following year.
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e. To the extent where the requirements of the Pollution Prevention Program and the Pollutant
Minimization Program overlap, the discharger is allowed to continue/modify/expand its

existing Pollution Prevention Program to satisfy the Pollutant Minimization Program
requirements.

f. These Pollution Prevention/Pollutant Minimization Program requirements are not intended to

fulfill the requirements in The Clean Water Enforcement and Pollution Prevention Act of
1999 (Senate Bill 709).

6. Compliance Attainability Analysis for Nickel

The Discharger shall compile and submit nickel effluent data collected during the permit term, and

a WQBEL attainability analysis at least 180 days prior to the permit expiration. This analysis shall
indicate whether it is feasible for the Discharger to comply with the final WQBELs for nickel
before the permit expires. This analysis shall also include information on the Discharger's past

pollution prevention and source control measures to address nickel in the effluent, and propose new
measures to reduce the pollutant in the future, if applicable.

7. Storm Water Pollution Prevention PIan and Annual Report

The Discharger shall submit an updated Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
acceptable to the Executive Officer by October lst of each year. If the Discharger determines that it
does not need to update its SWPPP, it shall submit a letter to the Executive Officer that indicates no

revisions are necessary and the last year it updated its SWPPP. The Discharger shall implement the

SWPPP and the SWPPP shall comply with the requirements contained in the attached Standard
provisions. The fist annual update under this Order is due October 1, 2005.

The Discharger shall submit an annual storm water report by July lst of each year covering data

for the previous wet weather season for the identified storm water discharge points. The annual
storm water report shall, at a minimum, include: (a) a tabulated summary of all sampling results
and a summary of visual observations taken during the inspections; (b) a comprehensive
discussion ofthe compliance record and any corrective actions taken or planned to ensure

compliance with waste discharge requirements; and (c) a comprehensive discussion of source

identification and control programs for constituents that do not have effluent limitations (e.g.,

total suspended solids).

8. Best Management Practices Program

The Discharger shall submit an updated Best Management Practices (BMP) program to the

Executive Officer for approval by July I of each year. The BMP program shall be consistent
with the requirements of U.S. EPA regulation 40 CFR 125, Subpart K and the general guidance
contained in the "NPDES Best Management Guidance Document", U.S.EPA Report No. 600/9-
79-045, December 1979 (revised June 1981). The first updated report under this Order is due by
July 1,2005.

Toxicity Requirements

9. Whole Effluent Acute Toxicity

Compliance with acute toxicity requirements of this Order shall be achieved in accordance with
the following:
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a. Compliance with the acute toxicity effluent limitations of this Order shall be evaluated by
measuring survival of test organisms exposed to 96-hour flow through bioassays.

b. Test species shall be either fathead minnow or rainbow trout.

c. All bioassays shall be performed according to the "Methods for Measuring the Acute
Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Water to Freshwater and Marine Organisms,"(currently
5th Edition), with exceptions granted to the Discharger by the Executive Officer and the

Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).

d. If the Discharger will use static renewal tests, or continue to use 4th Edition Method, they
must submit a technical report within 90 days of the permit adoption date, identifying the

reasons why flow-through bioassay is not feasible using the approved U.S. EPA protocol
(currently 5th Edition).

10. Whole Effluent Chronic Toxicity

The Discharger shall monitor and evaluate the effluent from Outfall E-001 for chronic toxicity in
order to demonstrate compliance with the Basin Plan narrative toxicity objective. Compliance
with this requirement shall be achieved in accordance with the following.

a. The Discharger shall conduct routine chronic toxicity monitoring in accordance with the SMP
of this Order.

b. If data from routine monitoring exceed a single-sample maximum value of 20 TUc, then the

Discharger shall conduct accelerated chronic toxicity monitoring. Accelerated monitoring
shall be performed on a monthly basis.

(l) TU" (chronic toxicity unit): A TU. equals l00A{OEL (e.g., If NOEL: 100, then toxicity
: I TUc). NOEL is the no observed effect level determined from IC, EC, or NOEC
values.

(2) The terms IC, EC, NOEL and NOEC and their use are defined in Attachment A of the

Self-Monitoring Program (SMP).

If data from accelerated monitoring tests are found to be in compliance with the evaluation
parameters, then routine monitoring shall be resumed.

If accelerated monitoring tests continue to exceed either evaluation parameter, then the
Discharger shall initiate a chronic toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE).

e. The TRE shall be conducted in accordance with the following:

(l) The Discharger shall prepare and submit to the Board for Executive Officer approval a

TRE workplan. An initial generic workplan shall be submitted within 120 days of the

date of adoption of this Order. The workplan shall be reviewed and updated as necessary

in order to remain current and applicable to the discharge and discharge facilities.

(2) The TRE shall be initiated within 30 days of the date of completion of the accelerated
monitoring test observed to exceed either evaluation parameter.

(3) The TRE shall be conducted in accordance with an approved workplan.

d.
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(a) The TRE needs to be specific to the discharge and Discharger facility, and may be in

accordance with current technical guidance and reference materials including U.S. EPA
guidance materials. TRE should be conducted as a tiered evaluation process, such as

summarized below:

(a) Tier 1 consists of basic data collection (routine and accelerated monitoring).

(b)Tier 2 consists of evaluation of optimization of the process including operation
practices, and in-plant process chemicals.

(c) Tier 3 consists of a toxicity identification evaluation (TIE).

(d)Tier 4 consists of evaluation of options for additional effluent processes.

(e) Tier 5 consists of evaluation of options for modifications of in-plant processes.

(f) Tier 6 consists of implementation of selected toxicity control measures, and follow-up
monitoring and confirmation of implementation success.

(5) The TRE may be ended at any stage if monitoring finds there is no longer consistent
toxicity.

(6) The objective of the TIE shall be to identify the substance or combination of substances

causing the observed toxicity. All reasonable efforts using currently available TIE
methodologies should be employed.

(7) As toxic substances are identified or characterized, the Discharger shall continue the TRE
by determining the source(s) and evaluating alternative strategies for reducing or
eliminating the substances from the discharge. All reasonable steps shall be taken to
reduce toxicity to levels consistent with chronic toxicity evaluation parameters.

(8) Many recommended TRE elements parallel required or recommended efforts of source
control, pollution prevention and storm water control programs. TRE efforts should be

coordinated with such efforts. To prevent duplication of efforts, evidence of complying
with requirements or recommended efforts of such programs may be acceptable to
comply with TRE requirements.

(9) The Board recognizes that chronic toxicity may be episodic and identification of causes

of and reduction of sources of chronic toxicity may not be successful in all cases.

Consideration of enforcement action by the Board will be based in part on the
Discharger's actions and efforts to identify and control or reduce sources of consistent
toxicity.

g. Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Screening Phase Requirements, Critical Life Stage Toxicity
Tests and definitions of terms used in the chronic toxicity monitoring are identified in
Attachment A of the SMP. The Discharger shall comply with these requirements as

applicable to the discharge. In addition, bioassays may be conducted in compliance with the
most recently promulgated test methods, currently "Short-Term Methods for Estimating the
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Water to Marine and Estuarine Organisms,"
currently third edition (EPA-821-R-02-014), and "Short-term Methods for Estimating the
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms," currently
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fourth Edition (EPA-821-R-02-013), with exceptions granted the Discharger by the Executive
Officer and the Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).

Optional Studies

11. Optional Site-Specific Translator Study and Schedule for Copper and Nickel

To develop information that may be used to establish WQBELs based on dissolved criteria for
metals that the Discharger has reasonable potential and has shown unable to achieve immediate

compliance with the final WQBELs. Optionally, the Discharger may implement a sampling plan

to collect data for development of dissolved-to-total translators for copper and nickel in the

Discharger's receiving water - New York Slough. If the Discharger chooses to proceed with the

study, the work shall be performed in accordance with the following tasks:

Tasks Schedule

a. Translator study plan: the study plan shall be acceptable to
the Executive Officer and shall outline data collection for
establishment of dissolved-to-total copper and nickel
translators, as discussed in the findings. The study plan shall
provide for development of translators in accordance with the
State Board's SIP, U.S. EPA guidelines, California
Department of Fish and Game approval, and any relevant
portions of the Basin Plan, as amended.

At the Discharger's discretion
during the Order term.

b. Implementation of the plan: if the Discharger conducts a

translator study, it will use field sampling data approximate
to the discharge point and in the vicinity of the discharge
point, or as otherwise provided for in the approved workplan.

As specified in the study plan.

c. Final report: A final report, acceptable to the Executive
Officer, should be submitted, documenting the results of the
copper and nickel translator study.

As specified in the study plan, but
at least 180 days prior to permit
expiration.

12. Optional Mass Offset

The Discharger may submit to the Board for approval a mass offset plan to reduce 303(d)-listed
pollutants to the same watershed or drainage basin. The Board may modify this Order to allow an

approved mass offset program.

Facilities Status Reports and Permit Administration

13. Operations and Maintenance Manualo Review and Status Reports

a. The Discharger shall maintain an Operations and Maintenance Manual (O & M Manual) as

described in the findings of this Order for the Discharger's facilities. The O & M Manual
shall be maintained in useable condition, and available for reference and use by all applicable
personnel.
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The Discharger shall regularly review, and revise or update as necessary, the O & M
Manual(s) in order for the document(s) to remain useful and relevant to current equipment
and operation practices. Reviews shall be conducted annually, and revisions or updates shall
be completed as necessary. For any significant changes in facility equipment or operation
practices, applicable revisions shall be completed within 90 days of completion of such

changes.

The Discharger shall provide the Executive Officer, upon his or her request, a report
describing the current status of its operations and maintenance manual, including any
recommended or planned actions and an estimated time schedule for these actions. The
Discharger shall also include, in each Annual Self-Monitoring Report, a description or
summary of review and evaluation procedures, and applicable changes to, its operations and

maintenance manual.

Contingency PIan, Review and Status Reports.

a. The Discharger shall maintain a Contingency Plan as required by Board Resolution 74-10
(attached), and as prudent in accordance with current facility emergency planning. The
discharge of pollutants in violation of this Order where the Discharger has failed to develop
and/or adequately implement a contingency plan will be the basis for considering such

discharge a willful and negligent violation of this Order pursuant to Section 13387 of the

California Water Code.

b. The Discharger shall regularly review, and update as necessary, the Contingency Plan in
order for the plan to remain useful and relevant to current equipment and operation practices.

Reviews shall be conducted annually, and updates shall be completed as necessary.

c. The Discharger shall provide the Executive Officer, upon his or her request, a report
describing the current status of its contingency plan and review, including any recommended
or planned actions and an estimated time schedule for these actions. The Discharger shall also

include, in each Annual Self-Monitoring Report, a description or summary of review and

evaluation procedures, and applicable changes to, its operations and maintenance manual.

303(d)-Listed Pollutants, Site-Specific Objective and TMDL Status Review

The Discharger shall participate in the development of region-wide TMDL or SSO programs. By
January 3l of each year, the Discharger shall submit an update to the Board to document its
participation efforts toward development of the TMDL(s) or SSO(s). The Board shall review the

status of TMDL development. This Order may be reopened in the future to reflect any changes

required by TMDL development.

New Water Quality Objectives

As new or revised water quality objectives come into effect for the Bay and contiguous water
bodies (whether statewide, regional or site-specific), effluent limitations in this Order will be

modified as necessary to reflect updated water quality objectives. Adoption of effluent
limitations contained in this Order are not intended to restrict in any way future modifications
based on legally adopted water quality objectives.

b.

b.

t4.

15.

16.
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17. Self-MonitoringProgram

The Discharger shall comply with the Self-Monitoring Program (SMP) for this Order as adopted

by the Board. The SMP may be amended by the Executive Officer pursuant to U.S. EPA
regulations 40 CFR122.63.

18. Standard Provisions and Reporting Requirements

The Discharger shall comply with all applicable items of the Standard Provisions and Reporting
Requirements for NPDES Surface llater Discharge Permits, August 1993 (attached), or any

amendments thereafter. Where provisions or reporting requirements specified in this Order are' 
different from equivalent or related provisions or reporting requirements given in 'Standard
Provisions', the specifications of this Order shall apply.

19. Change in Control or Ownership

a. In the event of any change in control or ownership of land or waste discharge facilities
presently owned or controlled by the Discharger, the Discharger shall notify the succeeding

owner or operator of the existence of this Order by letter, a copy of which shall be

immediatelv forwarded to the Board.

b. To assume responsibility of and operations under this Order, the succeeding owner or
operator must apply in writing to the Executive Offrcer requesting transfer of the Order (see

Standard Provisions & Reporting Requiremenls, August 1993, Section E.4.). Failure to
submit the request shall be considered a discharge without requirements, a violation of the

California Water Code.

20. Permit Reopener

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

21. NPDES Permit Effective Date

This Permit is effective starting on May 19,2005. This Order shall serve as a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act
or amendments thereto provided the U.S. EPA Regional Administrator has no objection. If the

Regional Administrator objects to its issuance, the permit shall not become effective until such

objection is withdrawn.

22. Order Expiration and Reapplication

a. This Order expires on April 19,2010.

b. In accordance with Title23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 9 of the California Administrative Code,

the Discharger must file a report of waste discharge no later than 180 days before the

expiration date of this Order as application for reissue of this permit and waste discharge

requirements. The application shall be accompanied by a summary of all available water
quality data including conventional pollutant data from no less than the most recent three

years, and of toxic pollutant data no less than from the most recent five years, in the discharge
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and receiving water. Additionally, the Discharger must include with the application the final
results of any studies that may have bearing on the limitations and requirements of the next

permit. Such studies include dilution studies, translator studies and alternate bacteria
indicator studies, whole effluent toxicity (acute and/or chronic) screening studies, and final
limit compliance feasibility studies for cyanide (Provision D.4), nickel (Provision D.6),
copper, mercury, and selenium.

I, Bruce H. Wolfe, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and

correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San

Francisco Bay Region, on May 18,2005.

Attachments:

A. Discharge Facility Location Map
B. Discharge Facility Process Diagrams
C. Self-Monitoring Program (SMP), Part B
D. Fact Sheet
E. February l,2005Infeasibility Study for Site I
F. The following documents are part of this Permit, but are not physically attached due to volume. They
are available on the web at: www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/Download.htm.

o SMP, Part A (August 1993)
o Standard Provisions and Reporting Requirements, August 1993
o Board Resolution No. 74-10
o August 6,200I Letter

BRUCE H.
Executive Officer
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Attachment A

Site Location Map

GWF Power Systems, L. P. East Third Street (Site I) Power Plant
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARI)

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

TENTATIVE SELF.MONITORING PROGRAM

FOR

GWF POWER SYSTEMS. L.P.

EAST THIRD STREET (SITE I) POWER PLANT

PITTSBURG. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

NPDES PERMIT NO. CAOO29IO6

ORDER NO. R2-2005-0018

Consists of:

Part A (not attached)

August 1993

and

Part B (Attached)

Adopted: May 18,2005

Effective May 19, 2005
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II. SCHEDULE of SAMPLING, ANALYSES and OBSERVATIONS (Table l)
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V. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

VI. RECORDING REQUIREMENTS - RECORDS TO BE MAINTAINED

VU. SELF-MONITORINGPROGRAM CERTIFICATION
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I. DESCRIPTION of SAMPLING and OBSERVATION STATIONS

NOTE: A sketch showing the locations of all sampling and observation stations shall be included in
the Annual Report, and in the monthly report if stations change.

EFFLUENT

Station Description

E-001 Discharge from the cooling tower to Outfall E-00 I . At any point after discharge

from the cooling tower and before discharge to New York Slough.

RECEIVING WATER STATIONS

A.

B.

Station

c-l

c-2

c-3

Description

300 feet upstream from the point ofdischarge, equidistant from the shoreline
with that of the diffuser.

300 feet downstream from the point of discharge, equidistant from the shoreline
with that of the diffuser.

At a point in New York Slough, located right above the East Third Street diffuser
and 2 feet below water surface.

il. SCHEDULE of SAMPLING. ANALYSBS and OBSERVATIONS

The schedule of sampling, analysis and observation shall be that given in Table I below.

