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Dear Ms. Barsamian:

FEASIBILITY STUDY AND REQUEST FOR COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE FOR CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA SANITARY DISTRICT’S NPDES PERMIT NO. CA0037648

The enclosed feasibility analyses and resulting requests for compliance schedules and interim limits are submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) by Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) to demonstrate CCCSD’s inability to comply with the proposed water-quality based effluent limits for cyanide, mercury, and TCDD equivalents.  In addition, CCCSD is submitting a request for compliance schedules and interim limits for tributyltin, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthlate, and acrylonitrile, due to there being insufficient data to set a water-quality-based effluent limit or CCCSD’s inability to comply with a potential water-quality-based effluent limit if set equal to the Water Quality Objective.

The feasibility of achieving compliance with proposed water-quality-based effluent limits for specific pollutants is provided in response to the Tentative Order (TO) dated April 4, 2001, and based on the water-quality-based effluent limits that were e-mailed and faxed to CCCSD from the RWQCB from May 8, 2001, to as late as 4:57 p.m. on May 22, 2001.  The requirement for this feasibility analysis was first suggested on May 3, 2001, and further defined in a May 11, 2001, meeting with representatives of dischargers, the RWQCB, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

Five National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits are currently being circulated for public review as TO’s:  CCCSD, East Bay Municipal Utilities District (EBMUD), Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin (SASM), the City of San Mateo, and Chevron.  These TO’s include provisions for interim effluent limits and compliance schedules for selected pollutants that have been deemed to exhibit “reasonable potential” to cause or contribute to violations of water quality objectives.  RWQCB staff has requested that information be submitted to demonstrate the need for interim limits and compliance schedules by May 23, 2001.  

It is CCCSD’s understanding that to the extent we cannot meet a water-quality-based effluent limit, we must demonstrate that it is infeasible to meet the specific limit in order to be granted a compliance schedule and an interim limit. If CCCSD believes it is infeasible to meet a California Toxic Rule (CTR)/State Implementation Policy (SIP) water-quality-based effluent limits, then the SIP procedures should be followed.  Similarly, water-quality-based effluent limits based on the Basin Plan should follow procedures outlined in the 1995 Basin Plan.  The RWQCB will determine if a compliance schedule and interim limits are appropriate, based on the dischargers submittal; if the RWQCB agrees it is infeasible and all the conditions are met, a compliance schedule and interim limit can be established on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  To our knowledge, this is the first time that a discharger has been required to provide an infeasibility analysis, so this is a groundbreaking, unprecedented effect, which was required to be conducted in precious little time to present a thoughtful, complete submittal.   Accordingly, if the RWQCB believes that a compliance schedule and interim limits are not justified by this submittal, CCCSD requests that the RWQCB hold the TO in abeyance until additional data can reasonably be provided to allow full consideration of CCCSD’s inability to immediately comply with a water-quality-based effluent limit.

Infeasibility Analysis:

As stated earlier, there are two procedures for the infeasibility analysis: 1) the Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California (known as the SIP - March 2000) establishes statewide policy for NPDES permitting, and 2) the RWQCB’s Basin Plan, 1995.  The SIP provides for the situation where an existing NPDES discharger cannot immediately comply with an effluent limitation derived from a CTR criterion.  The SIP allows for the adoption of interim effluent limits and a schedule to achieve compliance with a water-quality-based effluent limit in such cases.  To qualify for interim limits and a compliance schedule, the discharger must request and/or demonstrate that it is appropriate to establish interim requirements for implementation of CTR criterion.  Put differently, the discharger must demonstrate it is infeasible to immediately comply.

The term “infeasible” is defined in the SIP as “not capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” 

The SIP requires that the following information be submitted to the RWQCB to support a finding of infeasibility:

(A)
Documentation that diligent efforts have been made to quantify pollutant levels in the discharge and sources of the pollutant in the waste stream, including the results of those efforts;

(B)
Documentation of source control and/or pollution minimization efforts currently underway or completed;

(C)
A proposed schedule for additional or future source control measures, pollutant minimization, or waste treatment; and

(D)
A demonstration that the proposed schedule is as short as practicable.

The SIP requires that interim numeric effluent limits be based on (a) current treatment facility performance or (b) limits in the existing permit, whichever is more stringent.

The SIP also requires that compliance schedules be limited to specific time periods.  For pollutants not on the 303(d) list, the maximum length of the compliance schedule is five years from the date of permit issuance.  For pollutants on the 303(d) list (where a TMDL is required to be prepared), the maximum length of the compliance schedule is 20 years from the effective date of the SIP (March 2000).  To secure the TMDL-based compliance schedule, the discharger must make commitments to support and expedite development of the associated TMDL.

