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In re:

SCITUATE WASTEWATER TREATMENT
PLANT PETITIGN FOR REVIEW

NPDES Permit No. MAQ102695

INTRODUCTION

Now come the Town of Scituate and the Scifuate Wastewater Treatment Plant
(“Petitioner” or “Scituate™) and, pursuant to 40 CFR 124,1%(a) hereby petition for review of
Mational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES™ Pennit No. MAO102695 (the
“Permit”) which the Environmental Protection Agency (“*EPA”™) purpotted to serve on the
Petitioner on November 23, 2004 (a copy of the Permit and the cover letter accompanying the
same arc attached hercte as Exhibit A). The Perpnt anthorizes the Petitioner to discharge to the
Herring River.

As a threshold maiter, the Petitioner claims that the EPA failed to follow the applicable
procedures for properly authorizing the Permit, thereby precluding the Permit’s implementation.
With respect to the Permit itsclf, the Petitioner asserts that certain conditions are based upon
clearly erroneous findings of fact and/or errors of law. Specifically, Scituate contends that the
Permit dilution factor as measured, in the recciving water {Herring River), as was previously
reviewed and approved, was an appropriate mechanism for quantifying discharge limits and
should net arbitrarily be replaced by an unproven method that would necessitate a malti-milion

dollar renovation. Scituate also contends that the Permit limits regarding concentration and mass




limits for Biochemical Oxygen Demand levels ("BOD™} and Total Suspended Solids {(“T$5™)
should be based on an annual rolling average, similar to the Total Nitrogen (“TN") limits or, in
the altemnative, the TN limits should be eliminated from the Permit because the concentration
limits otherwise included in the Permit provide adequate protection fo the rceeiving waters.
Scituate algo

For further reasons therefore, the Petitioner relies upon the following.

RELEVANT FACTS

1. The Town of Scituate is a political subdivision of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
The Town of Scituate has a usual address of 600 Chief Justice Cushing Highway, Scituate,
Massachuselts,

2, The Town of Scituate is the owner and operator of a cerfain wastewater disposat plant
known as the Scituate Wastewater Treatment Plant ("SWTP™). The SWTP has an address of
161 Driftway, Scituate, Massachusetts.

3, Pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act, the Town is authorized to discharge from the
SWTP to the Herring River pursuant to the terms of a certain NPDES permut issued on January
30, 1997

4. From December 22, 2003 to January 20, 2004, EPA solicited public comments on the
draft of the reissued NPDES Permit, The engineering firm of Camp, Dresser and McKee
submitted comments on behalf of Scituate. The Comments and EPA’s response thereto arc
altached to the Permit (See Exhibit A).

5. Comment #3 submitted on behalf of the Town provides that

“ft]he town’s existing NPDES permit was bascd on a 13:1 dilution factor in
the receiving waters (Herring River). The tidal ditch conveying plant
gffluent to the Herring River was permitted as a mixing zone. The point of

discharge for loading calendations was the confluence of the tidal creek and
the Herning River. As noted in the Fact Sheet, “The point where dilution is




measured for toxic pollutants has been re-evaluated by EPA during this
permit reissuance [emphasis added] . ...” The Town strongly contests this
re-gvaluation and subsequent reduction in dilution, which is resulting in
mcreased stnngency for copper, nickel and zinc discharges, As noted in the
Fact Sheet, the town evaluated aiternate discharge methads, including an
ocean outfall, during Facilities Planmming. The current course of action was
sclected based on facilities planning, environmental impacts, and approval
by the regulatory agencies. Construction of the current facilitics and
discharge to the current pomnt were implemented under an Administrative
Consent Order, ACO-SE-94-1003. The town maintained complete
compliance with all terms, conditions, and schedule of the AC. To
reverse findings and concwrences leading to a multi-million dellar facility
upgrade through discreticnary reasoning during the next round of permit re-
issnance places an unrcasonable burden on the Town of Scituate, To further
aggravate the situation, EPA representatives verbally indicated that the
current dilution would be acceptable if the town were to build a pipe from
the current discharge peint to the Herring River, Construction of such a
pipe would be costly and likely result in significantly more environmental
impact during construction (if even allowed) than current practice, with no
change m the water quality of the Herring River. The following are hereby
incorporated to this comment by reference: Final Facilities Plan and
Environmental Inpact Report for Wastewater Management, Scituate, MA
dated March 1, 1995, Volumes I, 11, and III, prepared by Metcalf and Eddy,
Wakefield, MA; and all correspondence, meehng notes, memorandumn:,
public hearings, MEPA reviews, regulatory approvals, files, and associated
materials refated to the production and approval of the facilities plan/EIR.”

6. This 11" hour re-evaluation of dilution factors belies the fact that Scituate, the EPA and
DEP had previously devised an approved systcm wherelyy effluent may be discharged thronugh
a tidal ditch, with attendant limits to be measured within the receiving waters according to a
mutually acceptable dilution factor of 13:1.

7. Inmsuggesling that, as an aiternative, the Petitioner be allowed to utilize the 13:1 dilution
factor if it constructs a pipe to the receciving water, EPA. ignores scveral material facts:

a. Construction of a pipe is impossible within the area of the present ditch without causing

severe adverse impacts to wetland resource areas of the type that are stringently protected
by the Massachusetts Wetlands Prolection Act, which is, ironically, administered by the

DEP.




b. Because location of any such pipe would have to re-route the path of cffluent discharge
across different areas to an entirely different discharge point, Scituats would have to
cngage in an entirely new permitting process, necessitating several years of additional
pormitiing at massive cost to the Town. Even if such discretionary permits could be
obtained, the cost of such a venture is conservatively estimated at $20,000,000.00.

8. The EPA’s response to Scitnate’s concerns is inadeguate. EPA offers no evidence in
support a conclusion that the eurrent method of fransporting efflucnt to the receiving waters is
resulting in adverse impacts. Nor has EPA advanced any evidence to support its arbiirary
hypothesis that the construction of a multi-million dollar pipe to a different discharge point
vould function at 3 higher level than the curvent mixing zone, Scituate constructed a new,
advanced treaiment facility in ac‘cordance with a facilities plan approved by DEP and EPA,
MEPA, and an Administrative Order issucd by EPA. The EPA has not provided any
documentation that the SWTP is discharging, or is likely to discharge, toxic materials in toxic
concentrations or that water quality has becn, or is likely to be, impacted. EPA’s stance is not
based upon site specific facts and, rather, appears to be based on a purely mechanical
application of Gold Book Standards, which have been under continious scrutiny regarding the
impact of low level metal concentrations in highly treated cffluents.

9. Furthermore, EPA’s response contams the sturtling admission that its permit terms are
unachievahle, Rather, EPA admiis that it will have to issue an administrative consent order
wholly ouiside of the permitting process in order fo rectify its imposition of clearly untenable
pertnit ferms.

10, Additionally, the Petitioner takes exception to the response by EPA of its Comment #2.

Comment #2, submitted on behalf of Scituaie states, in relevant part,




“[t]he draft permit contains concentration and mass limits for BOD, T3S,
and TN. The mass limits are based on the concentration limits and the
average plant flow (1.6 mgd). The TN mass limits arc based on an annual
rolling average. The BOD and TS8 mass limits are monthly limits based on
the average annual flow and the 10 mg/l average monthly limits. This
results in the concentration limits governing at flows of 1.6 mgd or less and
the mass limits governing at flows in excess of 1.6 mdg. This could be
problematic as the plant approached design flows. For example, the current
peak month flow is about 1.6 times the annual average, At design flows,
the peak month flow should be in the range of 2.6 mgd. Under these
conditions effluent TSS and BOD must be 6mg/l. The reasening presented
in the Facl Sheet more appropriately leads to the conclusion that mass limits
should be based on an annual rolling average similar to the TN limits. The
town is not requesting, or suggesting, that the monthly concentration limits
be based on an annual rolling average, The mass limits should be adjusted
to an annual rolling average or eliminated from the permit. The
concentration limits provide adequate protection to the receiving waters.
Weekly mass limits should be eliminated.”

11, The EPA failed, in its response, to adequately discuss the ramifications and suggestions
presented in the Town’s original comment. The EPA responded to the Town’s comment by
stating that “If an annual average flow is used to calculate mass limits, a peak flow of 1.6 times
the design flow would result in a discharge of 213 lbs/day or a 625 increase in BOD or T8S. ..
" Thig response is wholly unresponsive to Scituate’s comment. The average design flow was
used to determine mass limits (10 x 8.34 x 1.6 (average annual design flow)} = 133 which is the
permit limit}. Nitrogen in the existing permit is mass only. The proposed Permit includes a
concentration limit, meaning that the mass limit will not govern until the plant reaches flow
capacity. All arguments presented in the EPA materials indicate that the permitted mass would
meet wiater quality criteria for Nitrogen regardless of plant flow, Therefore, concentration
limits for Nitrogen should be climinated from the permit,

12. Finally, the EPA sent a purported Permait to the Town of Scituate on or about November
23, 2004, The Permit is signed by an apparent delegate of EPA’s regional Director of

Ecosystem Protection (and the Dircetor of the Division of Watershed Management for the




DEP). The cover letter accompanying the Permit was signed by Roger Janson, the Associate
Director of EPA’s Municipal Permits Branch.

13. The Permit was not 1ssued by the EPA’s Regional Administrator. WNor did the Permit
inciude a notice of the Regional Administrator specifically referencing the procedures for
appeal under 40 CFR 124.19.

ARGUMENT

1. The Permit is ineffective due to failure to comply with the provisions of 40 CFR
124.15.

The provisions of 40 CFR 124.15 contain specific requirements for the issnance of
NPDES permits. First, the permit must be issued by the Regional Administrator. Second,
“[t]he Regional Administrator shali notify the applicant and each person who has submifted
written conmments or requested notice of the final penmit decision.” In this matter, the Penmit
was not signed or issued by the Regional Administrator nor was the Permit accompanied by a
notice from the Regional Administrator. Furthermore, neither the Penmit nor its cover letter
contain a specific reference to 40 CFR 124.19 as the procedures for appeal of the permit.

The failure to comply with these minimum requirenients is not a matter of semantics.
Rigid compliance with the unambiguous requirements for issuance of a permit ensures a
uniform method by which applicants and other interested parties are provided with notice of
a Permit. Without proper notice, there is no assurance that interested parties will be given a
full and fair opporiunity to exercise their right of appeal. In order to ensure proper notice and
due process, the thirty-day appeal period begins only upon “service of notice of the Regional
Administrator.” 40 CFR 124.19(z}. In that EFA hag failed to comply with the unambignous
notice provisions under 40 CFR 124.15, the Board must find that the Permit has not been

properly issued und, therefore, cannot take effect, as scheduled.




2. The Permit Condition Eliminatine the Mixing Zone is Based Upon Finding of Facts and
C'oncinsions of Law that are Clearly Erroneous and is a Matter of Imrporiant Public Policy that
Should be Reviewed by the Board

The elimination of the mixing zone and the attendant dilution factors allowed by the Town's
prior NPDES permit and the subject of any earlier Administrative Order is based upon findings
of fact and conclusions of law that are clearly erroneous and, which, as a matter of public pelicy,
must be reviewed by the Board,

In this matter, the Town constructed a new, advanced treatment facility in accordance with a
facilities plan approved by DEP and EPA, MEPA, and an Administrative Qrder issued by EPA.
Shortly after the completion of the new facility, the Towi subinitted ity application to renew its
NPDES permit with the reasonable assumption that the new permit would not be conditioned on
terms that would require a massive reconstruction of the project that was approved by these same
agencies just five years ago. To the amazement of the Town, the very same agency that issued
an Administrative Crder approving the mixing zoning now has imiposed an admittedly
unaltainable permit term, In the alternative, the EPA has arbitrarily and capriciously suggested
that it would allow the continmation of existing permit levels if the Town comumits to the
construction of 2 new outfall pipe to a different point of discharge. Such construction would
require several years of permitting and would conservatively cost the Town in excess of
$20,000,000.00. At the very least, an alternate position such as this should be documented with
the same level of environmental analyses, public participation, and reviews as the documents
leading to the original position on dilution.

EPA has not provided any documentation that the town is discharging toxic materials in Loxic
concentrations or that water quality has been impacted, FPA’s stance is based on Gold Book
Standards, which have been under continuous scintiny regarding the impaet of low level metal

concentrations in highly treated efflucnts. The permit as proposed by EPA would result in




construction costs, either for an extended outfall or modified treatment, far in excess of the costs
of the current advanced treatment facility, with no documented demonstration of improvements
in environmentai conditions or water quality. The Petitioner understands that limits can become
tighter with future permiis. However, the imposition of stricter pernut imits ¢annot be based on
a decision with no supporting documentation. Before imposing Permit terms that significantly
alter the criteria currently governing the SWTP, it was incumbent on EPA to support its position
with scientific fact. The EPA has utterly failed to support its position in this regard and
accordingly, has acted arbitrarily and capriciously.

Moreover, meeting the Permit limits within the mixing zone with a 1:1 dilution factor isa
standard that is simiply impossible to achieve, a fact which EPA has expressly acknowledged.
Indeed, EPA’s responsc to the Petitioner’s comments affirms the inability to comply with this
term and EPA’s comments expressly suggest that it will subsequently issue an Administrative
Consent Order to remedy the Town’s inability to meet an impossible Permit term, By vittue of
this admission, and its corresponding willingness to subsequently enter into an order allowing
non-compliance, the EPA has refuted any argument that the proposed permit terms are
necessary. Moreover, this method operates to circumvent the legitimate permitting process and
vests EPA with the opportunity to impose additional conditions without the benefit of public
comments and notice. This practice should not be countenanced.

Additionaily, and most significantly, FPA’s suggested alternative is wholly arbitrary. There
is absolutely no evidence advanced by the EPA or the DEP that the suggested construction of a
multi-mlhion dollar pipe will result in any enhanced level of treatment over the currently
employed mixing zone/dilch. Nor is there any evidence whatsoever that the current vessel for
transport of the cifluent (within the mixing zone/ditch) is resulting in adverse impacts ol any

kind. In posing such an alternative, the Permit writers ignore the fact that the current method by




which effinent is transported to the receiving waters received extensive scrutiny and, ultimately,
the approval of all permitting agencies.

For the above mentioned reasons this completely arbitrary exercise of power by the EPA
supported by little factual data indicating any change in the environmental conditions is clearly
erroneous and of such an important public policy concern that it must be reviewed by the Board.
43 CFR 124.19(2)(2).

3. The EPA’s Required Methed of Measurement of BOD and TSS is Based Upon

Finding of Facts and Conclusions of Law that are Cleadly Erroneous and is a Matter
of Impaortant Public Policy that Should be Reviewed by the Board.

The EPA response to the Town’s concems regarding BOD and TSS are wheolly
inadequate and fail to address the concerns clearly identified in Scituate’s comments. Thercfore,
any conclusions or findings pertaining thereto are clearly erroneous because the EPA’s response
to Town Commnent # 2— “If an annual average flow is used to calculate mass hmits, a peak flow
of 1.6 timcs the design flow would result in a discharge of 213 Ibs/day or a 62% increase in BOD
or TSS...."—does not address the issue. This is s¢ because the average design flow was used to
determine mass linnts {10 x 8.34 x 1.6 (average annual design flow) = 133 which is permit
limit). Nitrogen in the existing Permit is mass only. The proposed permit includes 2
concentration limit, meaning that the mass limit will not govern until the plant reaches flow
capacity. All arguments presented in the EPA materials indicate that the permitted mass would
meet water quality criteria for Nitrogen regardless of plant flow. Therefore, concentration limits
for Nitrogen serve no appreciable benefit or determent to the permit and should be eliminated
from the permit.