Table l. Schedule of Sampling, Analyses and Observations [1]

Sampling Station Effluent Receiving Water

E-001 c-l c-2 c-3

Type of Sample: G c-24 G G G

Parameter Units Notes
Flow Rate gpd l2l Cont/D

pH Standard
units

ConVD

Temperature oC and oF ConVD 2tY 2lY 2lY
Dissolved
Oxygen (D.O.)

mglL w 2tY 2tY

Un-ionized
Ammonia (as N)

mg/L 2lY 2tY

Sulfides mglL 2lY 2tY

Total Suspended
Solids (TSS)

mglL M

Oil & Grease mglL t3l M
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LEGBND FOR TABLE 1

Samplins Stations:
E : facility effluent
C receiving water

Frequency of Sampling:
ConVD : continuous monitoring & daily reporting
D: once each day
H : once each hour (at hourly intervals)
M: once each month
W: once each week
2lY : twice each calendar vear (at about 6 months intervals)

Types of Samples:
6: grab
C-24: composite sample,24 hours
(includes continuous sampling, such as

for flows)

Parameter and Unit Abbreviations:
gpd : gallons per day
mglL: milligrams per liter
pglL: micrograms per liter
kg/mo : kilograms per month
pg/L = picograms oer liter

Chlorine Residual mglL t4l H, when
chlorina

-ting
Chronic Toxicity %

Survival
15l 2tY

Acute Toxicitv %
Survival

t6l M/Q

Arsenic pglL &
ke/mo

M

Copper pslL &
ks/mo

M

Lead pg/L &
ks/mo

M

Mercury pglL &
ks/mo

U) M

Nickel ltglL &
ke/mo

M

Selenium pgL &
ks/mo

M

Zinc $glL &
ks/mo

M

Cyanide pglL &
ke/mo

M

2,3,7,9-TCDD and
congeners

pglL t8l 2tY

Dieldrin $P,IL 2lY
Heptachlor
Epoxide

pglL 2tv

August 6,2001,
Table I Selected
Constituents (except
those listed above)

tel As specified in
August 6,2001

Letter
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FOOTNOTES F'OR TABLE 1

t1l

Monthly:

Monthly:

Monthly:
Monthly:

Average Daily Flow (MGD)

Maximum Daily Flow (MGD)

Minimum Daily Flow (MGD)

Total Flow Volume (MG)

r.r'l
L'J

Composite sampling: 24-hour composites may be made up of discrete grabs collected over the course of a

day and volumetrically or mathematically flow-weighted. Samples for inorganic pollutants may be

combined prior to analysis. Samples for organic pollutants should be analyzed separately. If only one grab

sample will be collected, it should be collected during periods of maximum peak flows. Samples shall be

taken on random days.

Grab samples shall be collected coincident with composite samples collected for the analysis of regulated
parameters.

Flow monitoring: Effluent flow shall be measured continuously at Outfall E-001 and recorded and reported

daily. For effluent flows, the following information shall also be reported, monthly:

Daily: Daily Flow (MG)

t3l

I4l

Oil & Grease Monitoring: Each Oil & Grease sample event shall consist of a composite sample comprised

of three grab samples taken at equal intervals during the sampling date, with each grab sample being
collected in a glass container. The grab samples shall be mixed in proportion to the instantaneous flow
rates occurring at the time of each grab sample, within an accuracy of plus or minus 5 o/o. Each glass

container used for sample collection or mixing shall be thoroughly rinsed with solvent rinsings as soon as

possible after use, and the solvent rinsings shall be added to the composite sample for extraction and

analysis.

Chlorine residual: Monitor dechlorinated effluent at a minimum, every hour, when conducting the

chlorination. Report, on a daily basis, both maximum and minimum concentrations, for samples taken both
prior to, and following dechlorination. Report each non-zero residual event along with the cause and

corrective actions taken. Total chlorine dosage (kg/day) shall be recorded on a daily basis.

Critical Life Stage Toxicity Test shall be performed and reported in accordance with the Chronic Toxicity
Requirements specified in Sections V and VI of the Self-Monitoring Program contained in this Order.

Bioassays: Effluent used for fish bioassays must be dechlorinated prior to testing. Monitoring of the

bioassay water shall include, on a daily basis, the parameters specified in the U.S. EPA-approved method,

such as pH, dissolved oxygen, ammonia nitrogen, and temperature. These results shall be reported. If the

fish survival rate in the e{fluent is less than 70 percent or if the control fish survival rate is less than 90
percent, the bioassay test shall be restarted with new batches offish and shall continue as soon as

practicable until compliance is demonstrated. If there are no violations after one year of monthly acute

toxicity testing after the Discharger switches to the U.S. EPA 5rh Edition, acute toxicity testing frequency
may be changed to quarterly, upon approval by the Executive Officer. After any change to quarterly
monitoring the monitoring frequency will return to monthly if either: (l) acute toxicity is observed in
violation of the permit limitations or (2) changes occur in the volume or characteristics of the effluent that
might cause acute toxicity. Monthly monitoring is then required until three consecutive months without
violation of the acute toxicity limitations. (See Finding 63 of the Order).

The Discharger may, at its option, sample effluent mercury either as grab or as 24-hour composite samples. Use

ultra-clean sampling (U.S. EPA 1669) to the maximum extent practicable and ultra-clean analytical
methods (U.S. EPA 1631) for mercury monitoring. The Discharger may use alternative methods of analysis
(such as U.S. EPA 245), if that alternative method has an ML of 2 ng/L or less.

tsl

t6l

l7l



GWF Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029106

t8] Chlorinated dibenzodioxins and chlorinated dibenzofurans shall be analyzed using the latest version of
U.S. EPA Method 1613; the analysis shall be capable of achieving one-half of the U.S EPA MLs. In
addition, the Discharger shall participate as appropriate in the regional collaborative effort to validate the
4-liter sample methodology for lowering the detection limit for dioxins. At a minimum, the Discharger is
required to monitor twice a year for the life of this Order. Alternative methods of analysis must be

approved by the Executive Officer.

t9] Sampling for Table I Selected Constituents in the SIP is addressed in a letter dated August 6, 2001, from
Board Staff: "Requirements for Monitoring of Pollutants in Effluent and Receiving Water to Implement
New Statewide Regulations and Policy" (not attached, but available for review or download on the board's
website at www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb). The Discharger shall fulfill the sampling requirements as

specified in its approved sampling plan submitted under the August 6,200I Letter.

Table 2lists the MLs (SIP) of the priority constituents included in Table 1. For compliance monitoring,
analyses shall be conducted using the lowest commercially available and reasonably achievable detection
levels. The objective is to provide quantification of constituents sufficient to allow evaluation of observed
concentrations with respect to the MLs given below. All MLs are expressed as pgll., approximately equal
to parts per billion (ppb).

Table 2. Minimum Levels (pgll or ppb)

F'OOTNOTES FOR TABLE 2

tl] According to the SIP, method-specific factors (MSFs) can be applied. In such cases, this additional factor must
be applied in the computation of the reporting limit. Application of such factors will alter the reported ML (as

described in section 2.4. I ). Dischargers are to instruct laboratories to establish calibration standards so that the
ML value is the lowest calibration standard. At no time is the discharger to use analytical data derived from the
extrapolation beyond the lowest point of the calibration curve.

CTR
t

Constituent [1] Types of Analytical Methods [2]

GC GC
MS

LC Color FAA GF
AA

ICP ICP
MS

SPG
FAA

HYD
RIDE

CV
AA

DCP

2, Arsenic 20 2 t0 z 2 I 1000

6. Copper f3l 25 5 l0 0.5 2 1000

Lead 20 5 5 0.5 2 10.000

8. Mercurv f4l 0.5 0.2

9. Nickel 50 5 20 I 5 1000

10. Selenium 5 l0 2 5 1000

13. Zinc 20 20 I l0 r000
14. Cvanide 5

t6. 2,3,7,S-TCDD
and 16

Conseners I5l

EPA 1613, 5 pglL
5 pelL - 25 pglL

109. Dieldrin 0.0
I

I 18. Heptachlor
Eooxide

0.0
I
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I2l Laboratory techniques are defined as follows: GC Gas Ckomatography; GCMS Gas

Chromatography/Ir4ass Spectromebry; LC : High Pressure Liquid Chromatography; Color: Colorimetric; FAA
: Flame Atomic Absorption; GFAA = Graphite Furnace Atomic Absorption; Hydride = Gaseous Hydride
Atomic Absorption; CVAA: Cold Vapor Atomic Absorption; ICP: Inductively Coupled Plasma; ICPMS =
Inductively Coupled Plasma/Mass Spectrometry; SPGFAA : Stabilized Platform Graphite Fumace Atomic
Absorption (i.e. EPA 200.9); DCP : Direct Current Plasma.

For copper, the Discharger may also use the following laboratory techniques with the relevant minimum level:
GFAA with a minimum level of 5 pglL and SPGFAA with a minimum lev eI of 2 pglL.

Use ultra-clean sampling (EPA 1669) to the maximum extent practicable, and ultra-clean analytical methods
(EPA 163l) for mercury monitoring. The Discharger may use altemative methods of analysis (such as EPA
245),if that altemate method has a Minimum Level of 2ng/l or less.

The SIP does not contain an ML for this constituent. Use Method 1613 for TCDD analysis and test for the
seventeen congeners. The Board and BACWA have agreed on the MLs for l7 TCDD congeners (see BACWA
letter dated April 23, 2002).

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

A. If any discrepancies exist between Part A and Part B of the SMP, Part B prevails.

B. Sections C.3. and C.5. are satisfied by participation in the Regional Monitoring Program.

Modify Section F.4 as follows:

Self-Monitoring Reports

For each calendar month, a self-monitoring report (SMR) shall be submitted to the Board in
accordance with the requirements listed in Self-Monitoring Program, Part A. The purpose of the
report is to document performance, effluent quality and compliance with waste discharge
requirements prescribed by this Order, as demonstrated by the monitoring program data and the
Discharger's operation practices. The report shall be submitted to the Board on the first dav of
the second month after the reportins period ends.

[And add at the end of Section F.4 the following:]

The Discharger has the option to submit all monitoring results in an electronic reporting format
approved by the Executive Officer. The ERS format includes, but is not limited to, a transmittal
letter, summary of violation details and corrective actions, and transmittal receipt. If there are
any discrepancies between the ERS requirements and the "hard copy" requirements listed in the
SMP, then the approved ERS requirements supercede.

If the Discharger wishes to invalidate any measurement taken within the reporting period, the
letter of transmittal for the reporting period in question shall include: a formal request by the
Discharger to invalidate the measurement; the original measurement in question; the reason for
invalidating the measurement; all relevant documentation that supports the invalidation (e.g.,
laboratory sheet, log entry, test results, etc.); and discussion of the corrective actions taken or
planned (with a time schedule for completion), to prevent recurrence of the sampling or
measurement problem. The invalidation of a measurement requires the approval of Board staff,
and shall be based solely on the documentation submitted with the letter of transmittal.

t3l

I4l

tsl

m.

C.
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Add at the end of Section F.5, Annual Reporting, the following:

d. A plan view drawing or map showing the Discharger's facility, flow routing and sampling
and observation station locations.

D. Amend Section E as Follows:

Recording Requirements - Records to be Maintained

Written reports, electronic records, strip charts, equipment calibration and maintenance records,
and other records pertinent to demonstrating compliance with waste discharge requirements
including SMP requirements, shall be maintained by the Discharger in a manner and at a location
(e.g., plant or discharger offices) such that the records are accessible to Board staff. These records
shall be retained by the Discharger for a minimum of 3 years. The minimum period of retention
shall be extended during the course ofany unresolved litigation regarding the subject discharges,
or when requested by the Regional Board or by the Regional Administrator of U.S. EPA, Region
IX. More detail on such records is outlined in Part A of the SMP.

IV. ADDITIONS TO PART A OF SELF'-MONITORING PROGRAM

Reporting Data in Electronic Format:

The Discharger has the option to submit all monitoring results in electronic reporting format
approved by the Executive Officer. If the discharger chooses to submit the SMRs electronically,
the following shall apply:

a. Reporting Method: The discharger shall submit SMRs electronically via the process approved
by the Executive Officer in a letter dated December 17,1999, Official Implementation of
Electronic Reporting System (ERS).

b. Modification of reporting requiremenls: Reporting requirements F.4 in the attached Self-
Monitoring program, Part A, dated August 1993, shall be modified as follows. In the future,
the Board intends to modify Part A to reflect these changes.

c. Monthly Report Requiremenls.' For each calendar month, a self-monitoring report (SMR) shall
be submitted to the Board in accordance with the following:
i. The report shall be submitted to the Board no later than the first day of the second month

after the reporting period ends.

ii. Letter of Transmittal: Each report shall be submitted with a letter of transmittal. This letter
shall include the following:

(1) Identification of all violations of effluent limits or other discharge requirements found
during the monitoring period;

(2) Details of the violations: parameters, magnitude, test results, frequency, and dates;

(3) The cause of the violations;

(4) Discussion of corrective actions taken or planned to resolve violations and prevent
recuffence, and dates or time schedule of action implementation. If previous reports have
been submitted that address corrective actions, reference to such reports is satisfactory;

(5) Signature: The letter of transmittal shall be signed by the discharger's principal executive
officer or ranking elected official, or duly authorized representative, and shall include the
followins certifi cation statement:
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"I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments have
been prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gathered and evaluated
the information submitted. The information submitted is, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, true, accurate and complete. I am aware that there are

significant penalties for submitting false information, including the
possibility of fine and imprisonment."

(6) Compliance evaluation summary: Each report shall include a compliance evaluation
summary. This summary shall include the number of samples in violation of applicable
effluent limits.

(7) Results of analyses and observations.

(8) Tabulations of all required analyses and observations, including parameter, sample date,

sample station, and test result.

(9) If any parameter is monitored more frequently than required by this permit and SMP, the

results of this additional monitoring shall be included in the monitoring report, and the

data shall be included in data calculations and compliance evaluations for the monitoring
period.

(10) Calculations for all effluent limits that require averaging of measurements shall utilize an

arithmetic mean, unless specified otherwise in this permit or SMP.

v. cHRoNrc ToxrcrTy MONTTORTNG REQUIRBMENTS

A. Test Species and Frequency: The Discharger shall collect 24-hour composite samples at E-001

on consecutive days for critical life stage toxicity testing as indicated below:

Test Species

the most sensitive species identified
in the most recent screening phase testtrl'tzl

Frequency

twice per year

[1] If the Discharger uses two or more species, after at least twelve test rounds, the Discharger
may request the Executive Officer to decrease the required frequency of testing, and/or to
reduce the number of compliance species to one. Such a request may be made only if
toxicity exceeding the TUc values specified in the effluent limitations was never observed
using that test species.

[2] Upon adoption of this Order, the Discharger shall perform a screening phase test to
determine the most sensitive species.

B. Conditions for Accelerated Monitoring: The Discharger shall accelerate the frequency of
monitoring to monthly, or as otherwise specified by the Executive Officer, after exceeding a

single sample maximum value of 10 TUc.

C. Methodology: Sample collection, handling and preservation shall be in accordance with U.S. EPA
protocols. The test methodology used shall be in accordance with the references cited in the
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Permit, or as approved by the Executive Officer. A concurrent reference toxicant test shall be
performed for each test.

D. Dilution Series: The Discharger shall conduct tests at 1000 , 50o ,25yo, l2.5oil, and 6.250/o, or a
different dilution series, as appropriate.

vI. CHRONTC TOXICITY REPORTTNG REQUTREMENTS

A. Routine Reportinq: Toxicity test results for the current reporting period shall include the

following, at a minimum, for each test:

l. Sample date(s)

2. Test initiation date

3. Test species

4. End point values for each dilution (e.g., number of young, growth rate, percent survival)

5. NOEC value(s) in percent effluent

6. IC15, IC25, ICa6, and IC5s values (or EC15, ECzs ...etc.) in percent effluent

7. TUc values (l00AfOEC,l00llCzs, and 100/ECzs)

8. Mean percent mortality (t s.d.) after 96 hours in 100% effluent

9. NOEC and LOEC values for reference toxicant test(s)

10. ICso or EC5s value(s) for reference toxicant test(s)

I l. Available water quality measurements for each test (i.e., pH, D.0., temperature, conductivity,
hardness, salinity, ammonia)

B. Compliance Summary: The results of the chronic toxicity testing shall be provided in the most
recent self-monitoring report and shall include a summary table of chronic toxicity data from at
least eleven of the most recent samples. The information in the table shall include the items listed
above under VI.A, item numbers 1, 3, 5,6(IC25 orEC25),7, and8.

VII. MISCBLLANEOUS REPORTING

The Discharger shall retain and submit (when required by the Executive Officer) the following
information concerning the monitoring program for organic and metallic pollutants:

1. Description of sample stations, times, and procedures.

2. Description of sample containers, storage, and holding time prior to analysis.

3. Quality assurance procedures together with any test results for replicate samples, sample
blanks, and any quality assurance tests, and the recovery percentages for the internal
surrogate standard.

The Discharger shall submit in the monthly SMR the metallic and organic test results together
with the detection limits (including unidentified peaks) and MLs. All unidentified (non-Priority
Pollutant) peaks detected in the U.S. EPA 624,625 test methods shall be identified and semi-
quantified. Hydrocarbons detected at less than l0 pgll. based on the nearest intemal standard

A.