In similar fashion, when an NPDES discharger cannot immediately comply with an effluent limitation from a Basin Plan criterion, the Basin Plan allows the RWQCB to consider the discharger’s proposals for longer compliance schedules where the revised effluent limitation will not be immediately met.  The Basin Plan justification for compliance schedules is essentially the same as the SIP procedure.

Both procedures require implementation of source control measures to reduce pollutant loading to the maximum extent practicable as soon as possible.  It should be noted that CCCSD has an ongoing, successful Pollution Prevention Program
 that already includes pesticides, copper, cyanide, mercury, and tributyltin.  Since the Basin Plan procedures are similar to the SIP procedure, the infeasibility analysis is presented in a common format without regard to whether the proposed water-quality-based effluent limit is derived from the CTR or the Basin Plan.

Pollutants Evaluated 
The pollutants for which interim limits are proposed in the TO for CCCSD are shown in Table 1.

	TABLE 1

	
	
	BASIS OF LIMIT

	POLLUTANT
	ON 303(D) LIST
	CTR
	BASIN PLAN

	Copper*
	Yes
	
	

	Cyanide
	No
	
	

	Mercury
	Yes
	
	

	4,4-DDE
	Yes
	
	

	Dieldrin
	Yes
	
	

	Tributyltin (TBT)
	No
	
	

	Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthlate
	No
	
	

	Acrylonitrile
	No
	
	

	TCDD TEQs
	Yes
	
	


*     An interim limit is not presented in the TO because CCCSD can comply with the

      water-quality-based effluent limit.

The feasibility analyses for achieving immediate and consistent compliance with water-quality-based effluent limits for these pollutants are discussed herein, and are enclosed.

Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limits and Current Plant Performancetc \l1 "Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limits and Current Plant Performance
RWQCB staff has transmitted proposed water-quality-based effluent limits for the above pollutants; the limits and CCCSD’s effluent quality for 1998 through 2000 are shown in Table 2.  All water-quality-based effluent limits for 303(d)-listed pollutants are used to determine if an interim limit will be needed, as the water-quality-based effluent limits will be determined after a TMDL/WLA effort has been completed. 

The RWQCB has issued a schedule for completion of TMDLs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The published completion dates for mercury and TCDD are 2004 and 2010, respectively.  The RWQCB has completed a Mercury TMDL technical report, which was submitted to USEPA Region IX in June 2000.  This report was developed by RWQCB staff through a stakeholder process convened under the title of the San Francisco Bay Mercury Council. The TMDL for TCDD will be performed by USEPA.  Work on that TMDL has not yet begun.

Values stated in Table 2 are expressed as µg/l, unless otherwise noted.  For this analysis, the projected water-quality-based effluent limits provided by the RWQCB are accepted at face value.  The specific data, assumptions and calculations used in the determination of these water-quality-based effluent limits must be provided for review by CCCSD before use in the NPDES permitting process.  Verification of these values is not included in this analysis.

It is our understanding that the water-quality-based effluent limits shown below are calculated using procedures described in Section 1.4 of the SIP.  Background values (maximum or average, as appropriate for the pollutant in question) were derived from Regional Monitoring Program data collected at two Central Bay stations (Yerba Buena Island and Richardson Bay).  Dilution values used in the calculation of water-quality-based effluent limits were as follows:

(A)
Dilution = 10:1 for non-bioaccumulative pollutants (copper, nickel, cyanide).  Note that for cyanide, the dilution credit was eliminated because the ambient water was assumed to exceed the water quality objective of 1.0 µg/l.

(B)
Dilution = zero for 303(d)-listed bioaccumulative pollutants (all other pollutants of concern listed above).

Other variables in the effluent limit calculation include coefficients of variation for different pollutants in different effluents, and freshwater versus saltwater objectives based on ambient salinity.  Another major SIP change from previous permits is the use of the detection limit or highest detected amount for the ambient water quality.  This is particularly important for cyanide.  Another significant issue is how to set water quality-based effluent limits when there is no ambient data.  The procedure for this situation is clearly presented in Section 2.2.2 of the SIP, and we believe this procedure should be followed for tributyltin, acrylonitrile, and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthlate.  At the request of the RWQCB in a letter dated May 22, 2001, CCCSD was requested to evaluate a scenario in which dilution credit was excluded for these pollutants.  Our analysis of this scenario is included herein, and specifically in the last three attachments. 