[nn light of the evidence supplied to the EPA that indicates permitted mass would meet water

quality criteria for Nurogen regardless of plant flow, any condition requiring the reduction of




Nitrogen for no appreciable reason constitutes a matter of impottant public pelicy that should be

reviewed by the Board. 40 CFR 124.19(2)(2).

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Town of Sitnate and the Scituate Wastcwater Treatment

Plant request that the Board enter an Order declaring that the Permnit was improperly issued; or,

in the alternative, grant the Petition for Review of those terms discussed berein.
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TOWN OF SCITUATE AND SCITUATE
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT,

By its attorneys,

) A~

JoFn W', Giorgio (BBO# 193540)
Jason R, Talerman (BBO#567927)
Kopelman and Paige, P.C,

Town Counscl
31 St. James Avenue
Boston, MA (2116
{(617) 556-0007
fax: (617) 654-1735
jtalerman{@k-plaw.com




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Jason R. Talerman hereby ceitify that, on this 22™ day of December, 2004, I caused a
copy of the foregoing to be served upon the fellowing, by first class mail:

Tonia Bandrowicz

U.S. EPA, Region 1

Office of Environmental! Stewardship, (SEL})
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100

Boston, MA 02114

{617) 918-1734

Glen Haas
Divizion of Watershed Protection
Massachusetts Department of Envirenmental Protection

One Winter Street

Boston, MA 02108
Jasén R. Talerman

23925 ECITTHION
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2 m ¥ s CONGRESS STREET, SUTE 1100 _
%‘% 7 $ BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 021142023 e
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, Rt 230800 . T i
. i i X
Anthony Antoniello vy K
Director, Dept. of Public Works oy ,& =
600 Chief Justice Cushing Faghway : : ,flf A LU
geiruate, MA. 02066 ¥ \\ i 5' '5 ,f'"
\ g
Re: NPDES Permit No. MAOE0Z2695
Dear Mr. Antoniello:
Enciosed is youToHe - B (NPDES) permit issued

pursuant (o the Clean Water Act {the "Federal Act"), 88 amended, nd the Massachuseits Clean
Waters Act (the ugeare Act'), 21 M.GL. §543-45, a5 amended. The Environmental Permit
Regulations, 4t 40 CFR.58124.15,48 Fed. Reg. 14271 (April 1, 1983), require this permitto becomne

offective on the date specified in the permit.

Also enclosed is acopy of the Masgachusatrs State Warer Quality Certi’ication for your final permit,
the Agency's TeSponse to the commenis received on the draft permts, Massachuselts State Coastal
7one Management ¢on gistency CONCULTEnce, and informetion relaive (o appesais sndstays of NPFDES
permits. Should you desire 0 contest any provision of the permit, youl petition-should be submisted
to the Environtental Appeals Board a3 autiined in the enclosure and a sivnilar request should also
be filed with the Director of the Office of Watarshed Management in ancordance with the provisions
of the Massachusells Administrative Proceduses Act, the Division's Rules for the Conduct of
Adjudicatory Proceedings and the Timely Action Scheduie and Fee Provisions (see enclosure).

We appreciate your cooperation throughatut the development of this permit. Should you have any
questions concerning the permit, feel free to contact Doug Cerb at (517) 918-1565.

Enclosures

ce: MADEP, Division of Watershed Mangement
A1l Interested Parties

ol e T EREATI-T 34
kg -1 asirne 28 Ry hnp-ﬂwww,epn.guwmg'nm
v Bhpied ¢ yeled Faper IR 3% porioonaihidli

EXHIBIT A
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ExECcUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
DEPARTMENT 0F ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
NNE WINTER STREET, BOSTOM, 240 02108 571975500

MITT RONINEY A N ELLEN ROYT HEREFELDEY
Gowernir 1’"\ N gn W GE‘}" Secretary
KERRY HEALEY LB ﬂ ' KOEERT W GOLLEDGE, Jr,
Taputenant Goveenot Comroisyioner

Newvernber 2. 2004

Brian Pitt, Chief

Massachusetts NPDES Permit Program Uit
USEPA .- New England

I Congress Street, Suite 1100

Boston, MA 2114-2023

Re: Water Quality Certification
NTDES Permit MA0LO26Y5
Toan of Scifuate Wastewater Treatment Plant

Dear br. Pitt:

Your office has requested the Massachusstts [epartment of Environmental Protection 1o jssue a
water quality certification pursuant to Section 401{a} of the Federal Clean Water Act (“the Act™
and 40 CFR 124.53 for the above referenced NPFDES permit. The Department has reviewed the
proposed draft permit and has determined that the conditions of the permit will achieve
compliance with sections 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of the Federal Act, and with the
provisions of the Magsachusetts Clean Waters Act. MUG.L. ¢. 21, 55, 26-53, and regulations
promaulgated thereunder. The permit conditions are sufficient to comply with the antidegradation
provisions of the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality $tandards [314 CMR 4.04] and the policy
[October 6, 1993] implementing those PIOVISIONs.

The Massachusetls Department of Environmental Protection 1s requiring the following
condilions in the permit as state certification requirerncnts:

1. Infilwation/inflow Control Plan [Part 1.C.3; page 7-8]: the provision is established
pursuant to the authority in 314 CMR 12.04(3&9) [Operation and Maintepance and
Preteeatnent Standards for Wastewater Treatment Works and Indirect Dischargers-
“proper operation and preventive maintenance program”’)

2. 12 month rolling average for flow [Part LA, I- footnote 2; page 37 the limit is established
pursuant 1o the anthority in 314 CMR 12.03(4) [Operation and Maintenance and
Pretyeatnent Standards for Wastewater Treatment Works and Indirect Dischargers-
“gppraval of wastewater treatment faclity by Department”]

i Toration §1 Availake in alteroate formot Calt Debra Dobergy, ADA Coordinater, st 1-E1T 2025565, T Foavice = 1-BU0-2R8- 2207

DEP sn the Wisrkd Wide Web: Wtipuitvan, tlabe oo, ugtdep
ﬁ Painzed an Recyeled Papar




EPA New England NPDES Permitting Staff

Listed below are the names and telephone numbars for EPA New England NPDES permitting
staff. If you have questions on the enclosed parmit, please call the permit writer indicated
below. I you have a question ona specific permitting issue, feel freeto contack the appropriate

permit spacialist,

Toll Free Mumber: {88E) 372-7341
azk for extension number listed below

zuestions on your permit? Pleass contact

pErmmHt writer.

NPDES Permit Wiiters
Victar Alvarez . {B17)918-1572
Michele Barden {617) 518-1539

he

Senior Managers
Foger Jenson, Associate Director,
Surface Water Branch (617) 918-1621

Brian Pitt, NPDES Permit Linftt Team
teader (617) 918-1875

Mika G'Biien (617) 918-1649
George Papadopouios (6171 918-1579

Jon Britt (6417} 918-1563 Soupy Sarker {617) 918-1693

Hosur Chikkalingaiah (617) 318-1574 BIN'Wandle® * '~ {617)618~1605

Coug Cord {517) D1B-1565 .

Botsy Dawvis {617} 918-1576 Fowear Piant Peraits

Austine Frawlay {(617) 918-1065 Damien Houlihan {617) 918-1054

Fred Gay £17) 218-1297 John Magig, Biologist (617} 918-1054
George Papadopoulos (G17)918-1579

{617} 918-1295

Johin Paul King

Janet LaBenta {617) 918-1667 Sharen Zaya (617 D12-1595
Spedcialists

Afternstive Oilition Water Frolraatment Jisves

Joy Hilton (617} 918-1877 Jay Pimpara {617} 918-1531

Araiviical - Minimum Lavels Rerorting
Doug- Corb {617) 913-156%

LR Reporting
Diane Boisclair (617) 918-1762
Feneral Fenmiits & Exciusions

John Hackler (617) 918-1551

Hhrdge Guidadce

Thelma Murphy (617) 915-1515

Stormwater General Ferrits
Thelma Murphy {617} 918-1615
David Gray {617} 918-1577

Folfal Maxinom £ady Load (TAi)
Alison Shmcox {617) 918-1684

Femit Aoalioaliions : .
Olga Yergara {MA) (617} 918-151% Toxiclty Test Protoco/ & Frocediures
- Shelley Pufec (NH) (617)918-1545 Joy Hilton (617} 918-1877
Warer Qualty fssuas

Pt ModiEcalions
Contact The Individual Permit Wiitar

PuBic Notloe of Draft Pormits
Claa Vergara (MA)Y (Ai7) 218-1519
Shelley Puleo {HH) {617} 918-1545

Cave Pincumbe {617} 913-1a35
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MNovember 9, 2004

Anthony Amenigllo

Ihreclor of Public works
Town of Scimate

600 Chief Justice Cushing Way
Scituate, Ma 02066

RE: CZM Federa) Consistency Review: Scituate Wastewatzr Treatment Flany, NPDES
pennil #MADI02695; Seituate

Trear Mr Antoniella:

The Massachusets Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) has completed its review
of the Seituate Wastewater Treatment Plant discharge to a tidal creek leading to Herring River.

We concur with your certification and find that the activity as proposed 18 consistent with
the C¥M enforeeable program policies.

If the above-referenced proposal, which has received this concumence from CZM, i3
modified in any manner or is noted to be having effects on the coastal zone or its uses that are
substantiaily different than originally proposed, please submit an explanation of the rare of the
change 1o this Qffice pursuant to 301 CMR 21.17 and 15 CFR 230.66.

Thank you for'vour cooperation with CZM.

Sincerely,

Susan Snow-Cotter
Acting Director

SECHDe
c2m#I 575
ce:  Brian Pitt, Chicl d
M A NPDES Permit Unit, EPA
Pau! Hogan, B

DEP Worcester
Tzeon Burtner
CZM South Shore Reglonal Coordinator
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SEC-21-2004 DZ.2URM FROU-COM / Manchestst ED3-3
' -540-EROt - -
MEPLUES PPN U ivirur s s, i T ETEH ; :‘_D[.]_E , F=333

AUTHORIZATION TO PISCRARGE UNDER THE
NATFONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

Iz compliance with the provigions of the Federal Clean Water Act as amended, (33 US.C.
$31751 et seq ; the "CWA"). and the Miassachuseus Clean Waters Act, as amended, (MG L.

Chap. 21, §§26-53),

Town of Scituate
Department of Public Works

is anthogzed 1o discharge from the factlity Joeated t
Seifnnfe Wastewater Treatment Plant
161 Driftway
Scituate, MaA 02066

to receiving water named

Tidal creek to Herring River
(South Coastal Watershed - Ma 94-07)

i zocortance with efffuent Lmitations, monitonng requirerents and other conditions set forth

ferzin.
This pammt shall become effsctive sixty {60} days from tne daee of signature.

This permit and the anthonzation 1o discharge expire at midnight five years from the effective
‘dale. Y ' ' e o

This pernut supersedes the prymail igsued on January 30, 1997,
This pemut consists af 11 pages in Part | inclnding effluent limitations and monitoring

requirements, Autachment A, Sludge Guidance Attachment. and 35 pages in Part U including
General Conditons and Definitions. : .

Sigued this22day of f/)mﬁﬁ/mﬁéﬁ 2004

_ A T ﬁ?ﬁ%, . ftéﬁ_ﬁz_ﬁ

MHrector Director

Oifice of Ecosystem Protection Rivision of Watershed Management
Ervirenmental Proection Agency ' Deparment of Envitonmental Frotection
Boston, MA Commeonweaith of Maszachusetts

Boston, Ma




LISCENOD 013 ‘6 '3 SELONLOO: IS ALIDIXOL
T WIOHT MYHAMN %007 2 = JHON 2Waau]) (900t 2 ¥OT oy LNAENTHZH AT0EM
LISOANGD .
L ENOHZ HLENORYT /30 68 | soknnssntht TGRS R ONIZ TYLOL
& USONOD |
= ANOHPT LN /80 oAy | wsmprsmssi B0 G | soessrsonsa | srikamrses TIIOIN YLOL
= ISOdNDD
ANOH-FE HINCGWL PR I PP OV 4 | smgtpernsr | skt LAddd D TV.LOL
LISOLNOD _
z HNOHWT MFIMT | BUNOERT | setssn VAU O | sennsssres | ABPISALES NEDCULIN T¥I0L
nﬂw 4 i £9) gm0 1AW HOdRT | sssnsnsirs [fem oo = .w&_w****m*#* W SRR NIDA KO IFATOSSIT
2 VUL HMIdMIE TWIOT/MIT EF | pedsrpaspsd WO/ F1 w********** AL AR eINHOII TGO TYOdd
Y H0 AV TV HIVIDYEY ‘S 3OV TOAMEd 5ES (15 5'8 - €9 HDNYH HE
(LISOJNOD i I
HANOH-¥E THAMT J/3u mndoy [few 1 [/3UE EEET LY ARPSAI €51 - SSLj
LS OdINOD :
ANOHYZ STATMIT J/Bw yroday W gt BU Q] | ssssseass | ARSQLCE( . G0ED
5 YAAHOOH SOOANILNGD | o Hoday Sy 2 OO 0T | oottt A o EDAMF_
£ AL ADNANOTIA ATIVG | ATHEIM | ATHINOW | ADIEIM | ATHINOW B _
2 ATINYS | INTNEHASVAR WNINIXYVIA | IOVIHAY | TOVAIAY | ADVHIAY | IDVHIAY YALTNVIVI
=
z SILSTHELOVIVHD
S FAHO 3 ONINOLINO A INE AT

T2 10PH

-Z21-2004

OES

© T p segedeg

“moToq pal)oads se pRIoNot pue G| 29 [[EYS $33IBUOSIp 4ang 104N BSOS o Ade30qu]
MU [EL9S [[EIING W3 0BIEYOSTP OF PIZHOLIe St eapfusad Sy ‘uonerudxs yInong) Sunse] pur s1ep 2K

2310 [EPT OV} 03 JUBN[j}2 Piea) 100
13 st Butunrdag pousd sy Fuung 'V

e ——— e ————

I LH¥d

SEOTOTOVIAL "ON 3TULId] SHAEN



DEC-21-2004 02 30PM FROM-COM ¢ Wanchester 603-645-66¢1 T-215 P 004 F-223
NPDES Parwit No. MA0102695 . Page 3 of 11

Foomaotes:

L.

2.

] s

Requited for State Certification.

For flow, report maximumm and minimum daily rates and total flow for each operating
date. "This is an annual average limit, which shall be reported as a rolling average. -
The first value will be calculated using the monthly average flow for the first full month
ending afier the effective date of the permil and the eleven previous monthly average
flaws, Each subsequent month’s DMR will report the annual average flow that is
calenfated from that month and the previous 11 months.

Al required cffluent samples, except pH, dissolved oxygen and fecal coliformn bacteria
shall be collesied from the automatic sampler located atter the UV disinfection unit. The
samples for pHi, dissolved oxygen and fecal coliform bacteria shall be collected after the
Parshall plume. Any change in sampling locations must be reviewed and approved in
writing by EPA and DEP. All samples shall be tested using the analytcal methods found
in 40 CFR Part 136, or altemnative methods approved by EPA in gecordance with the
procedures in 40 CFR Part 136. All samples shall be 24 hour composites unless specified
as @ grab sample in 40 CFR Part 136.