B.

l0
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may be appropriately grouped and identified together as aliphatic, aromatic, and unsaturated
hydrocarbons. All other hydrocarbons detected at greater than l0 pgll- based on the nearest
internal standard shall be identified and semi-quantified.

VIII. SELECTED CONSTITUENTS MONITORING

A. Effluent monitoring shall include evaluation for all constituents listed in Table I by sampling and

analysis of final effluent.

B. Analyses shall be conducted using the lowest commercially available and reasonably achievable
detection levels. The objective is to provide quantification of constituents sufficient to allow
evaluation of observed concentrations with respect to respective WQOs.

IX. MONITORING METHODS AND MINIMUM DETECTION LEVELS

The Discharger may use the methods listed in Table 2, above, or alternative test procedures that
have been approved by the U.S. EPA Regional Administrator pursuant to 40 CFR 136.4 and 40

CFR 136.5 (revised as of May 14,1999).

X. SELF-MONITORING PROGRAM CERTIFICATION

l.

I, Bruce H. Wolfe, Executive Officer, hereby certify that the foregoing Self-Monitoring Program:

Has been developed in accordance with the procedure set forth in this Board's Resolution No.
73-16 in order to obtain data and document compliance with waste discharge requirements
established in Board Order No. R2-2005-0018.

May be reviewed at any time subsequent to the effective date upon written notice from the
Executive Officer or request from the Discharger, and revisions will be ordered by the Executive
Officer.

3. Is effective as of May 19. 2005.

2.

BRUCE H. WOL
EXECUTIVE OF

ll
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B.

CHRONIC TOXICITY

DBFINITION OF TERMS AND SCREENING PHASE REQUIRBMENTS

I. Definition of Terms

A. No observed effect level (NOEL) for compliance determination is equal to ICzs or ECzs. If the
IC25 or EC25 cannot be statistically determined, the NOEL shall be equal to the NOEC derived
using hypothesis testing.

Effective concentration (EC) is a point estimate of the toxicant concentration that would cause an

adverse effect on a quantal, "all or nothing," response (such as death, immobilization, or serious
incapacitation) in a given percent of the test organisms. If the effect is death or immobility, the

term lethal concentration (LC) may be used. EC values may be calculated using point estimation
techniques such as probit, logit, and Spearman-Karber. EC25 is the concentration of toxicant (in
percent effluent) that causes a response in 25 percent of the test organisms.

Inhibition concentration (IC) is a point estimate of the toxicant concentration that would cause a
given percent reduction in a nonlethal, nonquantal biological measurement, such as growth. For
example, anIC25 is the estimated concentration of toxicant that would cause a 25 percent
reduction in average young per female or growth. IC values may be calculated using a linear
interpolation method such as U.S. EPA's Bootstrap Procedure.

No observed effect concentration (NOEC) is the highest tested concentration of an effluent or a
toxicant at which no adverse effects are observed on the aquatic test organisms at a specific time
of observation. It is determined using hypothesis testing.

II. Chronic Toxicity Screening Phase Requirements

A. The Discharger shall perform screening phase monitoring:

t. Subsequent to any significant change in the nature ofthe effluent discharged through changes
in sources or treatment, except those changes resulting from reductions in pollutant
concentrations attributable to source control efforts, or

Prior to permit reissuance. Screening phase monitoring data shall be included in the NPDES
permit application for reissuance. The information shall be as recent as possible, but may be
based on screening phase monitoring conducted within 5 years before the permit expiration
date.

B. Design of the screening phase shall, at a minimum, consist of the following elements:

1. Use of test species specified in Tables I and2 (attached), and use of the protocols referenced
in those tables, or as approved by the Executive Officer.

2. Two stages:

a. Stage I shall consist of a minimum of one battery of tests conducted concurrently.
Selection of the type of test species and minimum number of tests shall be based on Table
3 (attached).

C.

D.

2.

t2
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b. Stage 2 shall consist of a minimum of two test batteries conducted at a monthly
frequency using the three most sensitive species based on the Stage I test results and as

approved by the Executive Officer.

3. Appropriatecontrols.

4. Concurrent reference toxicant tests.

C. The Discharger shall submit a screening phase proposal to the Executive Officer for approval. The
proposal shall address each of the elements listed above.

l3
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Table A. Critical Life Stage Toxicity Tests for Estuarine Waters

Species (Scientific Name) Effect Test Duration Reference

Alga

Red alga

Giant kelp

Abalone

Oyster
Mussel

Echinoderms
Urchins

Sand dollar

Shrimp

Shrimp

Topsmelt

Silversides

(Skeletonema

costatum)
(Thalassiosira
pseudonana)

(Champia parvula)

(Macrocystis pyrfera)

(Haliotis rufescens)

(Crassostrea giga9
(Mytilus edulis)

Growth rate

Number of
cystocarps

Percent germination;
germ tube length

Abnormal shell
development

Abnormal shell
development; Percent

survival

(Strongylocentrotus
purpuratus,

S. franciscanus)
(Dendraster
excentricus)

(Mysidopsis bahia)

(Holmesimysis
costata)

(Atherinops affinis)

(Menidia beryllina)

Percent fertilization

Percent survival;
growth

Percent survival;
growth

Percent survival;
growth

Larval growth rate;
percent survival

4 days

7-9 days

48 hours

48 hours

48 hours

I hour

7 days

7 days

7 days

7 days

Toxicity Test References:

1. American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM). 1990. Standard Guide for Conducting Static 96-Hour
Toxicity Tests with Microalgae. Procedure E 1218-90. ASTM, Philadelphia, PA.

2. Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluent and Receiving Waters to West Coast
Marine and Estuarine Organisms. EPA/600/R-95/136. August 1995.

3. Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluent and Receiving Waters to Marine and
Estuarine Organisms. EP Al 600 I 4-901003. July I 994.
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Table B. Critical Life Stage Toxicity Tests for Fresh Waters

Species (Scientific Name) Effect Test Duration Reference

Fathead minnow (Pimephales
promelas)

(Ceriodaphnia
dubia)

(Selenqstrum
capricornutum)

Toxicity Test Reference:

4. Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater
Organisms, third edition . EP N 600 I 4-9 | I 002. July 1 994.

Table C. Toxicity Test Requirements for Stage One Screening Phase

Requirements Receiving Water Characteristics

Discharges to Coast Discharges to Sacramento/San Joaquin Deltat2l

Ocean Marine/Estuarine Freshwater

Taxonomic diversity I plant
1 invertebrate

I fish

I plant
I invertebrate

1 fish

I plant
I invertebrate

1 fish

Number of tests of each
salinity type: Freshwatertrl

Marine/Estuarine
0
4

I or2
3or4

3

0

Total number of tests 4 5 J

[1] The freshwater species may be substituted with marine species if:
(a) The salinity of the effluent is above 1 part per thousand (ppt) greater than 95 percent of the time, or

(b) The ionic strength (TDS or conductivity) of the effluent at the test concentration used to determine
compliance is documented to be toxic to the test species.

[2](a) Marine/Estuarine refers to receiving water salinities greater than I ppt at least 95 percent of the time during a

normal water year.

(b) Fresh refers to receiving water with salinities less than I ppt at least 95 percent of the time during a normal
water year.

Water flea

Alga

Survival;
growth rate

Survival;
number ofyoung

Cell division rate

7 days

7 days

4 days

l5



GWF Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029106

Attachment D

Fact Sheet



GWF Power Systems, L.P., Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029 1 06
Order No. R2-2005-0018

Fact Sheet
1
I

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION
1515 CLAY STREET, SUITE I4OO

OAKLAND.CA 94612
(sr}) 622-2300 Fax: (510) 622 -2460

FACT SHEET
for

NPDES PERMIT AND WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR

GWF POWER SYSTEMS, L.P.
EAST THIRD STREET (SITE I) POWER PLANT

CONTRA COSTA COI.INTY

NPDES PERMIT NO. CAOO29I06
ORDERNO. R2-2005-0018

PUBLIC NOTICE:

Written Comments
o Interested persons are invited to submit written comments concerning this draft permit.
o Comments must be submitted to the Regional Board no later than 5:00 p.m. on March 3, 2005.
o Send comments to the Attention of Gina Kathuria.

Public Hearing
o The draft permit will be considered for adoption by the Board at a public hearing during the

Board's regular monthly meeting at: Elihu Harris State Office Building, l5 15 Clay Street,
Oakland, CA; l" floor Auditorium.

o This meeting will be held on: May 18, 2005, starting at 9:00 am.

Additional Information
o For additional information about this matter, interested persons should contact Water Board staff

member: Ms. Ann Powell, Phone: (510) 622-2a7a;
email : apowell@waterboards. ca. gov

This Fact Sheet contains information regarding a reissuance of waste discharge requirements and National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the GWF Power Systems, L.P., East Third
Street (Site I) Power Plant for industrial wastewater discharges. The Fact Sheet describes the factual,
legal, and methodological basis for the sections addressed in the proposed permit and provides supporting
documentation to explain the rationale and assumptions used in deriving the effluent limitations.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Discharger applied for reissuance of waste discharge requirements and a permit to discharge
wastewater to waters of the State and the United States under the NPDES program. The application
and Report of Waste Discharge are dated January 20,2004.
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1. Facility Description

The Discharger owns and operates the East Third Street (Site I) Power Plant, located at 895 East

Third Street, Pittsburg, Contra Costa County, California.

The Site I Plant is a petroleum coke combustion, steam electric generating station with a maximum
generating capacity of 18.2 net megawatts.

Wastewater is discharged to New York Slough via an underwater outfall (Outfall E-001) that
extends I I 0 feet into the slough. The minimum depth of the Outfall is 14 feet. Outfall E-00 I , the
wastewater discharge point for the facility, discharges wastewater composed of steam condensate,

demineralizer wastewater, cooling tower blowdown, equipment washdown waters, and storm water
runoff. The cooling tower receives make-up water from the municipal water source and storm
water. The average annual volume discharged through Outfall E-001 is approximately 45,000
gallons per day (gpd).

2. Process Description

Steam is generated by the combustion of petroleum coke in a fluidized bed. Superheated steam
expands through a turbine, producing electricity. Steam turbine effluent is condensed, cooled via a

cooling tower, and recycled. Effluent from the facility is discharged into New York Slough.
Effluent discharged via Outfall E-001 is discharged 110 feet into the slough at latitude 38o 02' 00"
and longitude l2l" 52' 15".

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the Board has classified this
Discharger as a minor discharger because the discharge contains less than I MGD of process
wastewater and the maximum generating capacity is less than 500 MW.

3. Receiving Water Beneficial Uses

The receiving waters for the subject discharge are the waters of the Sacramento, San Joaquin Delta
(Delta). The beneficial uses for the Delta, as identified in the Regional Board's June 21, 1995
Water Quality Control Plan San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) (the Basin Plan) and based on
known uses of the receiving waters near the discharge, are:

a. Agricultural Supply
b. Ocean, Commercial, and Sport Fishing
c. Estuarine Habitat
d. GroundwaterRecharge
e. Industrial Service Supply
f. Fish Migration
g. Municipal and Domestic Supply
h. Navigation
i. Industrial Process Supply
j. Preservation ofRare and Endangered Species
k. Water Contact Recreation
l. Noncontact Water Recreation
m. Fish Spawning
n. Wildlife Habitat
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4. Receiving Water Salinity

Salinity data from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers monitoring stations for the period of
February 1993 - August 2001 monitored through the San Francisco Bay Regional Monitoring
Program for Trace Substances (the RMP) indicate a minimum salinity of 0 ppt, maximum salinity
of 2.9 ppt, with 88% of the data less than I ppt. The CTR requiresthat95o/o of the data fall below I
ppt to be classified as freshwater or 95%o of the data to be greater than l0 ppt to be classified as

saltwater. Board staff also evaluated February 1998 through December 2002 salinity data for New
York Slough that was collected by the Delta Diablo Sanitation District. These data also indicate the

receiving water is estuarine. In addition, New York Slough is tidally influenced, and the Delta and

Suisun Bay are identified as supporting estuarine habitat in the Basin Plan. Therefore, the receiving
water is classified as estuarine, the reasonable potential analysis (RPA) and limitations in this Order
are based on freshwater or saltwater WQOsMQC, whichever is more stringent.

5. Receiving Water Hardness

Some WQOs/WQC are hardness dependent. The City of Antioch's receiving water sampling-
station is located upstream of the Discharger's outfall in the San Joaquin River, therefore is
representative of the Discharger's receiving water. 1734 receiving water hardness data values
(hereinafter referred to as receiving water data) were obtained during May 1995 through December
2001 at the City of Antioch's receiving water sampling-station. The minimum observed hardness

value is 32 mglL and the maximum value is 1100 mg/L. The annual median for the receiving water
data range from 48 (1995) to 121 mglL (2001). Section F.2.f Hardness, of the CTR (page 31692),
states that the derivations of criteria are most accurate between the hardness values of 25 mglL to
400 mglL and therefore Board staff censored the receiving water data by eliminating all hardness

values above 400 mgll- In addition, the U.S.EPA National Ambient Water Quality Criteria
recommend a chloride limitation of 230 mg/L for a 4-day average period for aquatic toxicity, and

therefore Board staff also eliminated hardness data that was obtained during the same sampling
occuffence that the chloride data value is at or above the 230 mgll- limit. To determine a

representative hardness value for the CTR's intended level of protection, Board staff used the

adjusted geometric mean (AGM) to calculate the 30'n percentile of the censored receiving water
data (A total of 1478 hardness data values), which is the same method used in determining the

Water-Effect Ratio (It is believed that hardness plays a similar role as the Water-Effect Ratio in
influencing the toxicity of metals.) The AGM is calculated to be 68 mglL. The following lists the

procedure to calculate an AGM:

1. Calculate the logarithms of each hardness value.
2. Calculate the arithmetic mean of the logarithms.
3. Calculate the standard deviation (s) of the logarithms.
4. Calculate the standard enor (SE) of the arithmetic mean:

SE: s/{n
5. Calculate A: arithmetic mean - te.TxSE

where to.z is the value of Student's I statistics for a one-sided probability of 0.7 with n- I
degrees of freedom, n-sample size. With a sample size of 1478,tg.1:0.5245.

6. Take the antilogarithm of A, antilog A is the Adjusted Geometric Mean (AGM).
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II. DESCRIPTIONOF'EF'F'LUENT

Table A below presents the quality of the discharge at Outfall E-001 as indicated in the Discharger's
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) dated January 20,2004 and self monitoring reports; for
conventional and most non-conventional pollutants from 2000 through2004.

Table A. Discharger ROWD Summary

Outfall (E-001)

Parameter Averaqe Maximum Dailv
Biochemical oxygen
demand (BOD)

<6.5 8

Chemical oxygen
demand (COD)

5 8.3 80

Total organic carbon,
mqlL

12.5 2l

TSS. ms/L 6.0 26

Temperature. oF 70 86

Oil and Grease. ms/L <4.5 <6.2
pH. standard unit 7.1-7.8 Ranse: 6.1-8.5
Ammonia ms/L 0.08 0.15

Acute Toxicity,
Percent Survival *
minnow

98 Range: 90-100

Antimony. usll- 0.7 t.2
Arsenic. usll- 14.7 37

Bervllium. usll. AII ND <0.06

Cadmium. usll- 0.06 0.2

Chromium, Total,
us.lL

8.1 ll9

Copper. us/L 21.9 32.8

Lead. us.lL 0.75 4.6

Mercurv- us/L 0.016 0.1 34

Nickel. usll, t7 73.2

Selenium. uell- t0.7 48.6

Silver. uell- 0.3 0.1

Thallium. Lre/L 0.03 0.1

Zinc. us.lL 30.5 90

Cvanide. usll. 3.4 7

TCDD TEO 0.256 0.591
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m.

the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Sections 301 through 305, and 307, and amendments
thereto, as applicable (the Clean Water Act - the CWA);

the Board's June 21, 1995 Water Quality Control Plan San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 2) (the
Basin Plan), and amendments thereto, as subsequently approved by the State Water Resources

Control Board (the State Board), the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and the U.S. EPA;

the State Water Resource Control Board's (the State Board's) March 2,2000 Policyfor
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of
Califurnia (the State Implementation Plan - the SIP), as subsequently approved by the OAL and

the U.S. EPA;

the U.S. EPA's May 18, 2000 Water Quality Standards; Establishment of Numeric Criteriafor
Priority Toxic Pollutants for the State of California (the California Toxics Rule - the CTR);

the U.S. EPA's National Toxics Rule as promulgated [Federal Register Volume 57,22 December
1992,page 608481 and subsequently amended (the NTR);

the U.S. EPA's Quality Criteriafor WaterLEPA,44015-86-001, 19861, and subsequent
amendments, (the U.S. EPA Gold Book);

applicable Federal Regulations [40 CFR Parts 122 and 131];

40 CFR Part 131.36(b) and amended [Federal Register Volume 60, Number 86,4 May 1995,
pages 22229-222371;

the U.S. EPA's December 10, 1998 National Recommended l(ater Quality Criteria compilation

[Federal Register Vol. 63, No. 237, pp. 68354-6836a];

the U.S. EPA's December 27,2002 Revision of National Recommended Water Quality Criteria
compilation [Federal Register Yol. 67, No. 249, pp.79091-7 9095]; and

guidance provided with State Board actions remanding permits to the Board for further
consideration.