	TABLE 2

	POLLUTANT
	WATER-QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS1
	CCCSD EFFLUENT QUALITY 1998-20004

	
	AMEL2
	MDEL3
	MEAN
	MEC

	Copper
	14.1
	19.5
	5.2  
	8 

	Cyanide
	0.798
	1.728
	4.5
	15

	Mercury
	0.017
	0.046
	0.04 
	0.37

	4,4-DDE
	0.00059
	0.00118
	<0.01
	<57

	Dieldrin
	0.00014
	0.00028
	<0.01
	<5

	Tributyltin (TBT)
	0.0435
	0.1355
	0.008
	0.076

	
	0.0056
	0.0176
	
	

	Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthlate
	32.9
	91.2
	13.5
	537

	
	5.96
	16.356
	
	

	Acrylonitrile
	1.2
	2.407
	1.4
	1.47

	
	.666
	1.3246
	
	

	TCDD TEQs (pg/l)
	0.0145
	0.0285
	0.2
	0.27


1
From e-mail dated May 8, 2001 from RWQCB unless otherwise noted.

2
Average monthly effluent limit

3
Maximum daily effluent limit

4
From CCCSD TO dated April 4, 2001

5
From Revised Table 5C of CCCSD’s TO, received via fax on May 22, 2001, from Eddy So, RWQCB.

6
Alternative scenario.  Water-quality-based effluent limits set equal to water quality objectives due to lack of ambient data, as requested in May 22, 2001, letter from Shin-Roei Lee to James M. Kelly.  Note: This is essential the case for cyanide also.

7
CCCSD effluent quality data dated 1996 - 2000.


8
According to a telephone call from Eddy So, RWQCB on May 24, 2001

Compliance with Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitstc \l1 "Compliance with Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limits
As shown in the table above, based upon current treatment plant performance, CCCSD may not be able to immediately comply with proposed May 8, 2001, water-quality-based effluent limits for cyanide, mercury, and TCDD TEQ.  Furthermore, CCCSD might not be able to immediately comply with water-quality-based effluent limits for tributyltin, acrylonitrile, and phthalate if the limits are set equal to water quality objectives.

A review of CCCSD data indicates that CCCSD has a high probability to comply immediately with the projected May 8 water-quality-based effluent limit for copper. CCCSD also has a high probability to comply immediately with the projected May 8 water-quality-based effluent limit for TBT and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthlate, and acrylonitrile, particularly if more than one sample is taken per month.

However, it is not possible to perform a feasibility analysis for dieldrin and 4,4-DDE, since neither pollutant has been detected in CCCSD’s effluent in three years of monitoring.  For both pollutants, the detection limits which are commercially available using standard analytical methods are greater than the projected water-quality-based effluent limits and higher than the Appendix 4 method limits (ML) in the SIP.  Accordingly, CCCSD requests the SIP Appendix 4 ML be used to determine our compliance for 4,4-DDE and dieldrin (see Sections 2.4.3, 2.4.4, and 2.4.5 of the SIP).  In this case, no compliance schedule is needed.

Feasibility Analysis
Review of available effluent data indicates that significant reductions in the concentrations of the following pollutants would be required at CCCSD  to achieve consistent compliance with the May 8 water-quality-based effluent limits for cyanide, mercury, and TCDD.

	POLLUTANT
	REQUIRED REDUCTION

	Cyanide
	87 percent*  

	Mercury
	85 percent*  

	TCDD TEQs
	93 percent**


*
Based on MEC for CCCSD effluent and MDEL, as shown in Table 2.

**
Based on Mean for CCCSD effluent and AMEL, as shown in Table 2.

Accordingly, Attachments 1, 2, and 3 present feasibility analyses for cyanide, mercury, and TCDD TEQs.  The steps included in the feasibility analyses are:  Source identification, review of past or ongoing source control activities, and evaluation of future control measures to achieve compliance with projected effluent limits.  These steps are presented for each pollutant, along with specific requests for a compliance schedule and interim limit because it is infeasible to comply with the proposed water-quality-based effluent limits.

Scenario Analysis
Attachments 4, 5, and 6 present CCCSD’s evaluation of the RWQCB’s request to analyze an alternative scenario in which dilution credit is excluded from calculating the WQBEL for tributyltin, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthlate, and acrylonitrile.  A review of available effluent data indicates that a significant concentration reduction would be required for CCCSD to achieve immediate consistent compliance for all three pollutants, as shown below:

	POLLUTANT
	REQUIRED REDUCTION*

	Tributyltin
	82 percent

	Acrylonitrile
	82 percent

	Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthlate
	82 percent


*
Based on maximum MEC for CCCSD effluent and maximum daily effluent limitation (MDEL), for each pollutant, as shown in Table 2.