Sampling requited for influent and effluent.

A 24-hour composite sample will consist of at Jeast twenty four (24) grab samples taken
during one working day (e.g., 0700 Monday 10 0700 Tuesday).

Fecal coliform mouitoring will be conducted year-round. This is also a State certification
requirement. Fecal coliform discharges shall not exceed 2 onthly geomelric mean of 14
most probable number (MEN) or Colony Forming Units (CFU).per 100.ml, nor shall the
dajly maximum exceed 43 MPN or CFU per 100 ml.

The permitiee shall analyze for total copper and total nickel using the Furnace Atomic
Absorption analydcal methed, EPA Method 220. o Standard Methods for the
FExamination of Water and Wastewater, |8 Edition, Method 3113 B. The concentration
of the minimum Jevel (ML) shall be lower then the permit limits for total copper angd
sotal nickel, where the ML is the lowest point on the curve used (o calibraic the anakyticel
equipment for the polhnant of concern.

The permittee shall conduct acute and chronic toxicity tests foor times per year. The
permitice shall use the test species, Abacig puncrialia for acute tests and Menidie
beryiling for chronie tests, The tests must be performed in accordance with test
procedures snd protocols specified in Attachment A of this permit. |
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| Test Dates Subrnit Test Species Acute Limit | Chronic Liru_i.t—]
Second Week in Results By: 1. 0 C-NOEC
Jauuary Febraary 28" Abacia punctuglio Wk 2 1009
Aqpril May 317 ‘

i Taly Angust 317 Menidia beryliing = 100 Cx 100

| October Novembar 30" | (see Attachunent A)

After submirting one year and a munimurm of four consecutive sets of WET test results, all
of wlich demensirate compliance with the WET perimit limits, the permnittee may request
s reduction i the WET iesting tequirements. The permittes iz required to contine
testing at the frequency specified in the permt wikil notice is received by certifiad mail
from the EPA that the WET testing requirement has been changed.

2. The 1O, is the concentration of effluent which cauvses mertality to 50% of the test
orpanisms. Therefore, a » 1004 Limit means that 2 sample of 100% efflvent (no dilution)
shall canse no more than a 50% moraality rare, The C-NOEC is »100%, the inverse of the
dilution factor.

1), If loxicity tesy(s) using receiving waler as dituent show the receiving water {0 be 1oXic of
anreliable, the permittee shall follow procedures outlined in Attachment A Section IV.,
DILUTION WATER in order to obtain penmission 1o use au allemnate dilution water. In
licu of individeal approvals for alternate dilution water requited in Attachment A, EPA-
Wew England has developed a Self Implementing Altemative Dilution Water Guidance
docurment (called “Gnidance Document ) which may be used to obtain automalic
approval of an alternate dilution waler, including the appropriate species for use with that
water. If this Guidance document is revoked, the permutice-shall revert to obtainiog
approval as outlined in Attachment A. The “Guidance Document™ has besn sent 1o all
purmyrtess with their annual set of DMRs and Revised Updated Instructions tor
Completing BPA’s Pre-Printed NEDES Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR} Farm
23720 | and is not intended to be direct attachment to this permit. Any moditication or
revocation to this “Guidance Document” will be transinitted to the penmiltee as part of te
anmiz] DMR instruction package. However, at any time, the permittes may choose 10
contact BPA-New Bngland directly uging the approach ovtlined in Attachment A

11.  The nitrogen limit is an annual average limit, which shall be reported as 2 rolling
average. The first value will be colculated vsing the monthly average mass or
concentration for the first full month ending after the effective date of the penmit and the
eleven previous monthly averages. Each subsequent month’s DMR wilt report the annual
average thai s calovlated from thag mond and the previous 11 months,
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3. Probibitions Concerning Interfercuce and Pass Through:

a. Pollutants introduced into POTW's by a non-domestic soutce (uscr) shall not pass
throagh the POTW or mterfere with the operation or performance of the works.

b. If, within 20 days after notice of an interference or pass through violation has been
sent by EPA to the POTW, and to persons or groups who have requested such
notice, the POTW fails Lo cominencs appropriate enforcement action to carmect
the violation, EPA may take appropriale enforcement action.

q, Toxics Conirol
a. The permittee shall not discharge any pollutant oF combination of pollutants in
toxic Amounts,

b. Any toxic components of the ¢ffluent shall not result in any demonstrable harm (o
aquatic Jife or violate any state or federal water-quality standard which has been or
may be promulgated. Upon promulgation of any such standard, this permit may
b revised or amended in accordance with such standards,

5. Numerical Effluent Limitations for Toxicants

EPA or DEP may use the results of the toxicity tests and chemical analyses conducied
pursuant to this permit, 2s well as national water quality criteria developed pursuant to
Section 304(2){1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), state water quality critegia, and any
other appropriate information or data, to develop numerical ¢fflucnt limitations for any
pollutants, including but not Jimited to those pellurants listed in Appendix D of 40 CFR

B. UNAUTHORIZED DISCHARGES

The permittee is authorized 1o discharge only in accordance with the terms and conditions of this
peqinit and only from the outfall listed in Part T A.1. of this permit. Discharges of wastewater
from any other point sources, including sanitary sewer overflows (S50s), are not authorized by
this permit and shall be reported in aceordance with Section ID.Le. {1) of the General
Requirenients of this permit (Twenty-four hour reporting).-
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. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE SEWER SYSTEM

Opzration and maintenance of the sewer system shal) be in compliance with the General
Requirernents of Pat I and the following terms and conditions:

1. Maintenance Staff

The permities shall provide an adequate staff to carry out the operation, maintenance,
repair, and testing functions requited to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions

of this permit.
7. Preventative Maintenance Program

The permittee shall maintain an ongoing preventalive maintenance program to prevent

sverflows and bypasses caused by malfunctions o failures of the sewerT syslem

infrastuctare, The program shall include an inspecton Prograrm designed 1 identify sll
. .poteptial and actual unauthonzed discharges. . :

3. Infiltrationfinflow Conuol Plan:

The permitiee shall develop and tmplement a plan to contol infiltration and inflow {11
to the separate sewer system. The plan shall be submitted to EPA and MA DEP within
six months of the effective date of this pecmit (see page 1 of this permut for the
effective date) and shaifl describe the permiltee’s program for preventng
infiltrationfinflow related effiuent limil viclations, and all pnauthorized discharges of
wastewater, including overflows and by-passcs due to excessive infiltration/inflow,

The plan shall include:

. An ongoing program to identify and remove sources of infiltration and inflow.
The program shall include the necessary funding level and the source{s} of
fimding.

. An inflow identification and control program that focuses on the disconnection

and redirection of illegal sump pumps and roof down Spouls. Pricrity should be
given to removal of public and private inflow sources that are upstream from, and
potentially contribute 10, KRown areas of sewer system backups and/or overflows.

. Identification and prioritization of areas that will provide increased aquifer
recharge as the result of reduction/elimination of infiltradon and inflow to the
System.

* An educational public outreach program for all aspects of 171 conirol, particularly

private inflow.
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Reporting Requirements:

A summary report of all actions tzken to inimize IT during the previous calendar year
shall be submitted to EPA and the MA DEP annuzlly, by the anniversary date of the
effective date of this permit. The summary report shall, at a minimum, include:

. A map and 3 description of inspectien and maintcrance activities conducted and
cortective actions taken during the previous year.

. Expenditures for any infiltrationfinflow related maintenance activites and
corrective actions taken during the previous year,

. A map with areas identified for 1I-related investigation/action in the CONUNg vear.
. A calculation of the annual average I, the maximurm month I/] for the geporting
Yedar.
- A report of any infiltrationfinflow related comective actions taken as a result of

pnauthorized discharges reported pursuant to 314 CMR 3.19(20) and reported
pursnant (o the Unauthorized Discharges section of this parrnit.

4. Alermare Power Source

In order 1o maintain compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit, the
permittee shall continue to provide an altemative powey source with which to sufficiently
operate its weatment works (as defined at 40 CFR §122.2).

. SLUDGE CONDITIONS

1.

The permitiee shall comply with all existing federal and state taws and regulations that
apply 1o sewage sludge nse and disposal practices and with the CWA Section 405(d)

recshnical standards.

The permities shall comply with the more steingent of either the state or federal {40 CFR
Part 503) requirements.

The requirements and technical standards of 40 CFR Part 503 apply 1o facilities which
parform one ot more of the following use or disposal praciices.

a. Land application - the use of sewage sludge to condition or fertilize the sojl
b. Surface disposal - the placement of sewage sludge in a sludge only landfil!

¢ Sewage sludge incinecation in 2 siudge only incinerator
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The 40 CFR Part 503 conditions do not apply to facilities which place sludge within a
municipal solid waste 1andfill. These conditions also do not apply 10 {acilities which do
not dispose of sewage sludge during the fife of the petout but rather treat the sludge (e.2.,
lagoons- teed beds), or ars otherwise excluded under 40 CFE 303.6.

The permittee shall vse and comply with the artached compliance gludance document Lo
determine appropriate conditions. Appropriate conditions contain the fullowing
elements

° Generdl requirements

. Pollutant limitations

. Operational Standards {pathogen reduction regurements and vector attraction
redaction requirenents}

- Management practices

. Record keeping

. Monitoring

. Reparting [P

Depending upon the qualily of material produced by & facility, all conditions may not
apply 10 the facility.

The permittee shall monitof the pollutant concentrations, pathogen redustion and vector
atrraction reduction at the following frequency. This frequency is based upon the volume
of sewage sludge gencrated at the facility in dry Detric tons per ycar

legs than 290 1/ year
200 to less than1500 1 fquarter
1500 to less than k5000 6 fyear
15000 + ] fmomnth

The permittee shall sample the sewage slodpe using the procedures detailed in 40 CFR
503 8.

The permittee shall submit an annual report coptaining the informaiton specified in

the suidance by February 19. Reports shall be submitted to the address contained in

the reporting section of the permit. Sludge monitoring is not required by the permittce

when the permittes 1s not responsible for the ulthnate sludze disposal. The permitice

must be assured that any third patty contractoris in compliance with appropnate

regulatory requirements. In such case, the permittee is required only to submil an

annual teport by Febriary 13 containing the following information:

. Name and address of contractor responsible for sludge disposal

. Quantity of sledgg in dry metric tons removed from the facility by the sludge
contractor
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E. MONITORING AND REPORTING

1. Reporting

Monitoring results obtained during each calendar month shall be summaxized and
reported on Discharge Monitoring Report Form(s) pastmarked ro later than the 15th
day of the following nonth.

Signed and dated onizinals of these, and all other reports required herein, shall be
submitted to the Director and the State at the following addresses:

Environmental Protection Agency
Water Technical Unit (SEW)
F.0.Box 8127
Boston, Massachuseus 02114

The State Agency is:

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Resource Protection
Southeast Regional Office
20 Riverside Drive
fakeville, MA 02347

Signed and dated Discharge Monitoring Report Forms and toxicity tesl reports required by this
permit shall also be submitied to the State at

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Watershed Management
Surface Water Discharge Permit Program
G627 Main Street, 2nd Floor
Worcester, Massachusetts 01608
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F. STATE PERMIT CONDITIONS

This discharge permit is isseed jointly by the U. 8, Envitonmental Protection Ageacy (EPA) and
the Massachusetts Department of Environental Protection (DEP) under faderal and state law,
respectively. As such, all the erms and conditipns of this permit are hereby incorporated intoe
and constitule & discharge permt issuod by the Commissioner of the MA DEP pursuanl to
M.G.L. Chap.Z1, §43.

Bach asency shall have the independent right o enforce the terms and conditions of this permit.
Any modification, suspension of revocation of this perryt shall be effective only with respect 1o
the agency taking such action, and shall not affect the validity or staws of this permit as issued by
the other agency, unless and antil each agency hag concurred in writing with such modification,
suspension or revecation, In the event this permit o any portion of this permit is declared,
tnvalid, illegal or otherwise issued in violation of state law such pernut shall remain in full force
and effect under federal law as an NPDYIS permit issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection
«#gency. Inthe event this perﬁlit or-any portion-of this permit.is deglared. invalid,.illegal or
otherwise issued in violation of federal I, this parmmit shall remain in full Force and effect under
state law as a permit issued by the Commonweslth of Massachusetts.
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FPERMIT ATTACHMENT A
MARINE CHRONIC
TOXICITY TEST PROCEDURE ANR PROTOCOL

T. GENERMAL REQUIREMENTS

The permittee shall conduct acceptable silverside chronic {and
medified acute) and sea urchin chronic toxicity tests in’
accordance with the appropriate test protocols described below:

F Inland.silverside (Menidia beryllina) ILarval Growth and
Survival Teat,

] gea Urchin {Arbacia puncibuwlazta) 1 Houx Fertilization Test.

Chronic and acute toxicity data ghall be reported as ocutlined in
Seation VIII. The chromic Menidis test ¢an be used to caleoulate
an LOS0 at the end of 4% hours of exposure when both an acute
(LCS0) and a2 chronic (C-NOEC) test is specified in the permit.

II. METHODE
Methods to follow are those recommended by EPA in:

¥lemm, D.J. et al. Shert Term Methode for Betimating rhe Chronic

Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters To Marxine and
Estuarine Oraganisme, Second Edivion. Environmental Monitoring
Systems Laboratory, U.8. Environmental Frotedtion Agency, July
11994, EPA/600/4-91/003.

Eny exgepticons are stated hersin.
IIT. SAMPLE COLLECTION

For each sampling event involving the Menidiz bervllina, three
discharge sampled shall be collected. Fresh samples are )
necassary for Days 1, 3, and 5 (see Section V., fer helding
times). A single sample ia necessary for the Arbacia -punctulats
tezt. The sample shall be analyzed chemically {see Section VI}.
The initial sample (Day.l) i# used to-start the tests, and for
teet scluticon renewal oh Day 2.

{Soptember 1896) 1




The second sample is collected for use at the start of Day 3, and
For renewal on Day 4. The third sample iz used on Days 5. &, and
7. The initial {Day 1) sample will be analvzed chemically (see
gection VI}). Day 3 and 5 renewal samples will be held until test
completion. IE£ either the Day 3 or 5 renewal sample is of
sufficient potency L0 cause lethality to 50 percent Or Oore test
organisms ir any of the 4ilutione for either species, thsn a
chamical analysis shall be performed on the appropriate sample{s)
as well.

aliquots shall be eplit from the sample, containerized and
preserved {(as per 40 CFR Part 136} for the chemical and physical
analyvses. ‘The remailning gample shall be dechlorinated (if
detected) ip the laboratory 1uzing =zodium thissulfate for
subsagquent toxicity testing. {Wote that EPA approved test
methods require that samples eollected for wmetals anzalvses be
vresérved imnmediately after collection.) Grab sawples must be
uzed for pH, temperature, and total xeaidual oxidante {as per 40
CFR Part 122.21). ' ’ C

atandard Method r the Exa tion of Wa and Wastewater
desoribés dechlorimdtion of  wanples (APHA, 19927.  DecHIEFinatidn
=an be achieved using a ratio of 6.7 mg/L anhydrous sodium
rhiosulfate to reduce 1 mg/L chlorine. & thiosulfate control
(maximum amount of thicsulfate in lab control or receiving water)

aheuld also be run.

11l samples held overnight shall be refrigerated at 4°C.