IV. SPECIFIC RATIONALE

Several specific factors affecting the development of limitations and requirements in the proposed
Order are discussed as follows:

1. Recent Facility Performance

Section a02@) of Clean Water Act (CWA) and 40 CFR $ 122.44(l) require that water quality-based
effluent limitations (WQBELs) in re-issued permits be at least as stringent as in the previous
permit. The SIP specifies that interim effluent limitations, if required, must be based on current
facility performance or on previous permit limitations whichever is more stringent (unless anti-
backsliding requirements are met). In determining what constitutes "recent plant performance,"
best professional judgment (BPJ) was used. Effluent data collected from January 2000 through
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September 2004 for conventional and most non-conventional pollutants are considered
representative of recent plant performance.

2. Impaired Water Bodies on 303(d) List

On June 6, 2003, the U.S. EPA approved a revised list of impaired water bodies prepared by the
State (hereinafter referred to as the 2002 303(d) list), prepared pursuant to provisions of Section
303(d) of the federal CWA requiring identification of specific water bodies where it is expected that

water quality standards will not be met after implementation of technology-based effluent
limitations on point sources. The pollutants impairing Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta include
chlordane, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin compounds, exotic species, furan compounds, mercury,
nickel, total PCBs, PCBs (dioxin like), and selenium.

The SIP requires final effluent limitations for all 303(d)-listed pollutants to be based on total
maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and associated waste load allocations (WLAs). The SIP and U.S.
EPA regulations also require that final concentration-based WQBELs be included for all pollutants
having reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedence of applicable water quality
standards (having reasonable potential or RP). The SIP requires that where the discharger has

demonstrated infeasibility to meet the final WQBELs, interim performance-based limitations
(IPBLs) or previous permit limitations (whichever is more stringent) be established in the permit,
together with a compliance schedule that shall remain in effect until final effluent limitations are

adopted. The SIP also requires the inclusion of appropriate provisions for waste minimization and
source control where interim limitations are established.

3. State Thermal Plan and Clean Water Act Section 316(a)

On September 18, 1975, the State Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan for Control of
Temperature in the Coastal Interstate Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California
(Thermal Plan). The Thermal Plan contains WQOs governing cooling water discharges. The
Thermal Plan provides specific numeric and narrative WQOs for new discharges of heat. Thermal
discharges defined as "existing" discharges are subject to narrative WQOs. Existing discharges of
heat to Estuaries (including the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta) must "comply with limitations
necessary to assure protection ofbeneficial uses."

The Discharger is not considered an existing, continuous discharger as defined in the Thermal Plan.
The discharge is low volume cooling tower blowdown, primarily to remove dissolved solids from
the cooling water. This Order requires that the low volume discharge be less than 86o F. Because
the discharge is to a deep water outfall, and the temperature and flows are relatively low, it is not
anticipated that the discharge will cause any thermal impacts.

4. Entrainment and Impingement Impacts-Clean Water Act Section 316(b)

On June 9,2004, U.S. EPA promulgated new requirements to minimize adverse environmental
impacts associated with existing cooling water intake structures under Section 316(b) of the Clean
Water Act. This regulation, commonly referred to as "316(b) Phase II", became effective for
qualifying facilities on September 7'n,2004,60 days after its publication in the Federal Register on
July 9'n, 2004. In summary, the 316(b) regulations require existing facilities to either demonstrate a

current ability to meet the performance standards outlined in the rule, or select one of four other
compliance alternatives to minimize adverse environmental impacts associated with cooling water
intake structure operations. If unable to demonstrate immediate compliance with the performance
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TSS
TSS

B.l.b Oil and Grease
Oil and Grease

B.1.c Settleable Matter
8.2 pH
8.3 Total Chlorine Residual
8.4. Temperature

mgL l0
kglday 3.56
mglL 0.I
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standards, the facility must undertake a multi-step process, which, together with input from the

permitting authority (Board), will determine the most economically and technologically feasible
alternatives when making an assessment of Best Technology Available (BTA).

The facility does not have an intake water structure; therefore CWA 316(b) requirements do not
apply to this facility.

5. Basis for Prohibitions

a). Prohibition A.l (no discharges other than as described in the permit): This prohibition is based on

the Basin Plan, the previous Order, and BPJ.

Prohibition A.2 (no discharges without 10:1 dilution): This prohibition is to ensure that GWF
uses the deep water diffuser as they had described in their application. This is because toxic
pollutant effluent limits in the Order were calculated using a l0:1 dilution credit. This results in
limits that are higher than they would be without the dilution credit. This prohibition ensures
protection of water quality should GWF fail to maintain its outfall.

Prohibition A.3 (no discharges of chemicals used in any metal components cleansing. flushing.
washdown. aleae control. or corrosion and deposition inhibition containing copper" zinc.
chromium. or other heavy metal constituents): This prohibition is based on the Basin Plan. the
previous Order" and BPJ.

d). Prohibition A.5 (no discharges of toxic and deleterious substances. above those levels which can
be achieved bv a program acceptable to the Board): This prohibition is based on the Basin Plan.
the previous Order. and BPJ.

6. Basis for Effluent Limitations

a) Effluent Limitations B.l (Outfall E-001'l: Effluent limits for conventional and non-conventional
pollutants.

Monthly Daily Dailv Instantaneous
Constituent Units Average Average Maximum Maximum

B.l.a Total Suspended Solids mglL

b).

c).

lblday
kglday

30
23.52
10.69

45
35.28
16.04
20
7.r3
0.2

standard (not to exceed 9 nor be less than 6)
mglL 0.0
desrees F 86

b) Effluent Limitation B.l.a (Total Suspended Solids): This effluent limitation is unchanged from
the previous permit and is based on the effluent limitation guidelines at 40 CFR ParI423.
However, the daily maximum effluent limitation of 45 mglL is more stringent than the current 40
CFR 423 requirement of 100 mglL. Because the previous daily maximum effluent limitation for
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e)

total suspended solids is more stringent than the current requirement and compliance has been
demonstrated at the lower level, the more stringent limitation is carried over into this Order to
comply with Federal Antibacksliding provisions. A mass limitation is required by 40 CFR Part
423, and are unchanged from the previous Order. These limitations were calculated using the
concentration-based limitations and a flow rate of 94,000 gpd. Compliance has been achieved as

demonstrated by the historical effluent data.

c) Effluent Limitation B.l.b (Oil and Grease): This effluent limitation is unchanged from the
previous permit and is based on the effluent limitation guidelines at 40 CFR Part 423. However,
the monthly average effluent limitation of l0 mg/L is more stringent than the current 40 CFP. 423
requirement of I 5 mg/L. Because thq previous monthly average effluent limitation for oil and
grease is more stringent than the currdnt requirement and compliance has been demonstrated at
the lower level, the more stringent limitation is carried over into this Order to comply with
Federal Antibacksliding provisions. A mass limitation is required by 40 CFR Part 423 for oil and
grease, and are unchanged from the previous Order. These limitations were calculated using the
concentration-based limitations and a flow rate of 94,000 gpd. Compliance has been achieved as

demonstrated by the historical effluent data.

d) Effluent Limitation B.1.c (Settleable Matter): This effluent limitation is unchanged from the
previous permit.

Effluent Limitation B.2 (pH. minimum 6. maximum 9): This effluent limitation is unchanged
from the previous permit. The limitation is based on the Basin Plan (Chapter 4,Table 4-2), which
is derived from federal requirements (40 CFR 133.102), for deep water discharges. This is a
previous permit effluent limitation and compliance has been demonstrated by existing plant
performance.

Effluent Limitation B.3 (Total Chlorine Residual): This limitation is based on the Basin Plan
(Chapter 4,Table 4-2), which is derived from federal requirements (40 CFR 133.102). A
chlorine technology based effluent limitation is required for all steam electric power generating
plants (40 CFR 423). While limitation B.3 is a water quality based effluent limitation, it is more
stringent than technology based requirements in 40 CFR 423, and therefore satisfies federal
requirements. Since chlorine is not used at the site, chlorine residual monitoring is conditionally
waived (monitoring is required when and if chlorine is used in the future). The authority to waive
monitoring for a constituent with technology based effluent limitations is contained in 40 CFR
r22.aa@)Q).

Effluent Limitation B.4 (Temperature): This effluent limitation is unchanged from the previous
permit. The limitation is based on the California Thermal Plan. This is a previous permit effluent
limitation and compliance has been demonstrated by existing plant performance.

Effluent Limitation B.5 (Whole Effluent Acute Toxicitv): The Basin Plan specifies a narrative
objective for toxicity, requiring that all waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in
concentrations that are lethal to or produce other detrimental response on aquatic organisms.
Detrimental response includes but is not limited to decreased growth rate, decreased reproductive
success of resident or indicator species, and/or significant alternations in population, community
ecology, or receiving water biota. These effluent toxicity limitations are necessary to ensure that
this objective is protected. The whole effluent acute toxicity limitations for an eleven-sample
median and an eleven-sample 90th percentile value are consistent with the previous permit and are
based on the Basin Plan (Table 4-4,p9.4-70).

s)

h)
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i)

i)

The previous Order required testing of two species: three-spine stickleback and rainbow trout, or

fathead minnow. The Discharger has conducted an acute species sensitivity study to determine

the most sensitive species between fathead minnows and rainbow trout. The results of the study

indicate that the two species show no significant difference in sensitivity to Site I effluent.
Therefore, this Order requires the Discharger to use the U.S. EPA most recently promulgated

testing method, currently the 5tn edition with one testing species: rainbow trout or fathead

minnows.

Effluent Limitation 8.6 (Whole Effluent Chronic Toxicity): The chronic toxicity
objective/limitation is based on the Basin Plan's narrative toxicity objective on page 3-4 and
Table 4-6 of Basin Plan. Chronic toxicity requirements were not included in the previous permit,
but have been added in this permit to be consistent with SIP requirements.

Effluent Limitation B.7 (Toxic Substances):

1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA)

Code of Federal Regulations Title 40,Part122.44(d)(l)(i) (40 CFP.l22.44(dX1Xi)) specifies
that permits must include WQBELs for all pollutants "which the Director determines are or
may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or
contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard" (have Reasonable
Potential or RP). Thus, assessing whether a pollutant has RP is the fundamental step in
determining whether or not a WQBEL is required. The following sections describe the RPA
and the results of such an analysis for the pollutants identified in the Basin Plan and the CTR.

i) WQOs and I(QC: The RPA uses Basin Plan WQOs, including narrative toxicity
objectives in the Basin Plan, and applicable WQC in the CTR/NTR, or site-specific
objectives (SSOs) if available, after adjusting for site-specific hardness and translators, if
applicable. The governing WQOs/WQC are shown in Attachment I of this Fact Sheet.

ii) Methodologt: The RPA uses the methods and procedures prescribed in Section 1.3 of the

SIP. Board staff has analyzedthe effluent and background data and the nature of facility
operations to determine if the discharge shows reasonable potential with respect to the

governing WQOs or WQC. Attachment 1 of this Fact Sheet shows the step-wise process

described in Section 1.3 of the SIP.

iii) Effiuent and background data: The RPA is based on effluent data collected by the

Discharger from January 2000 through September 2004 for most priority pollutants.
Data from San Joaquin River RMP station, located directly upstream from New York
Slough, are used to represent ambient background for this discharge. This is because this
station is in a location that reasonably represents the quality of the receiving water. Under
the RMP, this station has been sampled since 1993 for most of the inorganic (CTR
constituent numbers I - 1 5) and some of the organic (CTR constituent numbers I 6 - 126)
toxic pollutants. Not all the constituents listed in the CTR were analyzed by the RMP
during this time. These data gaps are addressed by the Board's August 6,2001letter
titled Requirementfor Monitoring of Pollutants in Efiluent and Receiving Water to
Implement New Statewide Regulations and Policy (hereinafter referred to as the Board's
August 6,2001 Letter. The Board's August 6,200I Letter formally requires the

Discharger (pursuant to Section 13267 of the California Water Code) to conduct ambient
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background monitoring and effluent and to provide this technical information to the

Board. On May 16,2003, a group of several San Francisco Bay Region dischargers
(known as the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies, or BACWA) submitted a collaborative
receiving water study, entitled the San Francisco Bay Ambient Water Monitoring Interim
Report (the BACWA report), which includes the monitoring results for those constituents

not currently sampled by the RMP, at three RMP stations including Sacramento River
station which represents the ambient background for the dischargers that discharge into
Suisun Bay, Sacramento River and Delta. On June 15,2004, a ftnal report on this study
was submitted. The final report addresses monitoring results from sampling events in the

years 2002 and 2003 (four events) for the remaining priority pollutants not monitored by
the RMP. The RPA was conducted and the WQBELs were calculated using RMP data

from the years 1993 through 2002 for inorganics and organics at San Joaquin River
station, and additional data from the BACWA report for the Sacramento River RMP
station.

iv) RPA determination'. The RPA results are shown below in Table B and Attachment I of
this Fact Sheet. The pollutants that exhibit reasonable potential are arsenic, copper, lead,

mercury, nickel, selenium, zinc, cyanide,2,3,7,8-TCDD, dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide.

Table B. Summary of Reasonable Potential Results

#in
CTR

PRIORITY
POLLUTANTS

MEC or
Minimum

DLrtl
(us.lL\

Governing
wQo/wQC (ue/L)

Maximum
Background or
Minimum Dltrl

tus.lL)

RPA
Resultst2l

I Antimonv 1.2 t4 0.337 No

2 Arsenic 37 36 2.63 Yes
a
J Bervllium 0.06 No Criteria 0.126 Uo

+ Cadmium 0.2 1.8 0.03 No

5a Chromium (III 119 151 51.15 No

5b Chromium (VI) I tt.4 No
6 Copper 32.8 a-J.t 5.31 Yes

7 Lead 4.6 t.9 1.311 Yes

8 Mercury 0.134 0.025 0.0r56 Yes

9 Nickel 73.2 8.3 6.73 Yes

t0 Selenium 48.6 ) 0.43 Yes

u Silver 0.1 2.1 0.044 No

t2 Thallium 0.1 1.7 0.14 No

IJ Zinc 90 86 9.39 Yes

t4 Cyanide 7 I 0.5 Yes

l5 Asbestos 0.76 No Criteria Uo

TCDD TEO 5.918-7 l.3E-08 4.8E-08 Yes

t7 Acrolein I 320 0.5 No

l8 Acrvlonihile 0.0s9 0.05 No

19 Benzene 0.27 1.2 0.05 No

20 Bromoform 3.3 +.J 0.5 No

2l Carbon Tetrachloride 0.42 0.25 0.06 No

22 Chlorobenzene 0.19 680 0.5 No

Chlorodibromomethane 0.4 0.41 0.05 No
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#in
CTR

PzuORITY
POLLUTANTS

MEC or
Minimum

DLtI]
(uqlL\

Goveming
wQo/wQC (ug/L)