Accordingly, Attachments 4, 5, and 6 present a feasibility analysis for each pollutant, along with specific requests for compliance schedules and interim limits based either on infeasibility to immediately comply or to have interim requirements for providing data, as described in Section 2.2.2 of the SIP. 

Pollution Prevention
CCCSD has been a leader in Bay Area pollution prevention activities for the past decade.  A summary of recent pollution prevention activities by CCCSD is provided in the enclosed 2000 Pollution Prevention Report dated January 2001.  This report summarizes CCCSD’s plant performance and past and planned efforts in source identification, and pollutant reduction.  One of the feasibility analysis steps is to propose a schedule for additional or future source control and pollution minimization/prevention measures.  CCCSD already has efforts underway for pesticides, cyanide, mercury, and tributyltin, as documented in CCCSD’s 2000 Pollution Prevention Report.  CCCSD will include all six pollutants in the attachments in the Pollution Prevention effort this year, along with a plan for the year 2002 activities.  As a practical matter, the level of effort and specific activities will be dictated by the previous year’s findings.

If you have any questions or need further information, please call James Kelly (925‑229‑7386), Douglas Craig (925-229-7284), or Bhupinder Dhaliwal (925-229-7237). 

Sincerely,

James M. Kelly

Director of Plant Operations

JMK:dk:pk

Enclosures

cc:
K. Alm, Esq.

C. Batts

G. Chesler

B. Dhaliwal

D. Craig

A. Farrell

CCCSD Board Members

BACWA Members

ATTACHMENT 1
FINDING OF INFEASIBILITY FOR ACHIEVING IMMEDIATE COMPLIANCE WITH THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD (RWQCB) PROPOSED CYANIDE WATER-QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS, AND REQUEST FOR COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE AND INTERIM LIMIT


RWQCB Proposed Cyanide Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations are:

Monthly average - 0.79 µg/L 

Maximum daily -   1.72 µg/L 

CCCSD learned of the proposed water-quality-based effluent limit on May 3, 2001.  Up until that time, a water-quality-based effluent limit of 10 µg/L was expected and indicated in the tentative order (TO).
The District’s Potential Compliance Record with the Proposed Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations:

Since March 1998, the District’s effluent cyanide concentrations have exceeded the proposed water-quality-based effluent limitations more than 50 percent of the time.

The District’s Past Efforts in Identification and Evaluation of Cyanide Sources:

In early 1996, the District completed a cyanide source evaluation study.  This study revealed that the District’s wet scrubbers on the multiple hearth furnaces (MHF) are a major source of cyanide.  In late 1996 and early 1997, the District considered and evaluated options to bring the effluent cyanide into compliance with a proposed limit of 10 µg/L.  The following two options were considered and evaluated:

1.
Build and operate a dedicated scrubber water treatment system to biologically remove the cyanide produced in the combustion process.

2.
Modify the MHF operation (i.e., temperature and oxygen set points) to reduce cyanide formation in the MHF.

A preliminary cost analysis indicated that Option 1 would be much more expensive than  Option 2, which was selected for further study.  In early 1999, the District completed an MHF cyanide reduction study.  This study revealed that oxygen levels between 4.5 and 6 percent and an afterburner temperature of 1260 degrees Fahrenheit would result in  more complete combustion and consequently lower cyanide formation in the MHF.  To operate at the target setpoints at the design feed rate, the District implemented an inlet air improvements project.  Three inlet air ports were added, small flapper valves were replaced with larger butterfly dampers, and the air control system was automated.  The improvements to MHF No. 2 were completed in May of 2000.

The District and its consultant conducted a process optimization program on the MHF No. 2, to minimize MHF cyanide formation.  This optimization showed that the MHF No. 2 Air Inlet Improvement did allow for more stable operation at lower overall induced draft fan speeds, but the reduction in cyanide formation was not as great as expected.  The District will continue to investigate means of reducing cyanide in its effluent.

However, unless the District further  pursues option 1 as outlined above, the District will not meet the proposed water-quality-based effluent limitations because:

1.
The natural variability in sludge feed and fuel characteristics may result in episodic effluent cyanide concentrations in excess of the proposed water-quality-based limitations.