1IVv. DILUTION WATER

Grap samples of xeceiving water used for chronie toxicity testing
shall be ccollecfed from one ©OT several distances away from the
discharge. It may be necessary to tast receliving watexr at
several distences in a separate chrenic test to determine the
ewtent of the zone of toxicilty. Avoid collecting near areas of
shvious reoad or agricultural runoff, storm sewers or other point
seurce discharges. An additional control {0% effluent] of a
atandard laboratory water of known guality shall aleo be tested.

o . . A 4
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If the receiving water diluent is found to be, or smuspected to be
cowic op unreliable, an alternate standard dilution water of
xnown quality with a conductavity, sallinlty, total suspended
solids, organic carbonm, and pH similar to that of the receiving
watar may be substituted AFTER RECEIVING WEITTEN APPROVAL FROM

THE FPERMIT ISSOING AGENCY(S). Written reguests for-.use of an

slternative dilution water should be mailed with supporting
dooumentation to the following address:

DMirector

Office of Ecosystem Protection

7. 8. Environmental Protection Agency-New Erigland
One Congress Street -

Suite 1100 - CAA

Foston, MA 02114-2023

It may prove beneficial to the permittee to hawe the proposed

Jdilution water source screened for suitability prior to toxicity
testing. EPA strongly urges that screening be done prioxr to set
up of a full definitive toxicity test amy time there is question
about the dilution water's abilicy te suppoxrt. .. . :

acceptableperformance as outlined in the 'test acéépﬁéﬁiiiﬁ?1
section of the protodol.

v. TEST CONDITIONS AND TEST ACCEPTABILITY CRITERIA

Eba New England recuires that Lescs be perforeed using foux
replicates of each comtrol and effluent gemecentration because the
on-paravetric starvistical tests cannot he usad with data fxom
fewer replicates. A&lso, if a reference toxicant Lest was being
performed concurrently with an effluent or receiving water test
and fails, bhoth tests must be repeated.

The follewing tables summarize the accepted Menidia and Arbacias
toxiecity test conditions and test acceptability eriteria:

I - L] 1 LG E R
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NEW ENGLAND RECOMMENDED TEST CONDITIONS FOR THEE SEA TRCHIN,
ARBAGYA PONCTULATA, FERTILTZATION TEST-

1.

2.

e

5.

10.

11.

Test Type

salinicy

Tenparature

Light gquality
Light intensity

Tagt wvessael size

"Test solution volume

Humber of sea urchins

Number of egy and sperm cells
per chamber

Numbar of replicate chambers
per treatment

Dilution water

Dilution factor
Test duration

Effects measured

Static,

Bon - Trenewal

30 ofo0 + 2 ofoo by adding dry
ocaan 'salts

20 £ 1°C

ambient laboratoxy light during
test preparation

10-20 wE/m?/s, or 50-100 ft-c
{(awbient Labdratory Levels)

Disposal {glass] liguid
scintillation wvials (20 wml
capacity), presozked in ¢ontrol
water

5 ml

‘Pooled sperw frxom four males

and pooled eggs from four

females are used per test

About 2000 eggs and 5,006,000
gperm cells per vial

il

Uncontaminated source of
naturzl seawater or deilonized
water‘mixed:with.artificial s@oa
aalts :

Approximately 0.5

1 heour and 20 minutes

Fertilization of sea urchin
egys

r=J33
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PERMIT ATTACHMENT A
MARINE CHRONIC
TOXIOITY TEST PROCEDURE &AND  EROTOCOL

I. CGCENERAL REQUIREMENTS

. The permittee shall conduct acceptable silverside chrenic {(and
 modified zcute) and sea urchin chronic toxlcity tests in
aceordance with the appropriate test protocols desgribed below:

ﬂ-, Inland.ﬁilv&rﬂida {Menidia bhervllina) Larval Growth and
gurvival Teat.

. gea Urchin (arbacia punatulata) 1 Houyr Fertilization Tent.

chronle and acute toxiclty data shall be reported as outlined in
Sactien VIII. The chraonic Menidia test <an be used to calculate
an LGS0 at the end of 48 hours of exposure when both an acute
(LO50) and a chronie (C-KOEC) test is specified in the pernit.

IT. METHODS

Methodg to follow are those recommended by EPA in:

¥lemm, D.J. et al. Short Term Héthﬂds for Estimating the Chronic
Toxicity of Effluents and Receiwving Wablers To Marine and

BEstuarine Organisms, Ssecond Bdition. Environmental Monitoring
gystems Laboratory, U.&. Envirommental Protedtion Agency, July.
1994, EPA/600/4-51/003.

Any exceptions are stated herein.

TYE. SAMPLE COLLECTION

For each gampling event inveolving the Menidia bervllina, three
discharge samples shall be collected. Fresh samples are
necegsary for Days L, 3, and 5 (see Section V. for holding
times). A single sample is necessary for the Arxbacia punctulata
test. The sample shall be analyzed chemically {see Saction VI).
The ipitial sample (Day. 1) is used to- start thae test=s, and for
teat solucion renewal on Day 2..

{(September 1996) .
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The seeond sample iz collected for use at the start of Day 3, and
for renewal on Day 4. The third zample ie wasd on Days 5, &, and
7. The initial (Day 1} sample will he analyzed chemically (see
Gemtion VI). Day 3 and 5 renewal samples will be held until tezt
completion. If eithex the Day 2 or 5 renewal sample is of
sufficient potency Lo CAUSE lethality to 50 percent or more test
srganisms in any of the dilutiens for either species, then a
chemical analysis shall be performed on the sppropriate sample(s)
as well.

Aliquots shall be split Lrom the sample, containerized and
preserved {(as per 40 CFR Paxt 136) for the chemical and physical
analyses. The remaining sample shall be dechlorinated (if
detected) in the laborstory using sodium thiosulfate for
subsequent toxicity testing. {Hote that EPA approved test
methods require that samples collected for m '
pressrved {immadlately after collection.) Grab samples must be
used for pH, temperature, and total resldual oxidants {as per 40
CFR Part 122.21}. . ' . -

standard Methods fo B arion of Water and Wastewabex
'&éé&fﬁﬁéé"HéEHIﬁfiﬁiEiaﬁ'qué&ﬁﬁiéé'IﬁPHH;'lBEEFT"'Dééﬁiafiﬁatién" e
can he achieved using a ratio of 6.7 mg/L arhydrous sodium
thiosulfate to reduce 1 mg/L chlorine. A thiosuifate contxol
{maximum amount of thiosulfate in lak control or receiving watex}
should alse be run.

211 samples held pvernight shall be refrigerated at 4°C.

V. DILTTION WATER

Grab samples of receiving water nsed for chromic toxicity testing
ghall be collected from one or several dlstances away from the
discharge. It may ba necagsary LO test receiving water at
several distances in a separate chronic test to determine the
extent of the zone of toxicity. Avoid ¢allecting near areas oOf
obviotus road or sgricultural runoff, storm sewers or other point
source discharges. An additional control (0% effluent} cof a
grandard laboratory water of known guality shall also be tested.
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If the receiving water diluent isg found to be, or suspected to be
wowic or unraliable, an altexnate standard dilutlion water of
known quality with a conductivity, salinity, total suspended
salida, organic carbon, and pH similar te that of the receiving
water may be substituted AFTER RECEIVING WRITTEN APPROVAIL FROM

THE PERMIT ISSULNG AGENCY(S). Written requests for .use of an
alternative dilution water should be mailed with supporting
documentation to the following address:y :

Diractor | .

OFfice of Eecosystem Prokection -

1. 2. Environmental Protection Agenoy-New England
. One Congress Streel .
" suite 1100 -~ CAA

Eoston, MA  032114-2023

It may prove beneficlal to the permittee to have the proposad

ailuticn water souxce screened for suirability prior to texicity

testidg. 'EPA strongly urges that screening be done pricr to set

up of a full definitive toxieity test any time there is question

ahout the gilution water's ability £o SHEROXE... ... o s e
acceptableperformance as cutlined in the ‘test acceptability'

gection of the protocol.

¥ TEST CONDITIONS AND TEST ACCEPTABILITY CRITERIA

EPA New England reguives that tests be performed using four
replicates of each control and effluent concentratlon because the
on-parametric statistical tests cannot be used with data from
fewer replicgates. A&Aleso, if a reference toxicant test was being
performed concurrently with an effluent or raceliving water test
and failsg, both tests must be repeated. ’

The following tables suwmmarize thé accepted Menidia and Arbacia
texicity test conditions and test acceptability criteria:
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EFPA NEW ENGLARD RECQHHEHDED TEST CONDITIONS FOR THE S8EA URCEIN,

ARBACTE PUNCTULLIA.

FERTILIZETIGH TEST:

1.

2.

n

1a¢.

1Ll:

1z2.
i3.

4.

Test type

Salinity

Temperature

Light quality
Light intensity

Test vessel size

. Tést golution velume

Humber of sea urchins

. Number of egg and sperm cells
. per chamber .

Number of replicate chambers
per txeatment

Dilution watexr

pilution factor
Tegh duration 1

Effects nmeasured

r FrE RS

Static, non-renewal

30 ofao + 2 ofvo by adding dry
eigesn -salts

20 & 1°C

Ambient laboratory light during
test preparation

10-20 uB/m?/s, or S0-100 ft-c
{hmblent Yaboratory Levels)

Digsposal (glass) lquId
sgintillaticn wvials (20 wmi
capacity) , prescaked in control
water )

5wl

‘pPooled spexrm from feour males

and ypocled eggs from four
females are used per test

about 2000 eggs and 5,000,000
sperm cells per wvial

4

Uncontaminated souxce of
natural geawater or deiomized
Water-mixed‘with artificial sea
galts

Approximaktely 0.5

1 houy and 20 nminutes

Fertilization of sea urchin
eggs
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15. Mumber of treatuents per test’

16. Bceceptabllity of test

17. Sampling redguirements

15. Sample volume regulred

E03-645-6891 T-¢76  P.00BA022  F-3a7T

5 and a control. An additional
dilution at the permitted
affluent concentration (%
effluent} is required.

Minimum of 70% fertilization im
controlsas. Effiuent
concentrations - exhibiting
greater than 70% fexrtilization,

flagged as statistically
significantly different from
the controls, will not be
considered statistically

different from the contyx»ols For
NOEC reporting.

For on-site tests, samples are
to be uged within 24 hours of
the time that they are removed
fyrom the sampling device. For

off-site tests, samples must be

cpllection.

Minimum 1 liter

Footnotes;

i.. Adapted from EPA/500/4-91/003, July 1554,

2. When receiving watexr 1is

wsed for dilution,

an additional

control mwade up, of standard laboratory d&ilution water (0%

effluent] 1s reguired. .

iAwmbasmlsam TROEY ' -
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_ EpA NEW ENGLAND RECOMMENDED TEST CONDITIONS FOR THE INLAND
SILVERBIDE, MENIDIA BERYLLINA, GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEYTL

1. Test type I . Static, renewal
2. Salinity 5 gfce to 32 o/oo x 2 ofoo by
) adding artificial sea salts.
‘3.  Temperatuxe 25 + 1°C
4. Light quality . ambient lai::oratory light
5. Light intensity | 10-20 uB/m*/s, or 50-100 £t-C
) {Ambient Laboratory Levels)
. Photoperied 16 hr light, 8 hr darknéss
. Test vessel size " 600 - 1000 ml beakers or

eguivalent (glass test
chambers should be used)

B Tagt solution.volume .. - . .500-750 mL ﬁ.r.epl.icata .loading . .

and DO restrictions mat be
met )
9. renewal of test solutions Daily nsing most recently

caollected sample.

10. &ge of test organisms Saven to eleven days post
' hatch; 24 hr range in age.

11. Laxvae/test chamber 15 (minimum of 10)

12 . MNumber of replicate chambers ¢ per treatment

13, Scurece of food ' Newly hatched and rinsed
' Artemia nauplii less than 24 hr
ald
14. Feeding regime Feed once a day 0.10 g wet wt

Artemia nauplii per replicate
on days 0-2; feed 0.15 g wet
wt Artemia nauplil per
replicate on days 3-8

(September 1996) P
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15, Cleaning . Siphﬂﬁ daily, ‘immediaﬁelf
before test aalution renewal
and Ifeeding

16. heration® . Hone.

17. Pilution water Uncontaminated source of
: natural s=awzber; or
deionized water mixed with
artificial #gea galts.

i8. Effluent concentrations? 5 and a control. An additional
dilution at -the permitted
effluent concentration
{% effluenkt) is raquired.

19. ﬁilution faétor z 0.5

20, Test duration 7 days

21‘- Effécts measured Survival and growth {weight}

2. UREEpEAbITIEY BE Eest T T THe Avaragd Suxvival of contxel |

larvae iz a winimum of 80%, and
the average dry Wi of
unpreserved control larvae is a
winimum of 0.5 mg, or the
average dry wt of preserved
control lavvae is a minimum of
0.43 mg if preserved not oore
than 7 days in 4% forwmalin or
70% ethanal,

23. Sampling regquirements - For on-gite tests, samples are
' collected daily and used within

24 hours of the time they are

ramoved from the sampling

device. For off-mite tests,

eamples mwust be first used

within 36 hours of collestion.

24, Sample Volume Required : Minimum of & liters/day.

{ Aamtamher 1@?5] i
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> adapted fram EFA/600/4-91/003, July 15594

z If dissolved oxygen (D.0.) falls bsalow 4.0 mg/L, asrate all
chambers at a rate of less than 1080 bubblesfminf RBoutins D,0,

chegks are recommended.

! When-receiving water is used for dilution, an additional
coptrol made up of standard laboratory dilution water {0%
affluent) is required. :

VI. CHENICAL ANALYSIS

as part of each daily renmewal of the Mejidia test, pH, dizsolved
exygen, salinity, and temperature must be measured at the beginning
and end of eacsh 24 heur period in each dilution and in the
controls. It must also be dope at the start of the Arbacia test,
The following chemical anelyses shall be performed for each

sampling event.

Minimum
. e T

: Eication
Carameter Effluant iluent val {m
PH br o * -——
Salinity x X, PRT (o/00]
Total Residual Oxidants™ = x .05
Tocal Solids and Suspendad Solids S * —
Zmmoiria x = 0.1
Total Organic Carbon X X 0.5
Total Metals
cd x 0.001
Cr x 0.005%
L x 0.005
cu x 0. 0025
2 * 0.0025
Ni x 0.004
Al x, 0.02

(Saptamber 192356) 8
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Supersgripts:

" Total Residual Oxidantg
Either of the following methods from the l8ch Edition of the
APHA (1952) Standard Methods for the Examipation of Water and
Wocotewater must be usad for these analyses:

Method 4S500-CL B the Amperometric Titration Method (the

preferred method); .
Method 4500-CL G the DED Photometric Method.

or use USEPA Mapual of Methods Analveis of Water or Wastes,
Method 330.5. . - )

VII. TOXICITY TEST DATA ANALYSIS
'ngg Median Lethal an;gnﬁ;g;ign {Doterpnined ét 42 Hoursl

Methods of Estimatien:
. sProbit Method
eSpearman-Karber .
....... eTrimmed Spearman-KArber . . . . .o o meeem s meme o
eGraphical )
gee £low chart on page 56 of EPAa/600/4-91/003 for appropriate point
estimation method to use on a given data set.

Qh:gﬁig Heo Cheervrad Eiﬁggg Concentyation (C-NOEC)

Methods of Estimation:
apunnett's Procedure
@tonferroni'a T-Test
octecl’s Many-One Rank Test
@Wileoxin Rank Sum Test '

peforence flow charts on pages 181, 182, and 321 of EPA/600/4-
51/003 foxr the appropriate method to use on & given data set.

jn the case of two tasted concentrations eauging adverse effedts
but an intermediate <¢oncentration not causing a statistically
significant effect, report the C-NOEC as the lowest contentration
where Chere is no observakble effect. The definivion of WOEC in the
Era Technical Support Document only applies to linear dose-response

data.