Maximum
Background or
Minimum Dltrl

fuglL\

RPA
Resultst2l

24 Chloroethane 0.34 No Criteria 0.5 Uo

25 2-Chloroethvlvinvl ether 0.31 No Criteria 0.5 Uo

26 Chloroform 0.24 No Criteria 0.5 Uo

27 Dichlorobromomethane 0.2 0.56 0.05 No

28 l.l -Dichloroethane 0.28 No Criteria 0.05 Uo

29 1.2-Dichloroethane 0.18 0.38 0.04 No

30 1,1-Dichloroethylene 0.37 0.057 0.5 No

3l I,2-Dichloropropane 0.2 0.s2 0.05 No

1.3-Dichloropropvlene 0.2 t0 No

JJ Ethvlbenzene 0.3 3 100 0.5 No

34 Methvl Bromide 0.42 48 u.) No

J) Methvl Chloride 0.36 No Criteria 0.5 Uo

36 Methylene Chloride 0.38 4.7 u.) No

5l I, 1,2,2 -T etr ach I oroethane 0.3 0.r7 0.05 No

38 Tetrachloroethvlene 0.32 0.8 0.05 No

39 Toluene 0.25 6800 0.3 No

40
1,2-Trans-
Dichloroethvlene 0.3 700 0.5 No

4l l. l. I -Trichloroethane 0.35 No Criteria 0.5 Uo

+z l. 1.2-Trichloroethane 0.27 0.6 0.05 No

43 Trichloroethvlene 0.29 2.7 0.5 No
AAqq Vinyl Chloride 0.34 2 0.5 No

45 2-Chlorophenol 0.4 t20 t.2 No

46 2.4-Dichlorophenol 0.3 93 1.3 No

47 2.4-Dimethvlohenol 0.3 540 1.3 No

48
2-Methyl- 4,6-
Dinihonhenol 0.4 t3.4 1.2 No

49 2.4-Dinitrophenol 0.3 70 0.7 No

50 2-Nitrophenol 0.3 No Criteria 1.3 Uo

51 4-Nitroohenol 0.2 No Criteria 1.6 Uo

52 3-Methyl 4-Chlorophenol 0.3 No Criteria Ll Uo

53 Pentachloroohenol 0.4 0.28 No

54 Phenol 0.2 21000 No

55 2.4.6 -T r ichloropheno I 0.2 2.1 No

56 Acenaphthene 0.17 1200 0.000798 No

)l Acenaohthvlene 0.03 No Criteria 0.00029 Uo

58 Anthracene 0.16 9600 0.00028 No

59 Benzidine 0.3 0.00012 0.0015 No

60 Benzo(a)Anthracene 0.12 0.0044 0.00154 No

6l Benzo(a)Pvrene 0.09 0.0044 0.0013 No

62 Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 0.1 I 0.0044 0.0018 No

63 Benzo(shi)Pervlene 0.06 No Criteria 0.000984 Uo

64 Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 0.16 0.0044 0.0006 No

65 Bis(2- 0.3 No Criteria 0.3 Uo
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#in
CTR

PRIORITY
POLLUTANTS

MEC or
Minimum

ppttl
(us.lL\

Governing
wQo/wQC (ug/L)

Maximum
Background or
Minimum Dltrl

(us.lL\

RPA
Resultst2l

Chloroethoxy)Methane

66 B is(2 -Chloroethvl)Ether 0.3 0.031 0.3 No

67
Bis(2-
Chloroisopropvl)Ether 0,6 1400 No

68

Bis(2-
Ethvlhexvl)Phthalate 0.3 t.8 0.092 No

69
4-Bromophenyl Phenyl
Ether u.4 No Criteria 0.23 Uo

70 Butvlbenzvl Phthalate 0.4 3000 0.065 No

71 2-Chloronaphthalene U.J 1700 0.3 No

72
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl
Ether 0.4 No Criteria 0.3 Uo

IJ Chrysene 0. l4 0.0044 0.00116 No

74 Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 0.04 0.0044 0.00049 No

75 I .2-Dichlorob enzene 0.4 2700 0.8 No

76 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 0.2 400 0.8 No
11 1.4-Dichlorob enzene 0.3 400 0.8 No

78 3.3 -Dichlorobenzidine 0.3 0.04 0.004 No

79 Diethvl Phthalate 0.4 23000 0.24 No

80 Dimethvl Phthalate 0.4 3 r3000 0.24 No

8l Di-n-Butvl Phthalate 0.4 2700 0.0000707 No

82 2.4-Dinitrotoluene 0.3 0.11 0.27 No

83 2.6-Dinitrotoluene 0.3 No Criteria 0.29 Uo

84 Di-n-Octvl Phthalate 0.4 No Criteria 0.38 Uo

85 I .2-Diohenvlhvdrazine 0.3 0.04 0.0087 No

86 Fluoranthene 0.03 300 0.0031 No

87 Fluorene 0.02 1300 0.00085 No

88 Hexachlorobenzene 0.4 0.00075 0.000r3 No

89 Hexachlorobutadiene 0.2 0.44 0.3 No

90
Hexachlorocyclopentadren

0.1 240 0.31 No

9l Hexachloroethane 0.2 1.9 0.2 No

92 Indeno( 1.2.3-cd)Pvrene 0.04 0.0044 0.0037 No

93 Isophorone 0.3 8.4 0.3 No

94 Naphthalene 0.05 No Criteria 0.004118 Uo

95 Nitrobenzene 0.3 t7 0.25 No

96 N-Nitrosodimethvlamine 0.4 0.00069 0.3 No

97
N-Nitrosodi-n-
Proovlamine 0.3 0.005 0.001 No

98 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 0.4 5 0.001 No

99 Phenanthrene 0.07 No Criteria 0.00148s Uo

100 Pyrene 0.03 960 0.0033 No

t0l 1.2.4-Trichlorobenzene 0.3 No Criteria 0.3 Uo

t02 Aldrin 0.003 0.00013 No



GWF Power Systems, L.P., Site I Power Plant

NPDES Permit No. CA0029106
Order No. R2-2005-0018

Fact Sheet

13

#in
CTR

PzuOzuTY
POLLUTANTS

MEC or
Minimum

DLtI]
(usll-)

Governing
wQo/WQC (ueL)

Maximum
Background or
Minimum Dltrl

(us.lL\

RPA
Resultst2l

03 alpha-BHC 0.002 0.0039 0.000347 No

04 beta-BHC 0.001 0.014 0.0001r8 No

05 eamma-BHC 0.001 0.019 0.001003 No

06 delta-BHC 0.001 No Criteria 0.000038 Uo

07 Chlordane 0.01 0.00057 0.0002535 No

08 4.4'-DDT 0.001 0.00059 0.000310 No

09 4.4'-DDE (linked to DDT) 0.001 0.00059 0.00057 No

l0 4.4'-DDD 0.001 0.00083 0.000368 No

tl Dieldrin 0.002 0.00014 0.000327 Yes

t2 aloha-Endosulfan 0.002 0.0087 0.000062 No

t3 beta-Endolsulfan 0.001 0.0087 0.0000286 No

t4 Endosulfan Sulfate 0.001 ll0 0.00018 No

l5 Endrin 0.002 0.0023 0.000224 No

t6 Endrin Aldehvde 0.002 0.76 No

17 Heptachlor 0.003 0.00021 0.000016 No

l8 Heptachlor Epoxide 0.002 0.0001 0.00017 Yes

I l9-
12s PCBs sum 0.07 0.00017 No

t26 Toxaohene 0.2 0.0002 No

Total PAHs 0.07 l5 0.023 No

tll

t2)

Values for MEC or maximum background in bold are the actual detected concentrations, otherwise the values

shown are the minimum detection levels.
NA = Not Available (there is no monitoring data or WQO/WQC for this constituent).

RP :Yes, if either MEC or background > WQO/WQC.
RP : No, if both MEC or background < WQO/WQC or all effluent concentrations non-detect and background
<WQOMQC or no background available.
RP: Uo (undetermined if no objective promulgated).

v) Pollutants with no reasonable potential: WQBELs are not included in the Order for
constituents that do not have reasonable potential to cause or contribute to exceedance of
applicable WQOs or WQC. However, monitoring for those pollutants is still required,
under the provisions of the Board's August 6,2001Letter. If concentrations of these

constituents are found to increase significantly, the Discharger will be required to
investigate the source(s) of the increase(s). Remedial measures are required if the

increases pose a threat to water quality in the receiving water. If the Discharger has

fulfilled the sampling requirements according to its approved sampling plan submitted
per the August 6,2001Letter, the Discharger shall perform a minimum of one sampling
event of all 126 priority pollutants during the life of the permit, and submit the results at

least 180 days prior to permit expiration (with the permit renewal application).

vi) Permit reopener: The permit includes a reopener provision to allow numeric effluent
limitations to be added for any constituent that in the future exhibits reasonable potential
to cause or contribute to exceedance of a WQO or WQC. This determination, based on
monitoring results, will be made by the Board.
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2) Dilution

The previous permit suggested the outfall can achieve a dilution of at least 10: 1. However,
the Discharger has not provided any documentation with its application to substantiate this.
The Board believes a conservative 10:1 dilution credit for discharges of non-bioaccumulative
pollutants to the New York Slough and the Delta is necessary for protection of beneficial
uses. The basis for limiting the dilution credit is based on SIP provisions in Section 1.4.2.
The following outlines the basis for derivation of the dilution credit:

i). Due to the complex hydrology of the Delta, a mixing zone cannot be accurately
established.

ii). Previous dilution studies do not fully account for the cumulative effects of other
wastewater discharges to the system.

iii). The SIP allows limiting a mixing zone and dilution credit for persistent pollutants (e.g.,

arsenic, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc).

The main justification for using a l0:l dilution credit is uncertainty in accurately determining
ambient background and uncertainty in accurately determining the mixing zone in a complex
estuarine system with multiple wastewater discharges.

D. Complex Estuarine System Necessitates Far-Field Background - The SIP allows
background to be determined on a discharge-by-discharge or water body-by-water body
basis (SIP section 1.4.3). Consistent with the SIP, Board staff has chosen to use a water
body-by-water body basis because of the uncertainties inherent in accurately
characterizing ambient background in a complex estuarine system on a discharge-by-
discharge basis.

With this in mind, the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River stations also fit the
guidance for ambient background in the SIP compared to other stations in the Regional
Monitoring Program. Section 1.4.3 of the SIP specifies that "preference should be given
to...concentrations immediately upstream or near the discharge, but not within an
allowed mixing zone for the discharge." The SIP further states that data are applicable if
they are "representative of the ambient receiving water column that will mix with the
discharge." The Sacramento River and San Joaquin stations are upstream, not within a

mixing zone, and does represent water that will mix with the discharge. The Sacramento
and San Joaquin Rivers are the primary source of fresh inflow water to the Delta and its
flow varies seasonally. Salt water also influences Suisun Bay and the Delta through
diurnal tidal currents but its influence is generally less in the Delta, and less during the
wet seasons when delta outflow is the highest (Jan-April).

ii). Uncertainties Prevent Accurate Mixing Zones in Complex Estuarine Systems - There
are uncertainties in accurately determining the mixing zones for each discharge. The
models that have been used by dischargers to predict dilution have not considered the
three-dimensional nature of the currents in the estuary resulting from the interaction of
tidal flushes and seasonal fresh water outflows. Salt water is heavier than fresh water.
Colder salt water from the ocean flushes in twice a day generally under the warmer fresh
rivers waters that flows out annually. When these waters mix and interact, complex
circulation patterns occur due to the different densities of these waters. These complex
patterns occur throughout the estuary but are most prevalent in the San Pablo Bay,
Carquinez Strait, and Suisun Bay areas. The locations change depending on the strength
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of each tide and the variable rate of delta outflow. Additionally, sediment loads to the

Bay from the Central Valley also change on a longer-term basis. These changes can

result in changes to the depths of different parts of the Bay making some areas more
shallow and/or other areas more deep. These changes affect flow patterns that in rurn can

affect the initial dilution achieved by a discharger's diffuser.

iii). Dye studies do not account for cumulative effects from other discharges - The tracer
and dye studies conducted are often not long enough in duration to fully assess the long
residence time of a portion of the discharge that is not flushed out of the system. In other
words, some of the discharge, albeit a small portion, makes up part of the dilution water.
So unless the dye studies are of long enough duration, the diluting effect on the dye
measures only the initial dilution with "clean" dilution water rather than the actual
dilution with "clean" dilution water plus some amount of original discharge that resides
in the system. Furthermore, both models and dye studies that have been conducted have
not considered the effects ofdischarges from other nearby discharge sources, nor the
cumulative effect of discharges from over 20 other major dischargers to San Francisco
Bay system. While it can be argued the effects from other discharges are accounted for
by factoring in the local background concentration in calculating the limitations, accurate
characterization oflocal background levels are also subject to uncertainties resulting from
the interaction of tidal flushing and seasonal fresh water outflows described above.

iv). Mixing Zone Is Further Limited for Persistent Pollutants - Discharges to the Bay
Area waters are not completely-mixed discharges as defined by the SIP. Thus, the
dilution credit should be determined using site-specific information for incompletely-
mixed discharges. The SIP in section 1.4.2.2 specifies that the Regional Board
"significantly limit a mixing zone and dilution credit as necessary... For example, in
determining the extent of ... a mixing zone or dilution credit, the RWQCB shall consider
the presence of pollutants in the discharge that are ... persistent." The SIP defines
persistent pollutants to be "substances for which degradation or decomposition in the
environment is nonexistent or very slow." The pollutants at issue here are persistent
pollutants (e.g., arsenic, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc). The dilution studies that estimate
actual dilution do not address the effects of these persistent pollutants in the Bay
environment, such as their long-term effects on sediment concentrations."

3) Applicable WQOsAilQC for WQBEL Calculation

Toxic substances are regulated by WQBELs derived from the Basin Plan, Tables 3-3 and 3-4,
the CTR, the NTR, and/or best professional judgment (BPJ). WQBELs in this Order are
revised and updated from the limits in the previous Order, and their presence in this Order is

based on the evaluation of the Discharger's data as described below under the Reasonable
Potential Analysis. Numeric WQBELs are required for all constituents that have a reasonable
potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard.
Reasonable potential is deteimined and final WQBELs are developed using the methodology
outlined in the SIP. If the Discharger demonstrates that the final limits will be infeasible to
meet and provides justification for a compliance schedule, then interim limits are established,
with a compliance schedule to achieve the final limits. The WQOs or WQC used for each
pollutant with Reasonable Potential is indicated in Table C below as well as in Attachment 2.
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4)

Table C. Water Quality Objectives/Criteria for Pollutants with RP

Interim Limitations

Interim effluent limitations were derived for those constituents (copper, mercury, nickel,
selenium, cyanide, dieldrin, and heptachlor epoxide) for which the Discharger has shown
infeasibility of complying with the respective final limitations and has demonstrated that

compliance schedules are justified based on the Discharger's source control and pollution
minimization efforts in the past and continued efforts in the future. The interim effluent
concentration limitations for copper, mercury, nickel, selenium, and cyanide are either based

on previous permit effluent limitation, the MEC, or based on the statistical analyses of data

submitted by the Discharger. Interim limitations were established for dieldrin and heptachlor
epoxide based on their respective minimum levels (MLs). The interim limitations are

discussed in more detail below. For TCDD TEQ, due to the limited effluent data, this permit
does not contain an interim limitation for dioxin. The final limitations for dioxins will be

based on the WLA assigned to the Discharger in the TMDL.

Feasibility Bvaluation and Final WQBELs

The Discharger submitted an infeasibility to comply report on February 1,2005 for copper,

mercury, nickel, selenium, cyanide, dieldrin, and heptachlor epoxide. For constituents that
Board staff could perform a meaningful statistical analysis (i.e., copper),. self-monitoring data

from2000-2004 were used to compare the mean, 95tn percentile, and 99'n percentile with the

long-term average (LTA), AMEL, and MDEL to conhrm if it is feasible for the Discharger to
comply with WQBELs. If any of the LTA, AMEL, and MDEL exceeds the mean, 95'n

percentile, and 99'n percentile, the infeasiblily for the Discharger to comply with WQBELs is

confirmed statistically. For selenium and cyanide, due to lack of good distribution or high
censoring of the data set, Board staff compared the MEC and the AMEL to determine
compliance feasibility.

The Board concurred that there is infeasibility for immediate compliance with the dieldrin
and heptachlor epoxide WQBELs, as both pollutants were not detected in the effluent with
method detection limits (MDLs) above the SIP specified minimum levels (MLs), in addition,
the MLs are above the WQBELs for both pollutants.

s)

Pollutant Chronic
wQo/wQC

@etL)

Acute
wQo/wQC

@s/L)

lluman
Health
WQC
tus,lLl

Basis of Lowest WQO
/wQc

Used in RP

Arsenic 36 69 BP

Copper a-).t 5.8 1300 CTR

Lead 1.9 50 BP

Mercury 0.025 2.1 0.05 r BP

Nickel 8.3 75 610 BP

Selenium 5 20 NTR

Zinc 86 86 BP

Cyanide I I 700 NTR

TCDD TEO l.3x l0-8 CTR

Dieldrin 0.0019 0.7 | 0.00014 CTR

Heotachlor Eooxide 0.0001 CTR
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Table D below shows these comparisons in pgll-:

Table D: Summary of Feasibility Analysis

For TCDD TEQ, there are four effluent data measurements available, and all are above the

WQBELs, in addition, the MLs (see BACWA Letter dated April 23,2002) for all l7 dioxin
congers are higher than the WQBELs, therefore, the Board has determined that it is infeasible
for the Discharger to achieve immediate compliance.

Table E below summarizes the calculated WQBELs, and the feasibility to comply analysis
for all pollutants with effluent limitations. The WQBELs calculation is attached as

Attachment 2 of this Fact Sheet.

Table E. Final WQBELs and Feasibility to Comply

Pollutant MDEL
pgL

AMEL
ttglL

Feasible to Comply?