2.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA) approved analytical methods are known to cause periodic false positive readings which are well above the proposed water-quality-based limits. In addition, there are several known chemical constituents (NO3,  NO2,  and many other unknown chemical constituents) in the effluent which can produce cyanide under standard test conditions.

3.
CCCSD’s prior efforts were to meet a standard of 10 µg/L, not 1 µg/L.  It is not known what will be required to meet 1 µg/L.

The District’s Additional or Future Cyanide Sources / Water Quality Objective Evaluations: 

The District, along with several other dischargers, have committed substantial resources to a  WERF national study on cyanide.  The study has the following objectives:

1. Investigate and recommend appropriate analytical methods which are  free of false positive interferences.

2. Assess fate and transport of cyanide species at a typical treatment plant.

3. Identify data gaps in cyanide toxicity to aquatic organisms.

4. Evaluate basis for the U.S. EPA cyanide water quality criteria.

The WERF study is expected to be completed in two to three years.  

In the meantime, a peer-reviewed research paper has been published in the Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry Journal.  This research shows that the U.S. EPA’s 1.0 µg/L salt water criteria, which is the basis of the RWQCB proposed water-quality-based effluent limitation may not be appropriate for the San Francisco Bay Estuary system.  The data shows that a more appropriate water quality criterion is in the range of 2.9 - 9.4 µg/L.   Therefore, the District, along with other Bay Area dischargers, has retained a consultant to complete a site specific objective for cyanide, which addresses local water quality conditions by using approved U.S. EPA methods.

Additionally, the District has committed resources to perform an ambient cyanide characterization study at an RWQCB approved sampling station.  This study will be conducted through the Regional Monitoring Program, starting as soon as July 2001.  The purpose of this study is to improve the quality of ambient cyanide data, and to test at a lower detection limit, if possible.

Proposed Schedule is as Short as Practical:

Two of the three proposed evaluations are large, collaborative efforts that require extensive peer review.  It is not practical to proceed more rapidly because of the collaborations and peer review process.  The third effort, ambient sampling, is proceeding immediately, but the results will dictate how long, and if it has an impact on the cyanide limit.

Summary and Recommendations, and Request for a Compliance Schedule and an Interim Limit:

The District has completed extensive studies to identify and control cyanide sources.  The results indicate that source reduction and furnace modifications will not consistently achieve compliance with the proposed water-quality-based effluent limitations.  Additionally, the District is participating in several other studies which will further improve the knowledge and  understanding of cyanide toxicity to ambient aquatic organisms in the Suisun Bay, and develop better analytical methods to avoid false positive results and chemical interferences.  These studies will be completed in the next three to five years.  Therefore, while these studies are undertaken, the District requests a compliance schedule, in accordance with Section 2.1 of the SIP,  along with an interim limit of 18 µg/L as proposed in the tentative order.   This interim limit should remain in effect until the site-specific water quality objective for cyanide is developed and approved by the RWQCB and the U.S. EPA.  Alternatively, as allowed in section 2.2.2 of the SIP, the RWQCB could impose interim requirements for providing ambient data; this will be based on the finding that insufficient ambient data exists to calculate a water-quality-based effluent limitation.  

ATTACHMENT 2
FINDING OF INFEASIBILITY OF ACHIEVING COMPLIANCE WITH THE 

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD’S PROPOSED MERCURY WATER-QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND REQUEST FOR A COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE AND INTERIM LIMITS

RWQCB Proposed Mercury Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations are:

Monthly average - 0.017 µg/L

Maximum daily - 0.046 µG/L

The District’s Potential Compliance Record with the Proposed Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations:
Since March 1998, the District’s effluent mercury concentration exceeded the above proposed water-quality-based effluent limitations more than 80 percent of the time.

The District Past Efforts in Identification and Evaluation of Mercury Sources:

In 1994, the District completed an extensive study to identify mercury sources within the service area.  This study concluded that the largest source of mercury to the treatment plant is residential, and the second largest source is dental offices.  These two sources account for 80 to 92 percent of the total influent mercury. The following is a breakdown of estimated loading of mercury from various sources within the District’s service area.

	Influent Sources of Mercury

	Mercury Source Category
	Percent of Influent Loading

	Residential                                                   

	54.4 

	Dental offices
	25.7 to 37.5

	Permitted industries
	2.0

	Water supply



	0.6

	Septage haulers



	0.1

	Total





	100


The above source breakdown is consistent with findings in other communities, like the City of Palo Alto and the Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies (AMSA), which indicate that residential and commercial inputs (primarily dental offices and medical offices) are the major sources of mercury to the treatment plant.