{geptember 1986) )
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VIII. TOXICITY TEST REPORTING

A report of results will include the Tollowing:
L Description of sample collection procedures, site description;

o Hames of individuals collecting and transporting samnples,
times and dates of sample collection and analysis on chaln-of-
custody; and

& General description of tests: age of test organisms, onigin,
dates and results of standard toxicanit tests; light and
temperature regime; other infermation om test conditions if
different than procedures recommended. Reference toxicant
taat datz should be inclvded.

© All chemigal/physical data generated, (Include minimum
detecticn levels and minimum . quantification levels.) '
. Raw data and bench sheets.
wo.®  provide a description of dechlorination progedures  fas .. ...
applicable) .
.- Any other obsexvations or test conditions affecting test
' outcome. '

{quly 1, 1930} 10




DEC-?]-EUD# 42:44PM  FROM-COM / Manchestar §03-645-66%1 T-278 P GN/A023

I ———— -

2003 Reissuance
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
NEW ENGLAND

ONE CONGRESS STREET
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023

FACT SHEET

DRAFf NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES)
PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES.

NPDES PERMIT NO-.: MA0102695
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT:
Department of Public Works
Town of Scituate
600 Chief Justice Cushing Way
Scituate, MA, 02066
NAME AND ADDRESS OF FACILITY WHERE DISCHARGE OCCURS:
Scituate Wastewater Treatment Plant

161 Driftway
Scitnate, MA 02066

RECEIVING WATER: Tidal creek to Herring River
{South Shore Coastal Watershed - WA 94-07)

.. CLASSIFIGATION: - o - Shemims —oenieie
PUBLIC NOTICE DATE: }/2;/03

I.I Proposed Action, Type of Facility, and Discharge Location

F-337

The above named applicant has reqested that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) reissue its NPDES permit

1o discharge into the designated recelving water, a tida) cresk which is tributary to the Heming
River (Figure 1). The facility is engaged in the collection and treatment of primarily municipal

wastewater, The existing permit expired on March 31, 2002 and was administratively continued.

This permit, after it becomes effective, will expire it 2008,
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The Towr of Scituate Wastewater Treaiment Plant (WWTF) (Figure 2) isa 1.6 millign gallon
per day (MGD) advanced treatment facility providing treatment primarily to domestic and
commmercial wastewater, The wastewater treatment facility was initially put in operation jn 1965
and upgraded in 1950 and 2000. The wastewater treatment facility, sewer system and other
relevant components of the overall wastewater program are outlined below (information supplied
try the Town of Scituaie- Robert Rowland, Chief Opexator. June 5, 2002):

Treatment Plant Components:
# machanical bar screen
* gerated pxit tank
* activated shudee with fine bubble aeration
* clarification
* down flow filters (for nitrogen removaly
# nlraviolet disinfection
* post aeration

Sludge Treatment,
% gepobic digestion
* nvo belt filter presses
* siudge cake taken off-site under contract with Soil Pseparation, Plymouth, ME

Chemicals used in the treatment process include:
#* goda ash for pH adjustment
% methanal to provide a carbon source for nitrogen removat

Flow:
+ measured at the influest, the Tetarn and waste activated sludge lines and at the final
effluent uging a Parshall flurne with an ultrasonic sensor
~ou-k gyargge-punual design = LOMGD o o e s
* dajly peak = 2,36 MGD
* hourly maximum = 4.34 MGD

Septage:
* the facility receives septage from the town only; in 2001, the monthly average amount
was 0.25 million gallons per menth .

Sawerage System.
* three pump stations all which are equipped with emergency generators; the systemis a
sepacate system with an on-geing program to reduce inflow/infiitration
* service arca is comprised of a population of 5,110

A quantitative description of the discharge in terms of significant effluent parameters based on
recent monitoring data is shown in Fact Sheet Table 1.
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II. - Limilations and Conditions
The effluent limitations and monitozing requirements may be found in the draft NFDES permit,
. Permit Basis and Explanation ef Effluent Derivation

The Cleant Water Act (CWA or the Act) prohibits the discharge of pollutants to waters of the
United States without an NPDES permit uniess such a discharge is otherwise autharized by the
Act. An NFDES permit is used to implement techiology based and water quality based effluent
limitations as well as other requirements including monitoring and reporting. This draft NPDES
permit was developed in accordance with statntory and regulatory authorities established
pursuant to the Act. The regulations povermng the NPDES program are found in 40 CFR 122,
124, and 125.

Waterbady Classification and Usage

The Scituate Wastewater Treatment Plant discharges to an approximately 2,000 foot tidal ereek
which muns through a salt marsh and empties into the Herring River which is tributary fo the
North River which in turn empties into Massachugeits Bay.

The Herring River is classified as an SA water body by the Massachusetts Surface Water Quality
Standards [314 CMR 4.06(2)(b)]. Class SA waters are designated as an excellent habitar for
fish, other agquatic iife, and wildlife, and for primary and secondary contact recreation. In
approved areas they shall be suitable for shellfish harvesting without depurarion (Open Shellfish
Areas). These waters shall have excellent aesthetic value. [314 CMR 4.05(4){2)]

Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to identify those water-
bodies that are not expected to meet surface water quality standards after the implementation of

- terbnology-based controls and, 25 suchrequire the development of total maximum daity loads - -+ - -
{TMDL}. The Heming and Nerth Rivers are on the 1998, CWA 303(d) Iist for pathogens.

The effluent tidal creek is closed to shellfishing. The Massachuseus Department of Marine
Fishegies establishes a mandatory “closure safety zone” in the vicinity of all wastewater
treatment facilities which discharge to marine waters. The entire length of the effluent tidal
creek has been designated as the closure zone. In addition, the Hemring River (into which the
tidal creek flows) is closed to sheflfishing due to poor water quality i the river which is not
rclated to the discharce from the Scituate WWTE.

Municipal Wastewater Treatmeni Facility falso referved to as “Publicly Owned Treatment
Works” (POTW Discharges)] Effluent Limits Regalatory Basis

EPA i3 required 10 consider technology and water qualily requirements whean developing permit
effluent limits. Technology-based treatment requirements represent the minimurmn level of
control that must be imposed under Sectiong 402 and 301(b) of the Clean Water Act (CWA)
{see 40 CFR 125 Subpart A).
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EPA regulations require NPDES permits to contain effluent limits more stringent than
technology-based limits where more stringent limits are necessary Lo maintain or achieve federal
or state water quality standards,

Under Section 301(B)(3C) of the CWA, discharpes are subject to effiuent iimits based on water
qualigy standards, The Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Siandards (314 CMR 4.00) inciude
requirements for the regulation and control of toxic constituents and also reguire that EPA
criteria, established pursuant to Section 304(z) of the CWA, shall be used unless a site-specific
criteria is established. The state will limit or prohibit discharge of pollutants to surface waters to
assure that water quality of the receiving waters are protected and maintained, or attained,

The permit must limit any polluiant or pollutant parameter (conventional, non-cofiventional,
toxae, and whole effluent voxicity) that is or may be discharged at 2 Jevel that caused, or has
reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to @m excursion above any water quality criterion
{40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)]. An excursion occurs if the projected or actual instream concentrations
excepd the applicable criterion. In determining reasonable potential, EPA considers existing
controls on peint and non-peint spurces of poilution, varability of the pollutant in the affluent,
sensitivity of thig species to mx:mt}' and where appropriate, and the dilution of the effiuent in the
receiving water.

Ditution Calculation

Water quality based limits are calenlated based on available dilution. The current permit, issued
ont Janwary 30, 1997, established water quality based limits for {otal copper and whole efflnent
toxicity using a dilution ratio of 13:1, as calculated at the Herring River. The 13:1 dilution ratic
allows a 2,000 foot mixing zone within the tdal creek that drains to the Heming and then North
Rivers. The point where dilution is measured for toxic pollutants has been re-cvaluated by EPA
duging this permit reissuance in xeeamnon c-f the absence of d:luuon water in the uda] cn:elc

dunng—lwt.ldﬁ Loy - —- . .. e e e

The point of dilution measurement for non conservative, non toxic pollutant Joading calevlarions
(BO1),, TSS, and nitregen) was not re-evaleated and shall remain at the confluence of the tidal
creek with the Herring River as their point of influence will occur after mixing.

DEP established the original mixing zone from information derived from the Final Facilities
Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepored by Metealf and Eddy'. Contained within
-the report were results of modeling of the wastewater treatinent plant effluent in the tidal creek
and the Herring River. The report acknowledgzs a lack of dilution during portions of the tidal
cycle. The report states that: ._at low tide, the efffwent would accownt for mast of the flow in the
tidal ditch, There would be little, if any, dilution of the effluent entering the ditch. Therefore,
the level of reamment must meet or exceed the water quality criteria for Class SA walers.
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The permit was written prior to both the completior of {except for nutrient removal) the
treatment plant in October of 2000 and the dnnksng water system corrosion control program,
which was completed in phases between 1992-2000. Based on reasonable assumptions
generated with the best data available, Metcalf and Eddy, anticipated greater metals reductions in
the effluent than were subsequently realized. M&E's report stated:

Copper. Copper levels measured during the study period ranged from 17 ug/l (June) to
50 ughl (Day 4 of March sampling). Data collected during March exhibited daily
variability, with ¢ similar range documented during the 7-day sampling period. The
Federal acute and chronic criteria for saltwater are both 2.9 ug/l (U.3. EFPA, 1892}
Copper concentrations were 6 to 17 times the criteria for receiving wazers.

Copper levels were likely attributable 1o copper leachate from plumbing systems due o
the aggressive nature of the public water supply. Well water supplies typically exhibit
pH values in the range of 6.3 to 6.5 (Kenney, 1989). Existing plans to implement
corrosion control practices to raise the pH may effectively reduce copper CONCENTTTIONS
in the WPCP effluent. These plans include a monitoring program, adjustment of pHl in
the well water as nesded, and possibly the installation of an optimal corresion control
treatment process (Diercks, 1991). Corresion control practices implemented in Boston
in 1977 resuited in a mean reduction in copper concenirations of 71 percent in drinking
water (Karalekas et al, 1983} Should similar reduction be achizved with corrosion
controls in the Scituate water supply, the highest measured copper concentrations would
be reduced to epproximately 14 ug/l. Facilities Plan and EIR, page [I-7-8

Recent Discharge Monitaring Report (DMR} data submitted by the permitiee demonsirates
higher concentrations of copper (and other metals) than were predjcted prior to the
implementation of corrosion control (see the tble below).
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IQEFLUEET TOTAL COPPER CONCENTRATIONS

DMR Reporting, Maximum ji DMR. Reposting Maximum

Period End Date Concentration ug/l || Period End Date Concentration ug/l
05/31/01 56 0531102 39

06/30/0) 47 06/30/02 26 ’
07/31/01 75 07/31K2 33

08/31/01 <25 08/31/02 A9

0953001 21 0913002 <25

10/31/01 ES 10731102 26

11/50/01 45 11730/02 25

12/31/01 45 12731502 17

01/31/02 43 013103 17

02/28/02 25 02728003 <25

03/31/02 32 03/31403 |z

0430402 a0 04/30/03 <25

The average tolal effluent copper concentsation for 24 months was 37 ug/, almost twice the 14
ug/l eoncentration anticipated with the implementation of drinking water system corrosion

control. The highest reported copper value for thls parm-d was 13 Umes the Acutf: cnterxa (4 8
o ugh and 28 times the chyonds eriteria (3.1 ag/hr - Sal T

The EIR/Facilities Plan included discussion of options to move the outfall to the open pcean to
insure greater dilution. The decision not build an extended cutfall pipe was predicated onno
exhibited acure toxicity within the tidal creck mixing Zone. The dilution ratio ai the edge of the
mixing zone was determined by a model to be 13;1, This was supported by early acute whole
effinent toxicity test results conducied prior to the upgrade of the treatment plant.

The current permit has a regquirement for quarterly testing for whole efflaent 1oxicity (WET),
with a LCy concentzation limit of =100, where the LC,, is the concentration of wastewater
which causcs mortality to 50% of the test organisms. The permit also has a monitoring
requiteraent for the chronic ne observable effects concentration or C-NOQEC |, The C-NOEC is
defined as the highest effluent concentration at which no chronic observed effect will occur at
CONHNNCUS SXDOSURE (O t¢st organisms.
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Quartetly WET test results submiited by the Town of Scituate from calendar year 2001 to the
present were reviewed by EPA, Tests prior to 2001 were excluded in order to focus on the
period after the implementation of comesion contrel in the drinking water system. Al LC,,
WET results were in compliance with the 2 100% permit limit.

The May 2002, Acute WET test reported an acute no observable effects concentration (A-
NOEL) of 50%. All other LCg and A-NOEL data reported for that period were at 100%, The
State’s mixing zone policy states that: One way to preveng acule exposure is to prohibir acute
concentration at the outfall structure or within a short distance from Ir, This is consistent with

EPA’s Technical Support Document for Water Ounality Based Foxics Control®.

The C-NOEC monitoring data collected during the sarne period indicates episodic chronic
texdcity within the mixing zone

DMR End Date Species C-NOEC

09/30/01 Arbacia punctulata 12.5%

06/30/02 Arbacia punctulata 6.25%

03/31/01 Menidia beryllina 6.25%

12/31/02 Menidia beryllina 50% ]

Even though the available WET data shows only ong exceedance of the acule water quality
criterion, the chronic WET data, coupled with the large exceedances of the water quality criteria
for copper and the large size of the impacted area, EPA, has determined that the dilution for toxic
pollutants (metals and WET) shall be theasured at the point of initial dilution to copform with 314
CMR 4.05(5)¢), which states that: Al surfuce warers shall be free from polintants in

" ¢oncenirations or combinations Hal dre 10H¢ 10 Rianans, dguatic [ife or wildhfe” The Stdte” ™7
Water Quality Criteriza for toxic pollwants shall be applied directly as limits without dilation, The
limits for total copper and whole effluent toxicity shalt be reduced accordingly, New limits for
total zine and total nickel shzll be added to the draft permit. The calculations for all of the Hmsts
are presented later in this fact sheet.

EPA recognizes that the discontinuance of the mixing zone for toxjc polluiants is a significant
departure from the conditions found jin the current permit. A 2.000" inixing zone with no dilution
for a portion of each tidal cycle, whete both the acute and chronic criteriz are exceeded many
fold, clearly covers far too greal an area to meet the intent for which such zones are created.

There is insufficient information provided in the Facilities Plan/EIR to determine if the absence.of
dilution ocrurs throughout the length of the tidal creek, or just in the immediate area of the
discharge. In the absence of further dilution modeling within the creek, EPA finds it necessary to
take a conservative approach and eliminate the “toxic mixing zone”. The Town may wish to
explore additional dilution odeling. The Town may also wish to discuss compliance options
with EPA’s Water Technical Unit and the DEP regarding the achicvability of the new and more
stringent iimics.
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Faootnotes:

1} Finad Fecilitics Plan and Envirenmental Impact Report for Wastewater Management (BEOEA # 55712 March 1,1995)

2} Mavsachuses Water Quality Sandards Implementation Policy for the control of Toxie Polluians in Surfacs Waters,
February 23, 1990,

3 Massachuserts Water Quality Standards Implementadon Policy for Midng Zones, Jannary 3, 1993,
& Technical Suptog Docnrent for Warer Quahry Based Toxics Control, EPASSQS2-30-001, March 1921.