Arsenic 53r 283 Yes

Coooer 4.6 3.5 No

Lead l4 5.5 Yes

Mercury 0.046 0.018 No
Nickel 35 t9 No
Selenium 9.2 3.4 No
Zinc 780 408 Yes

Cvanide 5.5 3.0 No
TCDD TEO 1.3x l0-8 2.6x10-o Unable to determ ne

Dieldrin 0.00028 0.00014 Unable to determ ne

Heptachlor Epoxide 0.0002 0.0001 Unable to determ ne

Interim Limitations and Compliance Schedules

This Order establishes compliance schedule until April 27,2010 for mercury selenium,
cyanide; and May 17 ,2010 for copper, , dieldrin, and heptachlor epoxide; and December 3 l,
2014 for nickel. These compliance schedules equal to or exceed the length of the permit;
therefore, the calculated final limitations are intended for point of reference for the feasibility
demonstration.

Constituent Mean / LTA 95Ih/ AMEL 99.h / MDEL
Feasible to

Comply
Copper 22> 3.0 30 > 3.5 34 > 4.6 No

Mercury 0.02 > 0.009 0.042 > 0.018 0.070 > 0.046 No
Nickel t7>t3 25>19 32> 25 No
Selenium MEC>AMEL No

Cvanide MEC>AMEL No
Dieldrin and heptachlor
epoxide

ML>AMEL No
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During the compliance schedules, interim limitations are included based on current treatment

facility performance or on previous permit limitations, whichever is more stringent, to

maintain existing water quality. Attachment 4 details the general basis for final compliance
dates. The Board may take appropriate enforcement actions if interim limitations and

requirements are not met.

i. Copper - Further Discussion and Rationale for Interim Effluent Limitation: Interim
effluent limitations are required for copper since the Discharger has demonstrated and the

Board verified that the final effluent limitations calculated according to the SIP (AMEL
of 3 .5 pglL and MDEL of 4.6 ltglL) will be infeasible to meet. The SIP requires the

interim numeric effluent limitation for the pollutant be based on either current treatment
facility performance, or on the previous Order's limitation, whichever is more stringent.
Self-monitoring data from 2000 - 2004 indicate that effluent copper concentrations
ranged from 12.2 pglL to 32.8 pglL (74 samples). Board staff calculated an interim
performance-based limitation (IPBL) of 39 ltglL (3 standard deviations above the mean).

The previous permit's effluent limitation for copper was 36 pgll-. Therefore, 36 pgll- is
established in this Order as the interim limitation, and will remain effect until May 17,
2010, or until the Board amends the limitation based on SSO or additional data.

ii. Mercury - Further Discussion and Rationale for Interim Effluent Limitation: Interim
effluent limitations are required for mercury since the Discharger has demonstrated and

the Board verified that the final effluent limitations calculated according to the SIP

(AMEL of 0.018 pg/L andMDEL of 0.046 pgil) will be infeasible to meet. The SIP

requires the interim numeric effluent limitation for the pollutant be based on either
current treatment facility performance, or on the previous Order's limitation, whichever
is more stringent. The previous permit's effluent limitation for mercury was 0.21 pglL.
Effluent concentrations from 2000 - 2004ranged from 0.0063 to 0.134 VglL (72

samples). This Order establishes a mercury IPBL of 0.134 pglL, which is the MEC,
expressed as a daily maximum. It is not possible to fit a reasonably good distribution to
the data and determine a statistically-based IPBL. This IPBL shall remain in effect until
April27,2010, or until the Board amends the limitation based on a WLA in the TMDL
for mercury. However, during the next permit reissuance, the Board may reevaluate the

interim mercury limitation.

iii. Nickel - Further Discussion and Rationale for Interim Effluent Limitation: Interim
effluent limitations are required for nickel since the Discharger has demonstrated and the

Board verified that the final effluent limitations calculated according to the SIP (AMEL
of 19 pglL and MDEL of 35 pgll.) will be infeasible to meet. The SIP requires the

interim numeric effluent limitation for the pollutant be based on either current treatment
facility performance, or on the previous Order's limitation, whichever is more stringent.
Self-monitoring data from 2000 - 2004 indicate that effluent nickel concentrations ranged

from 7 .9 ltglL to 73 .2 StglL (82 samples). Because it is infeasible that the Discharger will
immediately comply with the nickel WQBELs, this order establishes a nickel IPBL of 53

pgll.. The IPBL is based on the previous Order's maximum daily effluent limitation for
nickel of 53 pglL. Therefore, 53 pglL is established in this Order as the interim
limitation, and will remain effect until December 31,2014, or until the Board amends the

limitation based on a WLA in the TMDL for nickel.

iv. Selenium - Further Discussion and Rationale for Interim Effluent Limitation: Interim
effluent limitations are required for selenium since the Discharger has demonstrated and
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the Board verified that the final effluent limitations calculated according to the SIP
(AMEL of 3.4 pglL and MDEL of 9.2 FglL) will be infeasible to meet. The SIP requires
the interim numeric effluent limitation for the pollutant be based on either current
treatment facility performance, or on the previous Order's limitation, whichever is more
stringent. Self-monitoring data from 2000 - 2004 indicate that effluent selenium
concentrations ranged from 2 pglL to 48.6 pglL (21 samples). Board staff calculated an

interim performance-based limitation (IPBL) of 48.6 pgll- (maximum observed effluent
concentration). The previous permit does not contain effluent limitations for selenium.
Therefore, a8.6 pglL is established in this Order as the interim limitation, and will remain
effect until April27,2010, or until the Board amends the limitation based on a WLA in
the TMDL for selenium.

v. Cyanide - Further Discussion and Rationale for Interim Effluent Limitation: Interim
effluent limitations are required for cyanide since the Discharger has demonstrated and
the Board verified that the final effluent limitations calculated according to the SIP
(AMEL of 3.0 pgll, and MDEL of 5.5 pgll.) will be infeasible to meet. The SIP requires
the interim numeric effluent limitation for the pollutant be based on either current
treatment facility performance, or on the previous Order's limitation, whichever is more
stringent. Self-monitoring data from 2000 - 2004 indicate that effluent cyanide
concentrations ranged from <0.01 ltglL to 7 ltglL (24 samples). This Order establishes a

cyanide IPBL of 7 pgll-, which is the MEC, expressed as a daily maximum. It is not
possible to fit a reasonably good distribution to the data and determine a statistically-
based IPBL. The previous permit does not contain effluent limitations for cyanide.
Therefore, 7 pglL is established in this Order as the interim limitation, and will remain in
effect until April27,2010, or until the Board amends the limitation based on additional
data or a SSO.

vi. Dieldrin and Heptachlor Epoxide - Further Discussion and Rationale for Interim Effluent
Limitations: Interim effluent limitations are required for these pollutants because
compliance with the final WQBELs (AMEL of 0.00014 pglL and MDEL of 0.00028

ltglL for dieldrin, and AMEL of 0.0001 ltglL and MDEL of 0.0002 pglL for heptachlor
epoxide) cannot be determined at this time as the MLs are higher than the frnal calculated
WQBELs. Interim limitations are established at the respective MLs. The interim
limitations are as follows; dieldrin is 0.01 gtglL and heptachlor epoxide is 0.01 pgll.
These interim limits shall remain in effect until May 18,2010, or until the Board amends
the limitations based on future information or WLAs in the TMDL for dieldrin.

7) Attainability of Interim Performance-Based Limitations

Copper

During the period of January 2000 through September 2004, the Discharger's effluent
concentrations for copper ranged from 12.2 pglL to 32.8 pglL (74 samples). All74
samples were below the interim limitation of 36.0 StglL. k is therefore expected that the
facility can comply with the interim limitation for copper.

Mercury

During the period of January 2000 through September 2004, the Discharger's effluent
concentrations ranged from 0.0062 ltglL to 0.134 pglL (72 samples). It is expected that
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the facility can comply with the interim limitation of 0.134 pglL for mercury, because it
is based on the maximum observed effluent concentration from 2000-2004.

Nickel

During the period of January 2000 through September 2004, the Discharger's effluent

concentrations ranged fromT .9 pglL to 73.2 pglL (82 samples). Two samples (73.2 and

58.a pglL) out of 82 were greater than the interim limitation of 53 pglL, these samples

have been determined to be outliers as compared to the statistical distribution fitted to the

effluent data. It is therefore expected that the facility can comply with the interim
limitation of 53 pglL for nickel.

Selenium

During the period of January 2000 through September 2004, the Discharger's effluent
concentrations ranged from2 pglL to a8.6 ltglL (21 samples). It is expected that the

facility can comply with the interim limitation of 48.6 trtgL for selenium, because it is
based on the maximum observed effluent concentration from 2000-2004.

Cyanide

During the period of January 2000 through September 2004, the Discharger's effluent
concentrations ranged from <0.01 pglLtoT pglL (24 samples). All24 samples were non-

detect, at or below the interim limitation of 7 ytglL.It is therefore expected that the

facility can comply with the interim limitation of 7 ptglL for cyanide.

Dieldrin and Heptachlor Epoxide

Self-monitoring effluent data are available from2002-2003. Neither pollutant was

detected in the effluent in any of the samples and therefore, the interim limitations are

attainable.

8) Mercury and Selenium Interim Mass Emission Limitation

The Order contains mass emission limitations of 8.1 glyear for mercury and 293 kglyear for
selenium because the Board has determined that there is mercury and selenium in the

Discharger's effluent and there is no additional assimilative capacity for mercury or selenium
in the Bay and Delta system. This determination is consistent with SIP Section 2.1.1

requirements that the Regional Board consider whether additional assimilative capacity exists

for 303(d)-listed bioaccumulative pollutants. That determination also considered the fact that
elevated mercury in fish and elevated selenium in waterfowl from the San Francisco Bay and

Delta has been detected.

9) Comparison to Previous Permit Limitations

The effluent limitations for TSS, oil and grease, settable matter, pH, and temperature have
been retained from the previous Order. A chlorine effluent limitation is included if the

Discharger uses chlorination in the future. The interim effluent limitations for copper and

nickel are unchanged from the previous Order. The interim limitations are more stringent for
mercury. There are new interim limitations for senlenium, cyanide, dieldrin and heptachlor

lll.

vi.
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epoxide (i.e. no limitations for these constituents are included in the previous Order). There

are new effluent limitations for arsenic, zinc, and lead which are more stringent than the

requirements in the previous Order. There were no effluent limitations or sampling
requirements for chronic toxicity in the previous permit.

Basis for Receiving Water Limitations

a). Receivine water limitations C.l and C.2 (conditions to be avoided): These limitations are

based on the previous permit and the narrative/numerical objectives contained in Chapter 3 of
the Basin Plan, pages 3-2 - 3-5.

b). Receiving water limitation C.3 (compliance with State Law): This requirement is in the

previous permit, requires compliance with Federal and State law, and is self-explanatory.

Basis for Self-Monitoring Requirements

The SMP includes monitoring at the outfall for conventional, non-conventional, and toxic
pollutants, and acute and chronic toxicity. The sampling requirement for conventional and non-

conventional pollutants has retained from the previous permit. Monthly acute bioassay is required
to determine compliance with effluent limitations: This is the same as in the previous permit.
Acute toxicity may be reduced to quarterly upon demonstration that no acute toxicity is observed
and upon approval by the Executive Officer. Semiannual chronic toxicity test is required to
determine compliance with the effluent limitations: This requirement is new. For arsenic, copper,
lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, zinc and cyanide, the Discharger will perform monthly
monitoring to demonstrate compliance with interim limitations. For dieldrin and heptachlor
epoxide, semiannual monitoring is required to demonstrate compliance with the interim limits.
Moreover, the Discharger shall collect twice yearly monitoring for all the 2,3,7 ,8-TCDD
congeners using the minimum detection limit that can be achieved. In lieu of near field
discharge specific ambient monitoring, it is generally acceptable that the Discharger participate in
collaborative receiving water monitoring with other dischargers under the provisions of the

Board's August 6,2001Letter and the RMP. During the permit life, the Discharger shall perform
a minimum one sampling event of the 126 priority pollutants, and submit the results with permit
renewal application, at least 180 days prior to permit expiration.

Basis for Provisions

Provision D.1. (Permit Compliance and Rescission of Previous Permit): Time of compltance
is based on 40 CFR 122. The basis of this Order superceding and rescinding the previous
permit is based on 40 CFR 122.46.

Provision D.2 (Effluent Characterization Study): This provision is based on the Basin Plan

and the SIP.

Provision D.3 (Receiving Water Study): This provision is based on the Basin Plan and the

SIP.

Provision D.4 (Cyanide Compliance Schedule and Site-Specific Objective (SSO) Study).
This provision, based on BPJ, requires the Discharger to characterize background ambient
cyanide concentrations and to participate in an on-going group effort to develop an SSO for
cvanide.

8.

9.

a)

b)

c)

d)



GWF Power Systems, L.P., Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029 106

Order No. R2-2005-0018

Fact Sheet

22

e) Provision D.5 (Pollutant Prevention and Minimization Program): This provision is based on

the Basin Plan, pages 4-25 - 4-28, and the SIP, Section 2.1.

Provision D.6 (Compliance Attainability Analysis for Nickel). This provision is based on the

SIP and BPJ to est6blish compliance schedules as short as feasible.

Provision D.7 (Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Annual Report). This is based on

the Basin Plan, 40 CFR part 122, and Regional Board Resolution No. 74-10.

Provision D.8 (Best Management Practices Program): This provision is based on the Clean
Water Act, Section 304(e), and 40 CFR part 122.44(k).

Provision D.9 (Whole Effluent Acute Toxicity): This provision establishes conditions by
which compliance with permit effluent limitations for acute toxicity will be demonstrated.
Conditions initially include the use of 96-hour static renewal bioassays, the use of rainbow
trout or fathead minnow, and the use of approved test methods as specified, currently 5'h

Edition U.S. EPA protocol.

Provision D.10 (Whole Effluent Chronic Toxicity): This provision establishes conditions and
protocol by which compliance with the Basin Plan narrative WQO for toxicity will be
demonstrated. Conditions include required monitoring and evaluation of the effluent for
chronic toxicity and numerical values for chronic toxicity evaluation to be used as'triggers'
for initiating accelerated monitoring and toxicity reduction evaluation(s). These conditions
apply to the discharges to New York Slough and the numerical values for chronic toxicity
evaluation are based on a minimum initial dilution ratio of l0:1. This provision also requires
the Discharger to conduct screening phase monitoring and implement toxicity identification
and reduction evaluations when there is consistent chronic toxicity in the discharge. The
screening phase monitoring is important to help determine which test species is most
sensitive to the toxicity of the effluent for future compliance monitoring. The proposed
conditions in the draft permit for chronic toxicity are based on the Basin Plan narrative WQO
for toxicity, Basin Plan effluent limitations for chronic toxicity (Basin Plan, Chapter 4), U.S.
EPA and SWRCB Task Force guidance, applicable federal regulations [40 CFR
r22.44(d)(r)(v)1, and BPJ.

Provision D.l1 (Option Site-Specific Translator Study and Schedule for Copper and Nickel):
This provision allows the Discharger to conduct an optional copper and nickel translator
study, based on BPJ and the SIP. This provision is based on the need to gather site-specific
information in order to apply a different translator from the default translator specified in the
CTR and SIP. Without site-specific data, the default translators from CTR have been used to
translate the dissolved WQC/WQOs for copper and nickel to total standards in recoverable
metals.

Provision D.12 (Optional Mass Offset): This option is provided to encourage the Discharger
to further implement aggressive reduction of mass loads to the Sacramento/San Joaquin
Delta.

Provision D.13 (Operations and Maintenance Manual, Review and Status Reports) and D.14
(Contingency Plan, Review and Status Report): These provisions are based on the Basin
Plan, the requirements of 40 CFR 122, and the previous permit.

s)

h)

i)

i)

k)

r)

m)
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n) Provision D.l5 (303(d)-listed Pollutants Site-Specific Objective and TMDL Status Review):
Consistent with the SIP, the Discharger shall participate in the development of region-wide
TMDL or SSO studies. By January 3l of each year, the Discharger shall submit an update to

the Board to document progress made on source control and pollutant minimization measures

and development of TMDL or SSO. Regional Board staff shall review the status of TMDL
development. This Order may be reopened in the future to reflect any changes required by
TMDL development.

Provision D.16 (New Water Quality Objectives): This provision allows future modification
of the permit and permit effluent limitations as necessary in response to updated WQOs that
may be established in the future. This provision is based on 40 CFR 123.