In 1999, the District undertook an aggressive mercury source reduction program by  implementing a mercury fever thermometer exchange program.  The program was advertised through flyers, newsletters, and newspaper stories.  The District gave out free digital fever thermometers in exchange for mercury thermometers at the Household Hazardous Waste Facility owned by the District and Mountain View Sanitary District. 

Additionally, the District implemented ultra-clean mercury sampling and analytical techniques in early 1999.  These techniques have eliminated the sources of contamination of mercury in the sampling and analysis process.  

However, the above source reduction efforts will not achieve compliance with the proposed water-quality-based effluent limitations.

The District’s Additional or Future Mercury  Sources  Reduction Evaluations:

The District is currently participating in the implementation of an education program sponsored by the Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group (BAPPG) aimed at dentists.  The purpose of the program is to raise awareness regarding mercury amalgam impacts on mercury loadings to the treatment plant.  The program includes a presentation regarding proper methods of disposal of mercury wastes and best management practices to reduce mercury dischargers.  The District has surveyed dentists in its service area to better understand common practices and opportunities for mercury waste reduction.

Additionally, the District supports SB 633 (California Mercury Reduction Act) which would prohibit sale of mercury fever thermometers, restrict school purchases of items containing mercury, and require special handling of mercury switches in discarded vehicles.

Further, through Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), the District is committed to help the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) complete the mercury total maximum daily load (TMDL) as soon as possible.

However, all the above actions do not result in immediate reductions in mercury and require time for implementation and results to be realized.  

Proposed Schedule is as Short as Practical:

The District has already taken steps to control mercury, and it will take time to realize the effect of these efforts.  The only other reduction is a change in dental technology, which will take time to develop and implement.  Once the TMDL and waste load allocation is complete, a long term strategy to reduce mercury from dental facilities and residences will be implemented. 

Summary and Recommendations:

The District is continuing its aggressive community education program to reduce sources of mercury from both residential and commercial (dental) disposal.  Additionally, the District is committed to work with the RWQCB to complete the mercury TMDL as soon as possible.  Despite these efforts, the District cannot meet the proposed water-quality-based effluent limits and requests a compliance schedule, in accordance with Chapter 4 of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB 1995 Basin Plan, and interim effluent limits of 0.092 and 1.0 µg/L as monthly average and daily maximum, respectfully, for mercury as calculated by the RWQCB.  The proposed interim limit will be applicable until the end of the compliance schedule (ten years), or adoption of TMDL, whichever occurs first.  

ATTACHMENT 3
FINDING OF INFEASIBILITY FOR ACHIEVING THE

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD’S 

PROPOSED TCDD EQUIVALENTS WATER-QUALITY-BASED 

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONSAND REQUEST FOR A COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE AND INTERIM LIMIT


The Proposed TCDD Equivalents Water-quality-based Effluent Limitations are:

Monthly average = 0.014 pg/L

Maximum daily = 0.028 pg/L

The District’s Potential Compliance Record with the Proposed  Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations:
In the last five years of biannual monitoring, the District has not detected TCDD in either the  influent or effluent.  In March 1997, the District detected hepta-CDD, and hepta-CDF, OCDD, and OCDF in its influent and effluent.  The TCDD equivalents of hepta-CDD, hepta-CDF, OCDD, and OCDF appeared to exceed the proposed water-quality-based effluent limitations.  However,  the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has not published MLs for hepta-CDD, hepta-CDF, OCDD, and OCDF, and as such, there is uncertainty as to  whether an exceedance of the limits had occurred based on SIP ML procedures.

The District’s Past Efforts in Identification and Evaluation of Dioxin Sources:

The District has contracted its Dioxin analysis with the best known lab in California.  This lab offers the lowest detection levels currently possible for the District’s influent.  The District has detected hepta-CDD, hepta-CDF, OCDD, and OCDF in its influent.  However, these concentrations did not jeopardize effluent compliance with existing effluent limitations.  Therefore, dioxin sources identification and reduction was not necessary. 

The District’s Additional or Future Dioxin Sources / Analytical Method Evaluations:
The District plans to work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the United Stated Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), and other dischargers to improve the analytical methodology.  The method development / improvement may require a three to five year period.  Additionally, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and U.S. EPA must develop MLs for dioxins.  The District will add this pollutant to its pollution minimization and reduction plan.  The District expects that this pollutant will be a focus of the BACWA pollution prevention group, and the District is committed to help complete the TMDL for TCDD equivalents.