Conventional Pollitants and Non-Conventional Follutarnts

The design flow of the plant is 1.6 MGD. The flow limit will be reported 2s 4n annual average
flow, using monthly average flows from the previous eleven months. Flow shall be monitored in
accordance with 40 CFR §122.44()( 1(i1), which requires monitoring of the volume of effTuent
discharged from each owafell. During the period from May 2000 to April 2002, the monthly
average plant flow was .13 MGI> (see Table 1). The facilitzes planning threshold in Part LA I
iz based on monthly average plant flows.

The draft permit includes proposed average monthly and average weekly carbonaceous
Hochemical oxygen demand (CBOD) and toial suspended solids (T35) concentrations are based.
upotn the previous pernit which was a resolt of the previously referenced facility plan study
{1995). The CBOD and TSS limits in the mode] (the model nsed wag WOQONN: Water Quality of
Networks/MNutrient Version; reference: Harleman et al 1977) used in the facility planning effort
evaluated a limit of 10 my/1 monthiy average. The percent removal BOD and TSS limitstions ave
based on the 85 % removal requirements found at 40 CFR §133.102{b)(3}.

The draft permit also inclndes average monthly and average weckly mass limitations based upon
design flow (e.g. 1.6 MGD X 834 X 10 mg/l = 133 [bs/day) and a maximum daily reporting
" yariiiiEnent (mF oily} Which dre baséd of curfenit §téfe watet quality eériification regiiiféiients. ™
The frequency of monitoring for CBOD and TSS remnains a1 /week, DEFP evaluated flow in
NPDES permits which was traditionally determined by the design flow [the average annual flow)
being applied as a reonthly average. At DEP’s request, EPA changed its designation of flow from
a yeonthly average to an annual average [12 month rolling averaged in order to account for
seasonal flow variations, particularly that associated with high flow and high groundwater which
commonly occur in the spring time. n order to maintain loadings to the recelving water which
are consistent with the anti-backsliding and ani-degradation provisions of the Massachusetis
Surface Waer Quality Standards [314 CMR 4.00), DEP determined that mass limits should be
imposad as well as limitations for mg/l. The pounds per day are applied using the armual average
design flow for both the monthly and weekly averages. DEP also requested implementation of a
“more comprehensive inflow/finfiliration reguirements in order that high seasonal flows which are
impacted by excessive U1 are addressed.

The pH limits are based on state water guality standards for Class SA waters [314 CME
4.05{4)a)(3)].
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The fecal coliform limits are based on slate water quality standards for Class Sa wzm:rs [314
CME 4.05(3)(a){4)]. These limits are year-round.

Sertleable solids monitoning requirements have been removed from the drafi parmit, as these are
no longer state certification requirements.

Total Cepper, Yotal Zinc, and Total Nickel

EPA is required to lmit any pollutant that is or may be discharged at a Jevel that causes, or has
reasonable potential o cause, or contribute 10 an excursion above any water quality criterion (40
CFR §122.44(d)). These metals are toxic to aquatic life at low concentrations. Recent effluent
menitoring data was evaluated against the criteria and available dilution to determine if there is a
reasonabie potential for metals in the effluent to cause or contributs to a violation of water quality
standards.

The criteriz found in BPA’s National Recommended Warer Quality Criteria was published in the

.. Fedezal Register on 'Decﬂmbe; 10, 1998 {63 FR 68334} anl:l updated Nmremhﬁr 2002 {EPA—822~
Cxpressed as 4 total recoverable fraction in the water column to a criterion expressed as the
dissolved fraction in the water column. The equations and constants for determining the water
quality criteria for each metal and the conversion facters and equation parameters are listed in the
Federal Register notice and subsequent correction, 40 CER §122.45(c) requires that permit limits
be expressed as total recoverable metal.

National Recowmmended Waier Quality Criteria (63 FR 08354, December 10, 1998)as updated
Novernber 2002 (EPA-822-R-02-047), based on Interim Final National Toxics Rule (60 FR

22233, May 4, 1993}
Farameter Manimmm Reported | Dissolved Dissolved | Trenslator ?utal Taotal
Effluent Discharge | Critcria . | Cyiteria . Criteria Criteria
Concentration ug/i | CMC ugd | COC ugd CMC ug/l | CCC ngf
Total Copper | 86* (soy 43 3.1 0.82 59 3.7
Total Nickel JE{P 74 5.2 0.930 74,7 23
Total Zinc 102t {60y 90 3 .946 95 36

{(note: conversion factor for CCC is not available; EPA uses CMC factor for both CCC & CMC)
13| Qctober 2001 Discharge Monitoring Report snd 2061 Permit Application

2) Highest reported value indicated in the Final Pacilities Plan and Environmental Impact
Report for Wastewater Management (EOEA # 5512: March 1 ,1995 Pages, I-7-(8-10))

3) March 7-9, 2001 2001 whele effluent toxicity test

4) May 13, 2002 whole effluent toxicity test
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The calculations for the eriteria and limits are as folows:

- Chronic criteria {CCC) for dissolved copper =3.1 ug/l
- conversion factor for dissojved versus total recoverable copper = 0.83
. ug/i/0.83 equivalent value to total recoverable copper is = 3.7 ug/l = 4 ug/l

> Acute coteria (CMC) for dissolved copper = 4.8 ugfl
- conversion factor for dissolved versus total recoverable copper = .83
4.8 ug/lf0.83 equivalent value to total recoverable copper is = 5.8 ugfl = 6 ug/l

The average monthly limit for total recoverable copper based on the chrenic water quality
criteria will be 4 ug/l and the maximum daily limit, based on the acute criteria, will be 6 upfl,

* These limits are changed from the existing permit based upon the revised criteria,

The M&E Repont' stated that: Zine was reported in concentrations ranging from 11 10 60 ug/l,
and present in all efffuent samples. Its concentration was below the marine chronic criterion of

.80 ug/l (U.S. EFA, 1986) in all samples. More recent Zinc samples collected as part of the ‘WET

Protocol requirements have reporied concéntrations 48 Kigh as 107 ug/l “The e and-chronic -
criteria for zinc are 90 ug/l and 81 vg/l, respectively, Similarly, recent data for niskel shows
concentrations as high as 96 ug/l. The acute and chronic criteria for nickel are 74 vg/f and 8.2
ugfl, respectively.

> Chronie criteria (CQCC) for digsolved zine = 81 ugdl
- conversion factor for dissolved versns total recoverable zine = 0,946 .
. 81 ug/1f0.946 equivalent value to total recoverable zine is = 86 ug/l

Acute ¢riteria (CMC) for dissolved zine = 90 ug/]
conversion fastor for dissolved versus total recoverable zine = 0.946
90 1u2/1/0.945 equivalent value to tofal recoverable zine is =95 ugf]

The average monthly limit for total recoverable zine based on the chronic water qualit}} critetia
will be 86 ug/l and the maximum daily limit, based on the acuie eriteria, will be 95 ug/l.

> {hronic criteria {CCC) for dissclved nickel = 8.2
r conversion factor for disselved versus total recovarable nickel = §.990
v 8.2 ug/l/0.990 equivalent value to total recoverable nicke! js = 8.3 ug/t = § ug/l

- Acute criteria (CMC) for dissoived nickel = 74 ug
. conversion factor for disselved versus total recoverable nicke) = (0.990
r 74 ug/1f0.990 equivalent value to roial recoverable nickel is = 74,7 =75 ugfl

The average monthly limit for tota! recoverable nickel based on the chronic water quality criteria
will be 8 ug/l and with no maxinmm daily limds.
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Whole Efffuent Toxicity Testing

Under Section 301(b)(1} of the WA, discharges are subject 10 effluent imnitations based on
water quality standaxds. The State Surface Water Quality Standards [3 14 CMR 4.05(3)(e)].
include the following narrative staternents and require that EPA criteria established pursuant to
Section 304(2){1) of the CWA be used as guidance for interpretation of the following namarive
criteria: '

n Al surface waters shall be free from pollutants In concenirations or
combinations that ave toxic 1o humans, aguatic life or wildiife. Where the State
determines that a specific pollutant not otherwise listed it 314 CMR 4,00 could
reasonabiy be expected to adversely affect existing or designated uses, the State
shall wse the recomunended limir published by EPA pursuant io 33 US8.C 1251
§304(a} as the allowable receiving-water Concenirations for the affected waters
unless a site-specific limit Is established. Site specific lintts, human health risk
tevels and permit limits will be established in accordance with 314 CMR
LADSSHNIALT

Nationa) studies conducted by the EPA have demensirated that domestic sources contribute toxic
constituents to POTWs above these which roay be conttibuted from industrial users. These
pollutants inclode metals, chlorinated solvenis, aroimatic hydrocarbons and other constituents. -

The principal advaniages of biclogical techniques are: (1) the effects of complex discharpes of
many known and unknown constitueats can be measured oniy by bislogical analysis; (2}
bioavajlability of poltutants after discharge is measured by toxicity testing including any
synergistic effect of pollutants; and (3) pollutants for which there are inadequate analytical
methods or criteria ¢an be addressed, Therefore, toxicity testing is being used in connection with
pollutant-specific control procedures to tontro] the discharge of toxic poliutants.

In order to evaluate the roxicity of the WWIFP discharge, acute and chrenic toxicity tests are
required vsing marine test species Arbacia puntulala (chronic) and Menidia beryllina (acute and
chronic) four times per year'in keeping with Massachusetts Warer Quality Standards
Implementation Policy for the Control of Toxic Pollutants in Surface Waters. Additionally, the
two species are retained in {his draft because they have historically exhibited toxicity when
exposed to the piants effiuent. The months that toxicity (ests are o be conducted are January,
_April, Yuly, and Ockober to be consistent with other facilities in the South Coastal and the
Massachusetts Watershed Initiative. Qea Permit Attachment A, Toxicity Test Procedure and
Protocol, for a deseription of the testing requirernents. The chronic 20 observed effects
concentration {C-NOEC) is the inverse of the receiving water dilution. The limit in the draft
permit has be recalculated as »100% based on the absence of dilution at low tide,
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Disinfection

The WWTP has two parallel ulira-violetr disinfection units consisting of two 3G-foot channels
with thtee lamp banks cach. Each channel is designed o provide an energy dose level of
approximately 64,000 wW-seciom? at peak flow with a 45 second retention time at peak fiow,
The power supply is antomatically varied in divect proportion to plani flow.

Nitrogen

The draft pernit Hmits nittogen in the effluent based upon studies conducted as part of the facility
planning effort in the 1990's. The draf permit Jimits total inorganic nitrogen (TIN) 10 4,0 mg/]
and 53 pounds per day. The existing permit has a limit 39.5 Ibs/day of toial niteogen (TN). The
new lmit will be an 12 month rolling annual average. The TIN is more bioavailable o aquatic
organisms than organic nitrogen portion of the total nitrogen which has gone though extensive
reduction in the treatment process, Wastewater treatroent facilities designed for nitrogen tend to
have a residual organic nitrogen of [.0- 2.0 mg/l which cannot be removed without more
advanced ireatment such as carbon absorption. See the Anti-degradation {Section V) of this Fact
- . .Sheetforraoore detail.

—— - LEY [T

Dissolved Oxygen (DO}

The himis of 5.0 mg/] of dissolved oxygen is carmied forward in this draft peomit from the current
permis. The Final Facilities Plan and EIR indicates that seasonally, the 6.0 mg/l Class SA Water
Quality Standard (WQS) for dissolved oxygen is nof met in the estuary. Sampling locations in

the esmary, but away from the discharge, indicate that this may be a naturally cccurring
phenomenon cormmon to New England estuaries, and not as a result of the POTW discharge. \
Denitrifying plants tend to have low efflusnt dizssolved oxygen unless efflusnt reaeration cccurs
prior to discharge. The limit is in place to insure that the POTW does not cause or coniribute o

an exceedance (depression) of the State WQS for DO.

Monitoring

The affluent monitoting regujrements have béen speciﬂﬂti im accordance with 40 CEFR 122.41(j),
122.44(1), and 122.48 to yield data representative of the discharge,

Anti-backsliding

A permit may net be renewed, reissued, or modified with less stringent limitations or ¢onditions
than those contained in the previous permir unless in compliance with the anti-backsliding -
requirements of the CWA. The anti-backsliding provistons found jo 40 CFR 122.44{) prohibit
the relaxation of permit limits, standards, and conditions. Therefore, the technology-based
effluent limits in a reissued permit must be at Jeast as stringent as those in the previous permit.
Relaxation is only allowed when cause for permit modification is met (see 40 CFR 122.62}.

Efftuent limits based on BPJ, water quality, and state certification requirements must also meet
the amti-backsliding provisions found under Section 402{0) and 303{d}4) of the CWA as
described in 40 CFR 122.44(]).
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Effluent limmits based on water quality and state certification requirements must alse meet the anti-
backsliding provisions found under Section 402(c) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, as described in 40
CFR 122.44(1). The relaxation of the limits may be allowed undet the anti-backsliding
fregulations in 40 CFR 122,44(1), when new information is available that was not

available 21 the tme of the previous permit issuance or a technical mistake has been made.

Anti back-sliding does not apply to the discontinuance of setfleable solids moniloring as the need
to monitor this parameters is better measored by other means.

Nitroeen limits are now expressed in terms of total inorganic mtrogen rather than lotal nitrogen
due to review of technical information about nutrient irgatability and biclogical responses to
nutrient addition. Research and treatinent operations manuals indicate that following nitrification
and denitrification, there remains some low level amount of organic nittogen which is in
refractory form and is not removed in the treatment process but is also significantly less
bicavailable to aquatic plants thus not providing additional available nitrogen loading 10 the
receiving water. Total inorganic nitrogen is the most bioavailable form of nitrogen. Engineering
. _texts.support these pogitiens (e.2. “Design and Retrofit of Wastewater Treatment Plants for
Biclogical Nutrient Removal [1992- Randall, Bamard &nd Stéisel]), THE Hew Imgt for itrogen = e
is not backsliding but is now aimed at conteolling the proper form of nitrogen.

IV.  Operation and Maintenance of the Sewer System

The permit standard conditions for “Proper Operation and Maintenance” are found at 40 CFR
122.41(e). These rcquire proper operetion and maintenance of penmitted wastewater systems and
related facilities to achieve petmit conditions, Similarly, the permittes has a “dury to mitigate' as
stated in 40 CFR 122.41{d}. This requires the pemmittee to take zll reasonable steps 1o minimize

" or prevent suy discharge in violation of the permit which has 4 reasenable likelihood of adversely
effecting human health or the environment. EPA, and MA DEP maimntain that these programs are
an integral componeat of ensuring permit compliance under both of these pravisions.

Infiltration/Inflow Requirements

The draft permit inciudes requirements for the permittes to contro] infiltration and inflow (UL,
Infiltrationfinflow is extraneous water entering the wastewater collection systen through a variety
of sources. The permittee shall develop an Tl removal program commensurate with the severity
of the J/I in the collection system. Where portions of the collection system have little 171, the
control program will legically be scaled down,

Infiltration is groundwater thai enters the ¢ollection system through physical defects such as
cracked pipes or deteriorated joints, Inflow is extraneous flow entering the collection system
through peint sources such as roof leaders, yard and afea drains, sump pumps, manhole covers,
tide gates, and cross connections from storm water systems.
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Significant Lin a collection system may displace sanitary flow reducing the capacity and the
efficiency of the treatment works and may cause bypasses to secondary reatment. It great]y
ipcreases the potential for sanitary sewer overflows (380) in separate systems, gnd combined
sewer overflows in combined systems,

DEP has stated that the inclusion of the /I conditions in the draft permit shall be a standard State
Cenification requirement under Section 401 of the Clean Waier Act and 40 CFR 124.55(b).