Provision D.l7 (Self-Monitoring Program): The Discharger is required to conduct
monitoring of the permitted discharges in order to evaluate compliance with permit
conditions. Monitoring requirements are contained in the Self Monitoring Program (SMP) of
the Permit. This provision requires compliance with the SMP, and is based on 40 CFR
122.63. The SMP is a standard requirement in almost all NPDES permits issued by the

Board, including this Order. It contains definitions of terms, specifies general sampling and

analytical protocols, and sets out requirements for reporting of spills, violations, and routine
monitoring data in accordance with NPDES regulations, the California Water Code, and

Board's policies. The SMP also contains a sampling program specific for the facility. It
defines the sampling stations and frequency, the pollutants to be monitored, and additional
reporting requirements. Pollutants to be monitored include all parameters for which effluent
limitations are specified. Monitoring for additional constituents, for which no effluent
limitations are established, is also required to provide data for future completion of RPAs for
them.

Provision D.18 (Standard Provisions and Reporting Requirements): The purpose of this
provision is to require compliance with the standard provisions and reporting requirements
given in this Board's document titled Standard Provisions and Reporting Requirements for
NPDES Surface l(ater Discharge Permits, August 1993 (the Standard Provisions), or any
amendments thereafter. That document is incorporated in the permit as an attachment to it.
Where provisions or reporting requirements specified in the permit are different from
equivalent or related provisions or reporting requirements given in the Standard Provisions,
the permit specifications shall apply. The standard provisions and reporting requirements
given in the above document are based on various state and federal regulations with specific
references cited therein.

Provision D.l9 (Change in Control or Ownership): This provision is based on 40 CFR
122.61.

Provision D.20 (Permit Reopener): This provision is based on 40 CFR 123.

Provision D.21 (NPDES Permit): This provision is based on 40 CFR 123.

Provisions D.22 (Order Expiration and Reapplication): This provision is based on 40 CFR
r22.46(a).

o)

p)

q)

r)

s)

0

u)



GWF Power Systems, L.P., Site I Power Plant Fact Sheet

NPDES Permit No. CA0029106 24

Order No. R2-2005-0018

V. WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENT APPEALS

Any person may petition the State Water Resources Control Board to review the decision of the

Board regarding the Waste Discharge Requirements. A petition must be made within 30 days of
the Board public hearing.

VI. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: RPA Results for PrioriW Pollutants
Attachment 2: Effluent Data
Attachment 3: Calculation of Final WQBELs
Attachment 4: General Basis for Final Compliance Dates
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RPA Results for Prioritv Pollutants
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Effluent Data



GwF Powe. Systems Site 1 - Data Input for RPA

G.-. hlrhught tub br Input Incoobbncy (.o -lnFt tut'.r&ho! frr lqb)
Ydb hldllshb s s.- l.put

data inp0t for RPA
GwF_SiteLRPA



data input fo. RPA
GWF_Sitel_RPA

GWF Power Systems Site I - Data Input for RPA

mrl Et rr

ffi*@

@..
!r!,y, 6:xr

NDEtMw SFF@4. [ilffituk

HtiloL) H (MDU rPxha!!: RWOCB $rl slaffi hd

03

t03 0@l
ttla

0 o0l@32
0.q

to7 0

t08 DT 0.00

o m368
0.q

t13 0.@
114 lla

ia 0.m
llS125 rc83 3un 0.0 N

M2

Pqe2ot2



GWF Power Systems L.P., Site I Power Plant
NPDES Permit No. CA0029106
Order No. R2-2005-0018

Fact Sheet

Attachment 3

Calculation of Final WQBELS



GWF Power Systems Site 1

WQBEL Calculation

'RIORITY POLLUTANTS Arsenic Copper Lead Mercury Nickel Selenium Zinc Cyanide TCDD TEQ

Heptachl
or

Eooxide Dieldrin

Jnits us/L uo/L uo/L uo/L uq/L uq/L uq/L uo/L uq/L us/L us/L

lasis and Criteria Woe BP SW CTR SW BP FW
BP SW (4-
d, 1 -hr avq)

dr Dvv (24.
hr. Max) CTR SW BP FW CTR SW CTR HH CTR HH CTR HH

owest WOO 50 1.95 o.o2a 8.28 5.OC 85.6i 1.00 '1.30E-0€ 1.00E-04 1.40E-O4

Iranslators
)ilution Factor (D) (if apolicable) 9 9 0

{o. of samoles Der month
ouatic lite criteria analvsis reouired? (Y/N) Y Y N N

lH criteria analvsis reouired? (Y/N) Y N N Y Y Y

,licable Acute WQO 69.0( 5.7€ 49.9 2.1 7a E€ NA NI o.71

\policable Chronic WQO 36.0( J. /J 1.9r 0.025 8.30 8€ 1 NP NI 0.0019

{H criteria 0.051 460C 7oc 1.30E-08 1.00E-02 1.40E-O4

acKgrouno (max conc Tor Aq Lrre carc) z.o: F 2l 1 .3101 0.0156 o_ aJ 0.4: 9.3€

ound (avo conc for HH calc) 0.037 21.8C 0.50 0.02775C 0.000031 0.00014

s the oollutant Bioaccumulative(Y/N)? (e.q., Hq) N N Y N N N Y

:CA acute 666.: 10.c 461 2.1 689.43 2( 779.663857 o.71

:CA chronic 3.7 0.025 22.43 779.66385i 5.5 0.001€

)A HH 1 300 0.051 45803.t 6995.5 1.3E-O8 0.0001 0.00014

No. of data points <10 or at least 80% of data
'eoorted non detect? (Y/N) N N r\ N N N N N Y Y
qvo of effluent data ooints 14.717 21.950 0.75: 0.0164 16.971 10.70t 30.495 3.43

Std Dev of effluent data ooints 7.647 4.164 0.78: 0.0173 13.307 16.512 1.72

:iV calculated o.52 0.1 1.O4 1.Of 0.51 1.24 0.54 0.5c N/A N/F N/A

o.52 0.1 1.O4 't.0€ 0.51 1.24 0.54 0.5( 0.6 0.€ 0.60

-cA acute mulN)g 0.3€ 0.66 o.2c n ic 0.3( 0.1 0.35 0.32

:CA chronic mult99 0.57 0.81 u_Jo U.JO U f,/ 0.31 u.3b 0.5t 0.53

TA ecute 240.84 96.1€ o.41 251.0( 272.6C 2.0'. o.23

-TA chronic 191.77 3.01 2.78 0.009 12.8! 15e 435.11 1.00E-03

ninimum ol LlAs 191.7 3.01 z. ta 0.00! 12.8! 1.5€ 272.60 2.0t 1.00E-03

\MEL multgs 1.47 1.1t 1.98 2.00 '1.4 2.17 1.50 1.4t 1.55 1.55

VIDEL multgg 5.07 5.1€ l. t: 5.94 2.86 3.'1 I 3.1 1 3.1 1

\MEL (ao life) 242.6( 3.5( 5.5C 0.01€ 18.8t 3.3S 407.54 2.9t 1.56E-0:

-(aq life) 530.5( 4.5€ '14.08 0.046 35.2! 9.24 779.66 5.5C

vIDEUAMEL Multiolier 1.8t 1.31 2.56 2.58 1.81 1.91 1.8: 2.O1 2.O1 2.O1

\MhL (human hlth) 1300.0c U.UCl 45804 699€ 1 3UE-0t 1.00E-04

MDEL (human hlth) 1 700.3€ 0.13't 8562( 12921 2.61E-08 2.Q1E-Ot

ninimum of AMEL lor Ao. life vs HH 2E2.6( 3.5C 5.5C o.o2 18.8i 3.39 407.54 2.98 1.30E-01 1.00E-04 1.40E-04

ninimum of MDEL for Ao. Life vs HH 530.5( 4.58 14.08 0.04€ 35.24 9.24 f 79.66 5.5( 2.61E-08 2.0'lE-ot 2.81E-Ot

urrent limit in oermit (30-d avo) (flnal/interim)

-urrenl ilmtls tn Dermtr toatvt {ilnautntenm) 0.21

242.( J' 5.5 0.018 18.€ 3.4 40t.! 3.C 1.300E-0€ 1.00E-02 4E-O4

530.( 4.6 '14.1 0.046 779.i 5.€ 2.608E-0€ 2.01E-0t 2.gE-Ot

vlax htfl conc (MEL;) 5I 32.8. 4.6 u.1J4 48.6 90.( 7 ND NI NT
)revious oermit limit 36.C NA o.210 53.(
)9.E7th oercentile of recent data 38.6 4.5 0.1 1 44.8 cbz-L

Interim limit if infeasible to comDlv with WQBELs NI 36.0 NA 0.1 34 53.( 48.6 NF 7 NA 0.01 0.01

lvleen 21.9r 0.75 o.o2 '16.97 10.70 JU.4:
95th 29.8( 29.60 1.6 o.042 24.EC 69.0(
99th 42.O( 33.EC 2.1 0.07c JZ.JL 102.0C

INTERIM (Y/N) I\ N

99.87th if lnterim limit is needed 38.6 4.! 0.1 1

Page 1 of 1
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General Basis for Final Compliance Dates



Constituent Reference for
applicable
standard

Maximum
compliance

schedule
allowed

Compliance date

and Basis

Cyanide
Selenium

NTR 10 years April 280 2010 (10 years from effective
date of SIP). Basis is the SIP.

Copper (salt) CTR 5 years May 18,2010 (this is l0 years from
effective date of CTfuSIP). Bases are

CTR and SIP.

Cadmium (fresh)
Mercury
PAH EPA 610

Numeric
Basin Plan (BP)

10 years April28,2010o which is l0 years from
effective date of SIP (April28,2000).
Basis is the Basin Plan, See note [2a]'

Arsenic
Cadmium (salt)
Chromium (VI)
Copper (fresh)
Lead
Nickel
Silver (CMC)
Zinc

Numeric BP 10 years January 1,2015. This is 10 years (using

fulImonths) from effective date of 2004

BP amendment (January 5,2005). Basis

is the Basin Plan section 4.3.5.6. See

note [2b].
Also, see note [3] for permits issued prior to
effective date of 2004 BP amendment.

Dioxins/Furans
Tributyltin
Other toxic pollutants
not in CTR

Narrative BP using
SIP methodology

10 years 1O-yr from effective date of permit
(which is when new standard is adopted;

no sunset date). Basis is the Basin Plan,

see note [2c1.

Other priority
pollutants on CTR
and not listed above

CTR 5 years May l8o 2010 (this is 10 years from
effective date of CTR/SIP). Basis is the

CTR and SIP.

General Basis for Final Compliance Dates [1]
for Discharges North of the Dumbarton Bridge

Revised March 21. 2005

[1] These dates are maximum allowable compliance dates applicable. As required by the Basin Plan, CTR, SIP, and

40CFR122.47, compliance should be as short as possible. These are only applicable for discharges north of the

Dumbarton Bridge because applicable criteria for the south bay are different than those cited above.

o For pollutants where there are planned TMDLs or SSOs, and final WQBELs may be affected by those

TMDLs and SSOs, maximum timeframes may be appropriate due the uncertain length of time it takes to

develop the TMDL/SSO.
o However, for pollutants without planned TMDLs or SSOs, the State Board in the EBMUD remand order

(WQO 2002-0012), directs the Regional Board to establish schedules that are as short as feasible in
accordance with requirements.

[2] The Basin Plan provides for a l0-year compliance schedule for implementation of measures to comply with new

standards as ofthe effective date ofthose standards. This provision has been construed to authorize compliance

schedules for new interpretations of existing standards, such as the numeric and narrative water quality objectives

specified in the Basin Plan, if the new interpretations result in more stringent limits than in the previous permit.

a. For the numeric objectives in place since the 1995 Basin Plan, due to the adoption of the SIP, the Water

Board has newly interpreted these objectives. The effective date of this new interpretation is the

effective date of the SIP (April 28,2000) for implementation of these numeric Basin Plan objectives.

b. For numeric objectives for the seven pollutants adopted in the 2004 Basin Plan (amendments), the Water

Board has newly adopted these objectives. The effective date ofthese new objectives is the approval

date of the 2004 Basin Plan by U.S. EPA (January 5, 2005) for implementation of these numeric Basin



Plan objectives. December is the last full month directly preceding the sunset date. Compliance should

be set on the first day of the month to ease determination of monthly aveftge limits. Therefore,
compliance must begin on January 1,2015.

c. For narrative objectives, the Board newly interpreted these objectives using best professional judgment

as defined in the Basin Plan for each permit. Therefore, the effective date of this new interpretation will
be the effective date of the,permit.

[3] The schedules established in permits effective prior to the 2004 Basin Plan (amendments) should be continued
into subsequent permits reissued after the 2004 Basin Plan. For example, Permit XX, adopted Nov 2004 became

effective Feb 1, 2005. Permit XX establishes a compliance schedule for copper to end April l, 2010. When next
reissued in 2010, the compliance deadline for the same copper limit should remain April l, 2010. However, if in
applying the 2004 BP objective results in a more stringent limit for copper, then a new compliance schedule may
extend to the new date in20l5, provided discharger XX justifies the need for the longer compliance schedule.
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February 1,2005

G\VF PowerSystems, L.P.
East Third Strcet Power Plant (Site I), Pittsburg, C-alifomia

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Number CA0029106

Request for Compliance Schedules and Demonstration of Infeasibility
To Achieve Immediate Crmpliance Vith Final Effluent Limitations For

COPPE& MERCURY, NICKEL, SELENIUM,
CYAI\iIDE, HEPTACHLOR EPO)ODE and DIELDRIN

SUMMARY

This submittal is made byG\Xtr Power Sptems, L.P. (GWF) to request schedules to comply
with the final effluent limitations for copper, mercury, nickel, selenium, cyanide, heptachlor
epoxide and dieldrin presented in an Administrative DraftNational Pollutant Discharge

E-limination S;ntem (I{PDES) permit and Reasonable Potential Analpis EPA) prepared for
the East Thfud Street Power Plant (Site I), Pitrcburg, C-alifomia. Proposed revisiors to
GVIF's discharge permit (I\TPDES Permit Number CA0029106) were circulated on

January5,2OO5 byTetraTech,Inc. fletraTech) on behalf of the C-alifornia Regional \Vater

QualiryControl Board, San Francisco BayRegion (R'W@). A water quality-based effluent
limitation CX/QBEL) for heptachlor epoxide was added byTetraTech on February 1,2005
and confirmed via e-mail correspondence. TetraTech issued the RPA for Site I on
November 22,2004.

G\Xtr makes this submitcal pursuant to Section 2.1 of the State \Vater Resources Control
Board Policyfor Implemeniation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface \(aters, Enclosed
Ba1n, and Estuaries of C-alifornia (also known as the State Implementation Plan or SIP).

G\Xtr requests compliance schedules and interim effluent limitations for the eight subject

constituents because it is infeasible for Site I to complyimmediatelywith the final limitations
presented in the January2OO5 Administrative Draft NPDES permit and the November 2OO4

RPA Doctrmentation to support this request is provided herein.

BACKGROLIND

Site I discha{ges to New York Slough, vrhich is part of the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta.
The RV@ has listed the Sacramento/SanJoaquin Delta under Section 303(d) of the

Clean \Vater Act (OWA) for water qualiryimpairment due to mercury, nickel, selenium, and

dieldrin, among other pollutants. Although dieldrin and heptachlor epoxide have never been

detected in the G\ttr discharge, the SIP requires a finding of reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to an exceedance of applicable water qualiryobjectives (\fQOs), and thus

establishment of final effluent limitations, because ambient baclground concentrations of
these constituents in the receiving water have been determined to exceed V@s. The CSflA
futher requires that effluent limitatiors for each impairing pollutant listed under
Section 303(d) (in this case, mercury, nickel, selenium, and dieldrin) be based ultimatelyon
Total lvfaximum Dailyload CnvDL) srudies and accompanprg wasteload allocatiors
(\fLAs), to be performed bythe R\flQCB.
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Notwitlstanding that the requisite TMDL srudies and \{rl-fu have not been completed,
TetraTech rsed procedures in the SIP to calculate final \fQBEIs for G\Xtr Site I. These

\(iQBEI^s are expressed as average monthlyeffluent limitatiors (AIvmLs) and maximum
daily effluent limitatiors [\4DELs), as follows:

Note:
pS/L : micrograms per liter

G\Xtr understands that Tetra Tech calculated AMEIs and MDEIs for Site I using \fQOs
for New York Slough obtained from the following references:

Constituent Source of Applicable \7@

Basin Plan
saltwate

Selenium reshwate

health

Notes:
ICTR : Glifomia Toxics Rule (+0 CFR 131.38)
2Basin Plan : t995 San Francisco BayBasin \Vater Qualiry Control Plan, as amended
3NTR : National Toxics Rule (a0 CFR 131.35)

CFR : C.ode of Federal Regulatiors

Effluent concentration allowances (ECAS) were calculated for these eight corstituents using
equrtions provided in the SIP. The AMEI^S and MDEIs v/ere then determined from the
ECAs using statisticallyderived muhiplien, as oudined in the SIP. Dilution credits were
granted for cyanide only.