Proposed Schedule is as Short as Practical:

The District will soon start its pollution prevention/minimization efforts for dioxin.  It will take time to determine sources and how they might be reduced.  Given the uncertain  knowledge of the scope and findings of this effort, a year to year progress report in the pollution prevention annual report would be appropriate.

Summary and Recommendations:

The currently approved U.S. EPA analytical method for dioxin is inadequate (because of  low sensitivity / high detection levels)  for source identification and control studies.  The District plans to work with the RWQCB and other dischargers to improve the detection level method.   Method development / improvements may take several years.  The District requests a compliance schedule as allowed in the basin plan.  Therefore, the District accepts the interim limitation of 0.836 mg/month (running annual average).

ATTACHMENT 4
FINDING OF INFEASIBILITY OF ACHIEVING COMPLIANCE WITH THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD’S PROPOSED 

TRIBUTYLTIN (TBT) WATER-QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND REQUEST FORA COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE AND INTERIM LIMITATIONS 
RWQCB Proposed TBT Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations are:

With an ambient concentration assumed to be equal to the lowest method detection limits for the effluent (Scenario 1).

Monthly average - 0.043 µg/L

Maximum daily - 0.135 µg/L

Assuming no ambient water quality data (Scenario 2):

Monthly average - 0.005 µg/L

Maximum daily -   0.017 µg/L

The District Potential Compliance Record with the Proposed  Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations:

Since March 1997, the District’s effluent TBT concentrations exceeded the above proposed water-quality-based effluent limits (under the assumption of no ambient water quality data) more than 25 percent of the time.  The District learned that the RWQCB was considering setting the final limits on TBT using Scenario 2 on May 22, 2001. 

The District Past and Future Efforts in Identification and Evaluation of TBT Sources:

The District reported its efforts on identification and evaluation of TBT sources in the Annual Pollution Report dated January, 2001.  At the time, TBT was not a constituent concern. 

TBT has just recently become a constituent of concern.  No source identification or reduction work has been completed due to the fact that this constituent was not an effluent compliance issue.  It is the District’s understanding that there is no background/ambient data for this pollutant.  The District will keep TBT in the pollution prevention program, and conduct additional source studies.  The results will be reported in the Annual Pollution Prevention Report, along with the next year’s work plan.

Proposed Schedule is as Short as Practical:
The District has an ongoing TBT reduction program that has yielded good results, along with the ban of TBT use in cooling towers.  Use of the existing pollution prevention / minimization is appropriate, as ambient data is gathered.

Summary and  Recommendations:

The District requests a compliance schedule and interim effluent limits or a schedule for interim requirements, as allowed in the SIP methodology.  The District believes a schedule for interim requirements is most appropriate for this pollutant, but we are requesting both out of an abundance of caution.

A compliance schedule is requested because the District could not immediately comply with water-quality-based effluent limits if they were set equal to the water quality objective.   We learned this might occur the day before this submittal was due.  If granted a compliance schedule and interim limit, the District will maintain this pollutant in our pollution prevention plan to identify sources, etc.

The District requests a compliance schedule for interim requirements as described in Section 2.2 of the SIP.  The District will maintain this pollutant in the pollutant prevention plan and participate in activities to gather ambient data necessary to develop water-quality-based effluent limits.  The ambient data is needed to set a water quality based effluent limit.  

ATTACHMENT 5
FINDING OF INFEASIBILITY OF ACHIEVING COMPLIANCE WITH THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD’S PROPOSED 

BIS (2 ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE WATER-QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND REQUEST FOR A COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE AND INTERIM LIMITATIONS 


RWQCB Proposed Bis (2 Ethylhexyl) Phthalate Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations are:

With an ambient concentration assumed to be equal to the lowest method detection limits for the effluent (Scenario 1).

Monthly average - 32.9µg/L

Maximum daily - 91.2 µg/L

Assuming no ambient water quality data (Scenario 2):

Monthly average -   5.9 µg/L

Maximum daily -   16.35 µg/L

The District’s Potential Compliance Record with the Proposed  Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations:

Since March 1997, the District’s effluent bis (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate concentrations exceeded the above proposed water-quality-based effluent limits (under the assumption of no ambient water quality data) more than 28 percent of the time.  The District learned that the RWQCB was considering setting the final limits along with Scenario 2  on May 22, 2001. 

The District’s Past and Future Efforts in Identification and Evaluation of Bis (2 Ethylhexyl) Phthalate Sources:

Bis (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate has just recently become a constituent of concern.  No source identification or reduction work has been completed due to the fact that this constituent was not an effluent compliance issue.  It is the District’s understanding that there is no background /ambient data for this pollutant.  The  District will add Bis (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate to the pollution prevention program, and report on our efforts annually, along with the next year’s work plan.