V. Anfl-degradation Review

The Massachusetts Anti-degradation Provisions are found at 314 CMR 4.04. All existing uses of
the Herring River must be protected. This dralt permit is being reissued with allowable discharge
lirnits as or more stingent than the current permit with the exception of the limitations for
sattleable selids and tota] nitrogen (now included as total inorganic nittogen). All such changes
are allowsable under the regulations of both reguiatory agencies (see above discussions), There is
no change in the outfall location. The Commonwezith of Massachusetts has indicated that there

.. Will be na, ,1Qw¢gng of water quality and no logs of e:mstmg water uses and that no additionat anti-
degmdatmn review js warranted. The following 15 ¢keerpted frof the Maich 24; 2003 MEDEP - -~
anti-degradation review statement: )

The current permit limits the amount of nitrogen which can be discharged into the Herring River
and North River due to nutrient enrichment problems in those water bodies. The permit confains
an effluent limit of 39.5 pounds per day [lbs/day] for total nitrogen. The limit is a 12 month
moving average limit [moving average is the arithmetic mean of the monthly average values for
the preceding 12 months]. The draft permit will contain a total nitrogen limit of 53 lbs/day boased
upon the following:

The wastewater treamment process which converis nitrogen to nitrogen gas uses “down-
flow” denitrification filters which treat effluent from the secondary settling tanks and use
methanol as a carbon source; during the treatmant process, a residual organic nitrogen
portion of 1.0-1.5 mg/l remains as it is kighly refractive and resistont to conversion; this
portion of the fotal nitrogen load is less available 1o agquatic species than the inprganic
poriion.

The inorganic nitrogen portion is the nutrient whick is mose bio-available to aquaiic
species thus it is this portion which is the element of needed congrol

The permit limit will be raised from 39.5 losiday 10 53.0 lbs/day total nitrogen fwhich
includes approximately 1.0-1.5 mg/l of low reactive, less available soluble, organic
nitrogeny.

It is the apinion of the Department that the change from 39.5 lbs/day t0 33.0 tbs/day will
not result in a lowering of water quality [due to the low avaflability of the organic
nitrogen] and is accepiable within the anti-degradation provisions of 314 CMR 4.04
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VI. Siate Certification Requirements

EP A may not issue a permit unkess the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection,
with jurisdiction over the yeceiving waters, centifies that the effluent limitations contained in the

it are stringent enough to assuce that the discharge will not cause the receiving watet to
viclate State Water Quality grandards. The staff of the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection has reviewed the permit and advised EPA that the limitations are
adequate to protect water quality. EPA has requested permit cemification by the State and expects
that the permit will be certified. :

VI Nationa) Marine Fisheries Service: Essential Fish Habitat

Under the 1996 Amendrments (FL 104-267) to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (16 US.CE 1801 et seq. (1998)), EPA is required (o consult with National
Marine Fisheres Service (NMES) if BPA’s action or proposed actions that it funds, permits, or
underiakes, “may adversely impact any essential fish habjtat.” 16 U.S.C.§ 1835(b). The
__Amendments broadly define «ageential fish habitat™ as waters and substrate necessary to fish for -
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growih o matiity, 16 UsSCyIROIOy. - Tt

Adverse impact means any smpact, which reduces the guality and/or quantity of EFH. S0 CFR.
§ 600.910(a). Adverse effects may rnclude direct (e.8., contamination or physical dispaption),
indirect (e.g- loss of prey, reduction in species’ fecundity), site-specific or habitat-wide impacts,
including individual, comulative, ot synerpistic consequences of actions, Id.

Essential fish habitat is only designated for fish species for which Federal Fisheries Management
Plans exist. 16 0.5.C.§ 1855(0}1)(A). The US. Department of Commerce on March 3, 1999
approved EFH dest enations for New England.
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Summary of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Designation For the Herring River

F-33§

Speciss Egps Larvae Juycniles Aduls
alamtic cod {Fadis markuag ) X X x X J
. haddack {Melenogrammus deglefinos} X

Fpo]loc:k (Potlachiur virenz) A X =

whitng (Merheeeius bilivearis) X x

ted hake { Urophycis chuss) £ X X

white hake {Liraphysis tepuis) X x x

recfish (Sebarter fascinns) wi ]
winter Hounder (Plewronectes americoms) X X X X

yelltwwrail flounder (Flewronsctes fevruginea) X X b4

" widowping flounder {Sropehalini agasniy T e e (g s s [ e e

American plaice (Hippaglossoides platesseides) X .4 X rd

ootan paut (Maerszsdroer amaricans) X X b4 X

Atlantic halibut (Hippoglossus hippoglosss) X X X x

Atlagris sca soalop (Placopecton mapellorious) X X X x i
Atlantic sea berming (Clvpea harenges) % X X

monklish {Lophlus ameridanus) X X X L
bluefish { Pomaromes sallqri) e X

tong finned squid (Loligo peatet) nfa W X 'x
short finned squid (flex dfeccbrams) i na X X

Atleptic butlesish (Pepritlns irigeenthyz) X x X

Atlaurle mackere! (Scomber scanmbiuz) X x x X

surmper flovmder (Paraffethyr denfans) ' X

scup [Stenalowss ehrysops) nfa e X X

black sax bass {Centrapiristus g2rigia)} nfa X

suef clam (Spiswka solidissima) nfa o X x

ocan quahog—f;rﬁm islandica) na nf

spiny dogfish (Squafus acanthias) wia nia X

bluefin ma {Thunaus Hyrnis} x X _J
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The Herring River is designated essential fish habitat (EFH) for the above listed species of finfish
and mollusks, Basedon (he effluent limitations and other permit requirernents identified in this
Fact Sheet that are designed t© be protective of all aguatic species, including those with
desygnated EFH, EPA has determined that a formal FFH consultation with NMFES is not required
because the proposed discharge will not adversely impact EFEL

VINL. COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT {CZM) CONSISTENCY REVIEW

AQCFR. §122.49 (d} states: The Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. 1431 et.seq. secHon
307(c) of the Act and implementing regulations {13 CF. R part 930) prohibit EPA from issuing o
permit for an activity affecting land or water ¥se in the coastal zone until the applicant certifies
that the proposed activity complies with the State Coostal Zone Management progran, and the
State or s designated agency concurs with the certification {or the Secretary of Commerce
overrides the SIate's RORCOMCUITEnce)- The permittee is required submit 2 Jelter 10 the
Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program sating ieir intention to abide by the CZM
water quality and habitat poticies. The M shall review the dratt perrmit and it will only be
issued after.CZM certification... e oo s ) .

IX, Public Comment Period and Procedares for Final Decision

All persons, including applicants, who believe any condition of the permit is inappropnate must
caise all issues and submit all available arguments and all supperting material for their arguments
in full by the ¢lose of the public comument period, to Doug Corb, US.EPA, 1 Congpress Street,
Suite 1100 {CPE), Bostor, Massachusetts 021142023 and Paul Hogan, Department of
Environmental Protection, Pivision of Watershed Managentent, 627 Main Street, 2 Floor,
Worcester, MA 01608, Any persol. prior to such date, may submit a request in writing fora
public hearing 10 consider the permit to EPA and the State Agency. Such requests shall state the
nature of the issues proposed o be raised in the hearing. A public hearing may be held atter at
leagt thitty days public notice whenever the Regional Administrator finds that regponse to this
notice indicates significant public interest. Tn reaching a final decision o1 the permit, the
Regional Administrator will respond to all sigmificant comments and make these responses

ayailable to the public at EPA’S Boston office.

A similar request for a hearing should also be filed with the Department of Environmental
Protection’s Docket Clerk in accordance with the provisions of the Massachusetts Administrative
Procedures Act, the Division’s Rules for the Conduct of Adjodicatory Proceedings, and the
Timely Action Schedule and Fee Provisions. The hearing request shonld be sent 1o the Pocket
Clerk ait

Docket Clerk

Magsachusetis Department of Environmental Protection
1 Winter Street

Boston, MA 62108
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and a valid check for $100 payable to the Commonwealih of Massachusetts must be mailed by
the end of the comment period to:

Commonwealth of Massachuset(s
Department of Environmental Protection
F.O. Box 4002

Boston, MA 02211

The hearing request to the Commonwealth will be dismissed if the filing fee is not paid, unless
the appellant is exempi o granted a waiver.

The filing fee is not required if the appellant i3 a city, (Own {or municipal agency), county, district
of the Commenwealth, or a smunicipal housing authority. The Department may waive the

hearing filing fee fora permittee Whe shaws that paying the fee will create undue fAnancial
hardship. A permiftee sesking a waiver must file, along with the hearing request, an affidavit
setting forth the facts believed to SUppost the clairn of undue financial hardship. '

mim eaaing B ANEETEI AR Ly

“Hollowing the close of the comuent beiiod, dnd BfiEr 4 PUblC Heatng, if such heary is held; the~ ~~

Regional Administrator of EPA and the Director of DEP/DWM will issue a final perrait decision
and forward a copy of the decision to the applicant and each person who has sebmited
wrilten copments or requested notice.

. EPA and MA DEP Contacts

Additional information concerning the permiit may be obtained between the hours of 9:00 2.m.
and 5-00 pra., Monday through Friday, excluding holidays from:

Doug Corb and Paul Hogan

US Environmental Protection Agency MA Department of Environmental Protection
1 Congress Streel ’ Division of Watershed Management

Suite 1100 (CPE) 627 Main Street, 2 floor

Boston, Massachuscrts 021i4-2023 Worcester, MA 01608

Telephone: (617) G18-1565 ‘felephone: (308) 767-2796

Fax: 617-218-0565 Fax: 508-791-4131

g=mail: cotb.doug@epa gov ' email: paul.hogan@state ma.us

November 19, 2003 Linda M. Murphy, Director®
Date Office of Beosystem Protection
1.8, Environmental Protection Agency

& Please address all comments 1o Doug Corb and Paul Hogan at the addresses above

E\WW&#.MI&HH::-FW@.@
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NPDES PERMIT No. MAU162692

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Scituate Wastewater Treatient Plant

On December 22, 2003, te U.5. Environmental Protection Agency {BPA) and the Massachuseits
Department of Environmental Protection (DEF) released for public hotice and comment a draft
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit developed pursuant to an
applicaiion from the Sciuate Wastewater Treatmerit Plant, for the reissvance of a peomit to
discharge 1.6 million gallons per day of municipal wastewater 10 the designated receiving walkr,
a 1idal creek which is tributary to the Herring River, The public comment period for this draft
permit expired on January a0, 2004. Coroments were received from Alvin C. Firmin, P.E. Yice
President, Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), on behalf of the Town of Scituate, in a Jetter
dated January 20, 2004,

After 2 review of the comments received, EPA has made a final decision to issue the permit
authotizing this discharge. The following are the comments and EPA's response 1o those
comments, including chenges that have been made to the final permit from the draft a5 a result of
the coraments. The comment Yetier is part of the adnmimistrative record and is pataphrased herein.
4 copy of the final permit may be obtained by writing or by caliing Doug Corh, EPA
Massachusetts NPDES Penmits Program ({CME), 1 Congress Street, Suite 1100, Boston, MA

021 14-2023; telephone: (517) 918-1563.

Comrent |

The subject draft NPDES permit was sent io Anthony Antoniello, Director of Public Works dated
December 18, 2003, Comments, J5sues, arguments, and supporting materials must be submitted
by January 20, 2004. The first page of the cover letter accomparying the draft permit
recommended "You are encouraged 10 closely review all terms and condirions contained in thiy
draft”. The town feels that the riming of the draft permit did not allow adeguate time to fully
review the conditions and terms of the proposed permit. The review period, December 19, 2003
through Jamuary 20, 2004, contains 23 weekdays. However, this period had three holidays, The
effect of Christmas and New Years falting on a Thursday effectively eliminated three wark days
during each of these weeks, The impact of the holidays effectively reduced the available review
time to 16.days, The town feels that this Is inadequate time and not within the spirit of the 30

. day review period. On behalf of the town, CDM inquired about obiaining an extension of the
reviaw time to account for the holiday period. EPA staff responses were negative. These
comments are being submitted in order to maintain compliance with the January 20, 2004 date.
However, the Town respactfully requests thar this draft permit be reissued to allow for the fill 30
day review period. '

1 of 7
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Response 1

Doug Corb (EPA) met with the Scituate Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, Robert P. -
Rowland, at the Treatment Plant on November 1, 2002 o discuss the new permit. In particular,
EPA’s concems aboul the apparent absence of dilution and possible effects on water quality
based permit limits were talsed during that initial meeting,

A follow-up meeting regarding the new permit was held at the EPA New England Office on
April 9, 2003, In attendance wete: Richard H. Agnew (Scituate Town Administrator), Robert P,
Rowland (Plant Opezator), Anthony Antionello (Scituate DPW Director), Paul Hogan (DEP),
Alvin C, Frmin, (P.E. Vice President CDM), Doug Corb (EPA Perrnits), Brian Pint (EPA
Permits), and Siephen Couto {(EPA Compliancs). The principal topic of this meeting was the
recalculation of the effluent dilution and resulting effect on the water quality based limits.

On September 8, 2003, Doug Corb faxed a pre-draft permit to Mr. Antionello to review for
correciness. Mr, Agnew responded to the pre-drafi in a letter dated September 30, 2003.

Mr. Anticnelle received the draft permit on Decermber 18, 2003. The poblic notice began
December 22, 2003, and ended on Jannary 20, 2004,

The EPA remains convinced that the Towm was given sufficient time to coroment on this pemuit,
particularly since the town had been given a pre-draft permit and nefice of the major issyes prior
to the 30 day cornment period. ‘

Morecover, Mr, Firmin contacted Mr. Corb on the afiernoon of Janoary 15, 2004 to request an

extension of the public notice. Messms. Pitt and Corb explained to Mr, Firman that aftemoon

that there would not be sufffcient time to publish an ¢xtension of the public notice in the paper
_ prior to the January 20" close of the comment period.

Mr, Firmin's comments, dated January 20, 2004, also incorporated other materials Yy reference.

Doug Corb left a voice mail message for Mr. Fiomin oz January 28, 2004 explaining that some

the materials referenced in his January 20° comment Jetter were not in the administrative record

and must be submitted 10 EPA to be entered into the Administrative Record for the permit
‘reissuance. A Jetter from Roger Tanson, Director of the EPA, Reg. T NPDRES Permit Program

gave the Town uptil February 2, 2004 to submit the referenced material. Mr, Firmin submirted

the material with a letter dated February 3, 2004, thus the Town was in effect given ap extension
* to supplement its copments.

EPA's position relative to the key points raised in Mr. Firmin's comments has been consistent
throughout our meetings and correspondence aven pricr to the comment period. Mr, Corb’s
understanding was that the Town was researching and gathering material to comment on EPA’s
position throughout this lengthy process. The loss of several working days to holidays during the
public notice comment period should not have had a sigmsficant effect on the Town's ability to
respond.