G\Xtr Site I cannot immediatelycomplywith some of the final effluent limitatiors presented
in the larnnry2005 Administrative Draft NPDES permit. In the case of copper, mercury,
nicLel, selenium and cyanide, nuximum effluent concentrations (lvIEG) or rhe 99.87

percentile values derived from statistical analpes of GV{F's recent effluent monitoring data

exceed the AMEL and/ or the MDEL. For heptachlor epoxide and dieldrin, the proposed
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)tachlor Epoxide 0.0001 n nnnt

Dieldrin 0.00014 0.00028



final \fQBEIs are belowthe limit of analycical detection, so GV{F cannot demonstrate

compliance with the AMEL or MDEL for either of these constituents.

INFE ASIBILITY AI\ALYSIS

Appendix 1 of the SIP defines "infeasible" as "not capable of being accomplished in a
successful firanner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors." Section 2.I of. the SIP establishes a

standard of "immediate compliance" with \fQBELs. "Immediate compliance" with
\fQBEIr is also required bythe Basin Plan. Therefore, G\W{F believes that "immediate
compliance" is the benchmarkto be used in evaluating the feasibiliryof the AMEIs and
MDEI-S presented in the Administrative Draft NPDES permit. The actiors needed to
achieve compliance at Site I cannot be implemented bythe permit's effective date (i.e.,

immediate$, and therefore cannot be completed "within a reasonable period of time."

Below, G\{4F provides the information required bySection 2.1of the SIP forthe R\flQCB
to support a finding of.infeasibiliryfor S-r1e I to immediately.complf yt fnal-SflQBEI* jo.
copper, mercury, ruckel, selenium, qanide, heptachlor epoxide, and dieldrin. This analpis
provides sufficient justification for the R\flQCB to include interim effluent limitations and

compliance schedules for all eight corsticuents in the revised NPDES permit for Site I.

,d Documentation that diligent efforts have been made to quantify pollutant levels
in the discharge and the sources of the pollutant in the waste stream, and the
results of those efforts

Effluent Concentmtions. Copprr, mercu{y, nickel and selenium are measured monttrlyin
the Site I discharge. Cyanide is measured quarterly, and heptachlor epoxide and dieldrin are

measured semiannually. The following table shows summary-level statistics for copper,
mercury, niclal, selenium and cpnide during the time period corsidered bythe RPA

C-orrstituent AMEL,

0.018

Nckel
Selenium

Notes:
lBased on a lognormal statistical distribution.
2Based on a loglogistic statistical distribution.
3Not applicable. A satisfactorystatistical representation of the Site I selenium and q,anide data could not be

obtained.

For copper, mercury, nickel, selenium and cyanide in the Site I discharge, the MEC and the
99.57d' percentile values (where applicable) all exceeded their respective AMEIs.
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Neither heptachlor epoxide nor dieldrin qras detected in the G'Wtr effluent during the-period
evaluated 6ythe RPA Hovrever, the practical quantitation levels (PQLs) for heptachlor
epoxide and dieldrin are both 0.0! pg/L,substantiallyhigher than the corresponding
ntvfEn and MDEIs presented in the Administrative Draft NPDES permit. Thus, a
consistent showing of heptachlor epoxide and dieldrin effluent concentrations below PQLs

does not necessarilydemorstrate that GIWF can meet the VQBEIs for these constituents.

Sources. There are no known or potential sources of heptachlor epoxide or dieldrin at the

G\ilF faciliry and neither constituent is a component of anymaterial used at Site I. G\Xtr
has not begun to snr,Cypotential sources of the other corstituents in the Site I discharge for
which compliance schedules and interim effluent limitations are requested.

B. Documentation of source control andlorpollution minimization efforts currently
under:way orcompleted

Existing NPDES Permit Number C,{0029106 includes MDEI^s for copper, mercury and

niclal that are substantiallyhigher than the \fQBEIr for these three constituents presented

in the Administrative Draft NPDES permit. Seleniurn, cyanide, heptactrlor epoxide and

dieldrin are not currentlyregulated inthe Site I discharge. As a result, G\Xtr has not studied

anyof these corstituents in detail and source controVpollution minimization measures have

not been evaluated.

C A proposed schedule for additional or future source control measures, pollutant
minimization actions or waste trcatrnent (i.e., facility upgr:ades)

GWF will conduct the following activities to minimize pollutant discharges at Site I. These

activities will be documented in the annual Pollution Prevention Program reports submimed

to the R\flQCE.

Source Identification and Characterization(Second Quarte r 2005 to Second

Quarter 2OO7). Ar p"n of its Pollution Prevention Program, G\X{F will determine the
sources of copper, rnercury, nickel, selenium and cpnide in the Site I discharge. Fleptachlor
epoxide and dleldrin will not be included in the source charactenzation srudybecalrse neither

constinrcnt has ever been detected in G\Xtr's effluent.

Site I is an electric power plant that uses water for steam generation and cooling, The only
liquid discharge is i blowdown srream from the cooling water sFterrr. Nearly all of the
water at the faciliryis recpled through the cooling tower. Only a small fraction is discharged

as cooling tower blowdown. lvlakeup water to the cooling s)6tem is a combination of
treated fresh water purchased from tlSS Posco, stofinwater collected on site, and equipment
washdown water. Trace corstituents in the source water are increased in concentration
through water evaporation in the cooling tower.

There are onlya fewpossible sources of copper, mercury, nickel, selenium and cyanide in
this sptern:

. Croling tower makeup water
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. Stormwater, which is collected and routed to the cooling tower

. C.orrosion of piping and other process equipment

. Chemical additives used forwater reatment

. Contaminants, especiallyparticulate-bound metals, that are "scrubbed" from the

ambient air passing through the cooling tower.

G\WF will collect monthlysamples of the water supplied byIJSS Posco as well as stormwater
inputs to the cooling tower. Samples will be analyzedfor copper, mercury, nickel, selenium

and cpnide. This program will continue for two years to quantifythe contribution of each

source to the concentrations of these five constituents observed in the Site I effluent. A
two-year program is necessaryto evaluate the monthly and annual variatiors in source v/ater

priorirypollutant contributions. Such variabilityir expected to be significant.

In addition, GWF will analpe the commercial chemical products used in the Site I cooling 
-

water s)6tem and determine whether these additives are contributing significant amounts of
the constituents of concern.

During this wo-par prograrn, G\Xtr will also investigate the sampling and analytical
methods used for disihaage compliance monitoring at Site I. This evaluation will be aimed

at determining whether inadvertent sample contamination has contributed to the fface metal
results reported historicallyto the R\fQCB.

C-orrosion Crntrol Optimization (Second Quarter2005 to Fint Quarter2006). GWF
adds specialrychemical products to ia boiler feedvzater and cooling s)6tem to minimize
scaling, biofouling, and iorrosion. Scaling and biofouling hinder heat transfer and thus

reduce the efficiencyof power generation. Corrosion damages equipment and increases

long-term maintenance iosts. d.rrh G\Xtr has an economic incentive to minimize all three

phenomena.

Although corrosion of process pipi"g and equipment is alreadycontrolled byG\flF, it has

not been eliminated entirely. Thus, it is possible that corrosion is contributing to the copper
and/ or nickel concentrations observed in the Site I discharge. To funher reduce this

potential pollutant source, G\Xtr will conduct an investigation to determine whether
corrosion-control could be improved. This workwill be performed in conjunction with
GV{F's chemical vendon. Ttrose adjustmena rc the corrosion control program that can be

made without adverselyaffecting scaling, biofouling, or effluent q"liry*ill be considered
f or full- s cale implementation.

End-of-Pipe Trratrnent Evaluation (Thirrd Quarter 2006 to Second Quarter 2007).

G\VF will evaluate end-of-pipe treatment options il source characteization and optimization
of the corrosion control profr"m do not enlble Site I to complywith final VQBELs for
copper, mercury, nickel, selenium and clanide. Site I currentlyhas no wastewater treatment
s)6terrl so a grassroots irstallation would be required. G\Xtr will use the preliminaryresults_
of the sourcJidentification srudyro screen potential end-of-pipe treatment technologies and

select candidate processes for fruther engineering development.
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Copper Translator Study (Third Quarter 2006). G\Xtr will consider conducting a site-

specific \fQO trarslator studyfor copper if the source characteization srudy and/or
corrosion control optimization progmm do not lead to compliance with the final \flQBELs.
It is possible that a site-specific copper translator could result in recalculation of 'WQBELs

that could possiblybe achieved inifie Site I discharge. Translators will not be considered for
constituents subject to TMDLs and mass-based \fl-fu (mercury nickel, selenium, and
dieldrin) or those for which \fQO translators are not applicable (cyarude and heptachlor
epoxide).

Identify, Pilot Tesf Design, Procure and C-ommission Effluent Treatrnent System
(Second Quafter 2007 to Fourth Quarter 2009). If source control measures are not
adequate, G\Xtr will talrc the steps necessaryto install an end-of-pipe effluent treatment
sptem to complywith the final VQBEIs bythe e4piration date of the NPDES permit that
will be reissued for Site I in 2005. The schedule and scope of these activities cannot be

determined until the initial findings of the source characteizarion srudyare available.

Furthermore, G\XIF recognizes that VQBEIs for Site I are likelyto change as a result of the
site-specific \fQOs and \,JflLAs discussed below. In light of this uncertainty, G\[tr believes

that the proposed 3O-month schedule is reasonable to complete engineering, construction
and start-up of an end-of-ptp. treatment s)Dtern

The Administrative Draft NPDES permit determined that effluent limitations are required
for heptachlor epoxide and dieldrin solelybecause background concentratioru in the
receiving v/ater exceeded applicable \fQOs. Since heptachlor epoxide and dieldrin are not
used or produced by GVtr, it is unclear what additional measures could be taken at Site I to
complywith the final \fQBELs for these corstituents. At a minimurru a compliance
demonstration requires improvements to approved analytical methods that would allow
commercial laboratories to achieve significantlylower PQLs than are aaainable using current
technology.

\iXfhile these activities are underway, G\Xtr will panicipate in the R\W@'s development of
site-specific \fQOs for copper, nickel and cyanide. Once final site-specific \W@ for these

three constituents have been adopted bythe R\flQCB and approved bythe United States

Environmental Protection Agency(EPA), G\Xtr will implement additional source control
measures orwaste treatment projects as needed to complywith updated \fQBELs.
However, the scope of such projects, and therefore the time required for implementation,
cannot be defined until the new \fQBEIs have been established.

For the constituents listed under CS7A Section 303(d) as impairing receiving water qualiry
(mercury, nickel, seleniurn, and dieldrin), the final \fQBEI^s presented in the Administrative
Draft NPDES permit mayneed adjustment after TMDLs and \{LAs have been adopted by
the RVQCE. In accordance with the SIP, G\Xtr requests compliance schedules tied to
TMDL development. Once TMDIs have been adopted with \X{Lfu for Site I, G\Xtr v/ill
implement additional waste treatment projects as needed to achieve compliance with effluent
limitations consistent with the \Xll-fu. The scope of such projects cannot be defined until
the \Ill-fu have been established. GWF therefore requests the maximum allowable
compliance schedules for these four constituents.
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G\0F agrees to support the RV@ as TMDIs are prepared for mercury, nickel, selenium

and dieldrin in thosacramento/SanJoaquin Delta. G\Xtr will provide annual written
updates to the R\flQCB to document its participation in these efforts.

GWF also notes that the \flQBEL for dieldrin is based on the CI& and the maximum
duration of compliance schedules for CTRconstituents is currentlycapped bythe provisiors
of 40 CFR 131.3S(e). However, the CTR's S-year limitation on compliance schedules will
expire on lfay 18, 2005. GWF seels the latest possible compliance date possible for
dieldrin, since there are cwrentlyno means to demorstrate compliance with the VQBEL
for this constituent. Accordingly, if the R\flQCB adopts the revised NPDES permit for
Site I after lfay 18, 2005, G\Xtr requests a compliance date of April 28,2020 for the final
\fQBEIr for dieldrin. This date is 20 years from the effective date of the SIP and is allowed

bySIP Section 2.I for CTR constituents subject to TMDIs and \[fLAs.

The following table summarizes G\ff{F's requested compliance schedules for the constituents
subject to interim effluent limitatiors in the reissued NPDES permit for Site I:

C-onstituent
Requested \/QBEL

C-omoliance Deadline ustification
C-opper lfay 18, 2010 lvfaximum compliance

schedule allowed under
CTRand SIP

Mercury March 31.,2010' Per the Basin Plan, a

maximum compliance
schedule of 10 pars is

allowed from the effective
date of the SIP, which was

considered to be a new
inteqpretation of water

qualirystandards

Nickel December 31.2014' Per the Basin Plan, a

maximum compliance
schedule of 10 pan is

allowed from the effective
date of rhe 2004 Basin Plan

amendmentst

Selenium May 18,2010' Maximum compliance
schedule allowed under

CTRand SIP

Qanide ]vlav 18.2010 Maximum compliance
schedule allowed under

CTR and SIP

Fleptachlor Epoxide lvlay 18,2010 I aximum compliance
schedule allowed under

CIR and SIP
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Requested \flQBEL
nce Deadline

Mayt8,201
C-onstituent ustification

Dieldrin Maximum
schedule allowed under

CTR and SIP

Notes:
1EPA approved the 2004 Basin Plan Amendments onJanuary5, 2005.
,Final \fQBEIs will be recalculated and compliance deadlines will be revised based on an approved

TMDL/\flLA
3This deadline would applyif the Site I NPDES permit is reissued prior to May 18, 2005, while CTR limits on

compliance schedules i* ltiU in effect. Otherwise, G'ilflF requestsi compliance deadline set at the earlier of
April28, 2020 or 5 pan after recalculation of VQBEIs based on an approved TMDL/.VIA

D. A demonsfiation that the proposed schedule is as short as practicable

The discharge monitoringdatasummarized above showthat the MEG and calculated99.87
percentile values for copper, mercury, nickel, selenium and cyanide at Site I exceed the

AMEIs developed for iliese constituents. Therefore, G\X{F must conduct additional work
to complywithlhe VqnEIs for these corstiruents presented in the Administrative Draft
NPDES permit.

Unlike other industrial facilities that may be able to optimize existing wastewater treatment
s)6tenu and reduce effluent priorirypollutant concentrations, G\?F has verylittle control on

the qualbyof the Site I discharge. It is likelythat most of the constituents of concern
originate in the source water, tlie ambient air, and or corrosion of process piping and

equipment. These constituents become concentrated through evapofiltion in the cooling 
.

tower. G1il{F's water conservation efforts - such as recycling of internal water streams and

stormwater - ftlther increase prioritypollutant concentrations in the final dischaqge. \7hile
reduced water consen/ation would likelydecrease trace contaminant concentftltions in the

Site I effluent, such operational changes would not reduce the mass of copper, mercury,

nickel, selenium and cpnide discharged by GWF to New York Slough.

Given the limited information on the source(s) of these pollutants in the G\Xtr dischaage

and the lack of existing control options, it is unclear what additional actions and measures

maybe necessaryfor Site I to meit the final \fQBEI^s presented in the Administrative Draft
NPDES permit. Furthermore, if GVIF cannot achieve compliance through pollution
prevention alone, then end-of-pipe treatment involving pt-to-be-defined innovative
iechnologywill be needed to triit these constituents to the low-14/Llevels required for
continued dischaage. The number of ;rears needed to identify, pilot test, design, construct
and commission facilities to complywith the AMEI^S and MDEIs cannot be reliably
estimated. Thus, the proposed compliance schedules, which are consistent with the CI\
SIP and Basin Plan, are the shortest practicable given G\flF's current situation.
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As for heptachlor epoxide and dieldrin, G\X{F has no available means to demonstrate

complianle with the final \fQBEIs presented in the Administrative Draft NPDES permit.

The compliance schedule allowed foi these constituents must be long enough for the

R\flQCB to complete ia TMDL srudyand prescribe a means for G\\tr and other
dischargen to demonstrate compliance using EPA-approved analyrical methods.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, GWF believes it is infeasible to comply immediately (i.e.,

bythe effective date of the reissued NPDES permit) with the \7QBEI^S developed at Site I
for copper, mercury, nickel, selenium, cyanide, heptactrlor epoxide and dieldrin. Compliance

schedulis are needed to allow time for activities that include TMDL/\XfLA development,
approval of site-specific V@s (where applicable), adjustment of VQBELs to conform to
t[re Vtas and revised site-specific \fQOs (as necessary), source charactenzation and

evaluation of source controfmeas,res, iooosion optimization, \fl@ trarslator srudies (if
applicable) and, if required, engineering, pilot testing, installation and cornrnissioning of end-

of-pipe wastewater treatment facilities.
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