The District requests a compliance schedule and interim effluent limits or a schedule for interim requirements, as allowed in the SIP methodology.  The District believes a schedule for interim requirements is most appropriate for this pollutant, but we are requesting both out of an abundance of caution.

A compliance schedule is requested because the District can not immediately comply with water-quality-based effluent limits (Scenario 2) that we learned might apply the day before this submittal was due.  If granted a compliance schedule and interim limit, the District will include this pollutant in our pollution prevention plan to identify sources, etc.

The District requests a compliance schedule for interim requirements as described in Section 2.2 of the SIP.  The District would add this pollutant to the pollutant prevention plan and participate in activities to gather ambient data necessary to develop water-quality-based effluent limits.  The ambient data is what is needed to set a water quality based effluent limit.  It is important to note that if the District had no data for this pollutant, we would not have a reasonable potential, so no limit would have been considered.  This presents a huge disincentive for the dischargers to conduct good Samaritan constituent analysis of their effluent.   

Proposed Schedule is as Short as Practical:

The District will soon start a pollution prevention / minimization effort for Bis (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate, and the use of the pollution prevention program is appropriate to report results.

Summary and Recommendations:

The District cannot consistently meet the proposed WQBEL for bis (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate.  At this time there is no interim limit calculated or proposed by the RWQCB.  The District requests an interim limit for this pollutant, using the calculation procedure set forth the in SIP / Basin Plan.

ATTACHMENT 6
FINDING OF INFEASIBILITY OF ACHIEVING COMPLIANCE WITH THE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD’S PROPOSED 

ACRYLONITRILE WATER-QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND REQUEST FOR A COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE 

AND INTERIM LIMITATIONS


RWQCB Proposed Acrylonitrile Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations are:

With an ambient concentration assumed to be equal to the lowest method detection limits for the effluent (Scenario 1).

Monthly average - 1.2 µg/L

Maximum daily -   2.407 µg/L

Assuming no ambient water quality data (Scenario 2):

Monthly average - 0.66 µg/L

Maximum daily -   1.324 µg/L

The District Potential Compliance Record with the Proposed  Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limitations:

Since March 1997, the District’s effluent Acrylonitrile concentrations exceeded the above proposed water-quality-based effluent limits (under the assumption of no ambient water quality data) more than 20 percent of the time.  The District learned that the RWQCB was considering setting the water-quality-based effluent limits, along with Scenario 2 on May 22, 2001. 

The District Past and Future Efforts in Identification and Evaluation of Acrylonitrile Sources:

Acrylonitrile has just recently become a constituent of concern.  No source identification or reduction work has been completed due to the fact that this constituent was not an effluent compliance issue. It is the District’s understanding that there is no background/ambient data for this pollutant.  The  District will add acrylonitrile to the pollution prevention program, and report results of our efforts annually.

The District requests a compliance schedule and interim effluent limits or a schedule for interim requirements, as allowed in the SIP methodology.  The District believes a schedule for interim requirements is most appropriate for this pollutant, but we are requesting both out of an abundance of caution.

A compliance schedule is requested because the District can not immediately comply with water-quality-based effluent limits (Scenario 2) that we learned might apply the day before this submittal was due.  If granted a compliance schedule and interim limit, the District will include this pollutant in our pollution prevention plan to identify sources, etc.

The District requests a compliance schedule for interim requirements as described in Section 2.2 of the SIP.  The District would add this pollutant to the pollutant prevention plan and participate in activities to gather ambient data necessary to develop water-quality-based effluent limits.  The ambient data is what is needed to set a water quality based effluent limit.  It is important to note that the District had no ambient data for this pollutant.  It would not have had to make this request because reasonable potential would have been calculated so no limit would have been considered.  This presents as huge disincentive for the discharges to conduct code, good Samaritan constituent analysis of their effluent.

Proposed Schedule is as Short as Practical:

The District will soon start a pollution prevention / minimization effort for acrylonitrile, and the use of the pollution prevention program is appropriate to report results.

Summary and Recommendations:

The District cannot consistently meet the proposed WQBEL for acrylonitrile.  At this time there is no interim limit calculated or proposed by the RWQCB.  The District requests an interim performance-based limit for this pollutant.

�The CCCSD Pollution Prevention Program has been recognized for its excellence and has received numerous awards as shown in the enclosed 2000 Pollution Prevention Annual Report.
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