' - 2of7




DEC-21-2004 D2:4BPM  FROM=CDM / Manchestar

"NPDES PERMI1 NO. MEANWLULwr §03-645-6601 T-275  P.0DR/O14

Comment 2

The draft permil contains concentration and mass Timits for BOD, TSS, and TN- The mass limits
are based on the concentration limits and the average plant flow (1.6 mgd). The TN mass limits
are based on an annual rolling average. The BOD and TSS mass limits are monthiy limits based
on the average annual flow and the 10 mg/T average monthly limits.

This results in the concentration limits governing at flows of 1.6 mgd or less and the mass limils
governing of flows in excess of 1.6 mgd. This could be problematic as the plant approaches
design flows. For example, the current peak month flow s about 1.6 fimes the annual average.
At design flows, the peak monih flow should be in the range of 2.6 pagd. Under these conditions
effluent TSS and BOD must be 6 mg/l. The reasoning presented in the Fact Sheet more
appropriately leads to the conclusion that mass limits should be based on a annual rolling
average, similar to the TN Timits. The town is not requesiing, or suggesting, that the monthly
concentration limits be based on ant annual rolling average, The mass limis should be adjusted
1o an anral rolling average or elimirated from the permit. The concentration Hmits provide
adeguate protection 10 the receiving waters. Weekly mass limils should be eliminated.

Response 2

Regulations found at 40 CFR Section 133,102 require that BOL and TSS limitations be
expressed as concentrations, Hewever, the regulations found at 40 CFR Section 122.45 allow for
mass Hmits where appropriate, 40 CFR Section 122.45 (f)(1) and (2). Expressing lingitations in
terms of both concentration and mass Enceurages proper operation of a treatment facility.
Concentration limits discourage the reduction in treatment efficiency during low discharge flow
periods, and mass limits discourage higher Joads being discherged into the receiving water during
-periods of high discharge fow.

USEPA and MADEP believe that it is necessary 1o include mass limitations for BOD and TS5,
as well ag for 1otal nitrogen, In order 10 satisfy water guality anti-degradation requirements. For
example, if mass limits are oot inciuded, the pernit would anthorize a significant increase in the
mass discharge of BOD and TS3 over e mass authorized in the previous permit. The previous
permnit contained a monthly average flow of 1.6 MGD and monthly average BOD and ‘TSS Nmiis
of 10 mgl which if discharged at those maxjmum allowable flow and concentration limits would
result in 2 monthly average mass of 133 bs/day).

If an annuat average flow is nged to calculate mass imile, a peak flow which is 1.6 times the
design flow could result in a discharge of 213 1bs/day or 2 629 increase in BOD or TSS loading
which is inconsistent with Massachusetts anti-degradation requirements. In addition, the
discharge of BOD and TSS results in imnpacts on water quality which are immediate (e.g. low
dissolved cxygen} in the receiving water. |

Iof7
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The Facilities Plan/EIR does not establish permit limits, and the peniit does not establish the
gutfall location (but rather specifies what permit limits apply at a particular location). While the
tighter permit limits may be difficult to meet at the current cutfall location, it is unreasonable to
interpret 4 facilities plan approval as prejudging what the MATDEP as EPA may do in setting
futare permit limits.

Additionally, as is made clear in both the prior and new permits, the Town’s NPDES penmit is
independently issued under federal law by the EPA and under State law by the MADEP. Thus
gven if the MADEP’s aporoval of the Facilities Plan precluded it from setting tighter permit
limnits (which it does not}, this would have no effect on the federal permit as issuad by the EPA,

The EPA recopnizes that meeting the tighter toxic limits will be difficult. However, under the

" CWA, the permit limits must be set at the level required to meet the water quality standards.
Setting the tighter standards in this case also i consistent with what EPA Region I has done in
other similar cases (e.g., setting toxic Limits for Saco and Biddeford Maine based on no dilution,
for discharges 1o mud flats 2t low tide; sehing toxjc limits based on very low or no dilution for
Brockion, Upper Blackstons, Milford, Gardnet and Ipswich, MA and Hampton, NEH). In
addition, the Region has a program in place for working with POTWs to address the task of
mecting toxic raetals limitations in low (or no) dilution strearns in @ reasonable manner, through
the issuance of Administrative Compliance Orders. The EPA. urges the Town to consult with it
about pursuing such a problem-solving approach, rather than contesfing pevmndt mits that are
legally required. . .

Finatly, as noted by the EPA in discussions with the Town, construction of a Jopger outfall to the
Heming River is one possible solution to the problem. While moving the ostfall would not
significantly change the water quality in the River, it would solve the problem of toxics
accumulation in the tidal creek. However, the EPA was not making any specific final
recormmendation. as.to how the Town should comply.. The BEPA recornmends.that the Town.... ..
explore a range of alternatives. On the other hand, it is certainly premature for the Town 1o
decide now that building a longer outfall should be ruled out because of other environmental
impacts. The Town could, if necessary seek permiis for such constmuction, which would involve
only a tempotary dismrbance of the wetlands area which could be followed by restoration, while
continving 1o discharge high levels of toxic metals to that area poses an ongeing environimental
problerm. '

Comment 4
The requirement under I/l “Identification and prioritization of areas thar will provide incveased
aguifer recharge as the result of reduction/elimination of infiliration and inflow to the system” is

mrbiguons. Quantifying recharge benefits from 1/ reduction may be a substantial underiaking,
placing an undue burden on the Town and providing little in retum,

Gof?
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Response &4

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (the Departrent) requires that the
operation of a sewer systein in conjunction with the wastewater reatment Tacility be in such a
ymanner that proper operation of the treatment facility is rnaintaisied and that discharges into the
reatment facility and from the facility do not cause violations of the water quality standards of
the receiving water, These requirements are based upon the regulations found at 314 CMR
12.00: “Operation and Maintenatice and Pretreaiment Standards for Wastewater Treatment
Worlks and Indirect Dischargers”.

The permit does not specify an smount of recharge but cutlines a requirernent o include that
element i the 11 Program and 1o determine wheze and to what degree increased recharge is
available and feasible.

The Massachusells Water Resources Comuission report, “Stressed Basins in Massachusetts” Id.
at Page 24, makes specific recommendations that greater emphasis should be placed on reducing

infiltrationfinlflow to decrease the amount of rainwater and storm water which enters sewerage
pipes, that would otherwise normally infiltrate 2nd recharge local aquifers .

The requirement for the Iofilization/Inflow Control Plan will remain in the Town’s NPDES final
permit as & condition of the section 401 water quality certification required by the Clean Water
Act.. The Depariment wili work with the Town to assure that an efficient program is developed
and implemented and that it will not be duplicative to work on-going and will be conducted in a
cost elfect] ve manner.

Additional Comment: In addition to the changes made in zesponse to the Town's comments, the

F-338

EPA has. made some.changes to final peirail ta carrect piinor grammaticat and technical emrors. .

These changes are a logical outgrowth from the draft permit and response ang as such, no new
cormment period is necessary.

Teof?
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Information for Filing an Adjudicatory Hearing Request with
the Commonwealth of Massachusells
Department of Envirenmental Protection

Withan thirty days of the receipt of this lefter the adjudicatory hearing seguest along with a valid
check payable to the Commonwealth of Massachusetis in the amount of $100 mast be mailed to:

Commotwealth of Masdachusells
Drepartment of Environmental Protection
P.Q. Box 4062
Roston, MA 02211

The hearing request to the Commeonwealth will be disprizsed if the filing fec is not paid, unless the
appellant is exCIupt of granted a waiver.

The {Hing fee 1s nol required if the appellant is 2 city, town (or municipal agency), county, district
of the Commanwealth of Massachuselts, 0T 4 municipal housing authority. The Department may
. waive the adjudicatory heazing Bling fec fora permittes Who shows that paying the foe will. create . .. ..
an undue financial hardship. A permittee secking o waiver must file, along with the hearing request,
ap, affidavit setting forth the facts believed to support the claim of undue financial hardship.
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the
FARTII

mufaﬂndpmjtmbeanmnfﬂiologimlm In deisrmining whether an area is an arsa of
biclogical concemn, the regional Administrator shell consider the factors spoctified tn 40 CFR
85125.122.{s}1} through (10). -

An offshore or costal mobite explaratary drilling g or coastel mobile developmental drfing rig will ¢
copnidered & “few discharger™ only for the duration af its discharge in 2 aren of biological consern.

Hg;&ggmswhﬂﬂng,mmﬁuﬂm of fnagaliation frot which there warmvba:
“divchepe of pollutents,” the coastraction of which commtenced:

) . AMmlgaumufmdudwfwdwmmmdemﬂmEﬂﬁufﬂWhMm:ppmw
to soch soorcs, or

) Aﬁupmpuaa!ofmdnzdsufperfmmmummmﬂanmwnhEachmEﬂﬁofGWAwhmhm
apphicable to guch smooa, butmﬂyﬂ‘ﬁmmdﬂﬂsarupmmnlgmal macuur&anocvnﬂ:ﬂemm

204 withicr m days of their propagal.
NFEES means "Harional Pellutant Dizchocps Eliwiipasion System.™

Omey oy opegptor tneans the mrnpunmufm “ﬁdﬂt}romchvit}'”mhjmm regulannrnundcrthe: ‘
HNFDES progmms.

Mﬂmampwmhmmmmﬁmmufﬁmmmshmmquauhhcsur
- dogcentrations which, alone or in confwmetian with a discharge or discluarg = from other sowces, 1s »
'MWW&&&&P@H@MM@M; m-inmuc-mthe .
_mgnimdmwdm&m of & violation),

[e_rugtmum umﬂzndznﬂun. Uoenng oruqtdvamtwnwl document issized by EPA or an "appuwnd
Bige

FPeon means mindwidu.al', aamniatim, pamzmhip, mpuramn, rivnicipality, State or Federsl agency,
nrmagmtutmplﬂgmuﬂmaof )

mmm sny discernible, confined, and discrets unnwyanm nmmdmg but nat limited to sy
" pipe, ditch, chanmel, foonel, conduit, well, disereie fngurs, containes, rlling stock, covomntrate animat -
feeding operation, landfill leachate collection system, vessel, or other floitlng eraft, from which pollitants
. e ar gy bo discharged. This term docs not inclads reteen flows from i wigated agticultirs or
sgricubturs} stomm water rnnuﬂ'. (Swa §122,2) '

‘mm d:ndgu epoi! , selid wasts, incinerator maidye, ﬂlhrbaukwash, sewage, garhage, sewnge

aludge, munmnns, chétnical wastes, biologicn materisls, mdiogctive miferials (exongh thosn mepulatad
nndwthn Atorhic energy Adt of 1954, s amended {42 U £.C. 532011 ot seg, )} heat, wrecked or discardad
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i} are listed g 8 Tiazardovs substsnce purstant o seetion 31 1I|:b){2m of the
CWA at 40 CF §116.4; or .

Goiy  aropollutants for which EPA hag published goute or chronic water quality
itz

PART il

-ﬁmﬁmm Yiquid and sclid matsinl pomped from a sptio tanik, cesgeool, or gimilar domoatic
- mpmﬂuwﬂmm;wahoﬁﬁngmwhmﬂm ajmtumilﬂmcdvrnu.inmmd.

Sewsge Shydgs moaod solid, semisalid, oz liguid residun enioved datinys the trestmant of mimicipal
vnmwmrnrdmnemﬁ::?mge. Smgulndsumﬂudu.hn ie.pot limfred t> solids mmu?edmhg
plmary, secondary, or advatice westepalsr ireatmett, potin:, Septage, portib o toilet pumping, TypeIl -
S arine Sawitstion Devick pwmping (33 CFR part 159), and sewags sladge products. Sewage dludge docs
mwﬁwmumwmﬁmdmwﬂwﬂ

iale includes, bat is not limited to: o7 materials; foels; materials such as solvents,

. dswrgmm,mdplasﬁﬂpuﬂdu;ﬂnhhtdmahﬁalﬂ such g5 metalile products; taw matcrlals used o food

pmmsmgm‘pmﬁnﬁliun;hxmrduﬂ cuhstances desipnared under section 101{14} ?fcgﬂ.m any
chmimlmcfncﬂityis:eqnhodmmpoﬂpmuaﬂmm&;mychmmlﬁn facility is required to
repmtpmmmtmmmﬁmﬂla: fertilizers; peaticides; an waste produéts such 23 ashes, slag and

. shﬂgemmutﬁapomﬁﬂmhrdwﬂﬂdwﬂhmmﬂimhﬂsﬁ.

e, bt i ot naitzd to: oleasca of 0l o hazandous substances [n exoess of
quanﬁﬁcsunﬂﬂﬁmﬂmﬁll of the Clean water Act (sez 40 CFR £130.10 apd CFR §117.21)
of Section 102 CERSLA (sce 40 CFR. §302.4). . )

ili mmmiy“ummntwuﬁxmaﬁnsdmmﬁémgmwhummﬁhudsnfmngﬁ
Py dicne i g pumunﬂhﬂn:ﬁonﬂﬁ(d}ofﬂmcwa,mis

gl = pubiec DEFTLATILH]

State meana myof&qsﬁsm fhe District of Cobumbia, Guam, the Copymonvwealth of Fuett Rico, the
Vitpin Ialands, American Samod, the Troat Territaty of tie Pacific Lslends,

w'mmmmwmuﬂimwnmmmafﬁind&uﬁﬁﬁmfﬂm;c.

Water diachapze ssociard with indugty | eotid sans the dischiege from any conveyanse with s

ot ravw matarisls storago brees at e induatris] plaut (See wmalzzimb]{mjfmwﬁmfw

" definftion).

Timg-raighted cdmpogjte means 4 compoalte sample condisting of a minture of squal volume aliguols
mﬂnﬁndstumumtﬂmhmvd, )

MMHMMWMMtMHWWMm3W{HKI} éx, tn the casé of “ihudge use
or disposat practioes”, aoy pallutent identified in regulations implemonting Seetion 405(d) of the CWA,
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‘tréptmant .inuhldl treatme of
yakotTs, pt ponds gf lagoond tagoons designed to meat the reruirements
m{mm: cooling ponds us defined i 40 CFR. ;-423 1)¢s) whish alsc meet the eritetls of this

definition) are nnt wabers of (e United States,

Whilo Beflvent Toxelty (WET] means the BEEreEAle krele pffot af sp offlusut measured directly by 2
toxicity tost. (Seo ‘Ahbrovistions Seatian, following, for additions] infwmfhm J

I'ART 11

those arul
CEns dated o satirated by purface o groumd water 2t o fiaquently

to u:piﬁ":m:hﬁmm porfis] eitoumatansed o supp<rt, a prevalence nfvage:;ﬂon
tn}l.ﬂ]l:'ndapmd ﬁ:rlifh in guinrated poll cosditions. Wetlonds geacmily incude svainps, marshes, bogs,

and gmilar areas-

Mﬂh & cowngo sludgo nsis that ey mot closed

) thehlmhmualdemmpusmﬁmmhmm!nmmsmm Inmmhqn
dioxiﬂemdmhjr microorganlsme in the presenos of wir,

mlanﬂonwhmhaﬁm&cmp,nfcedump ornﬁhammphgown.mmdudm:mg;
Ian&mdhndumlaapasmm

Mﬂmwﬂhﬂwmmummdwwmmm)mm

1 TnprmﬂﬁhuamnuninfﬂtIﬂgﬁlntudtdh]fthn faod ciop, foed s1op, fIHeT GLUP, QUVET FIOP, o
N vegotation grown on the land; and

Tummimizethammunlofmmgmm:hescwagcsludgnthmpasaesbclﬂwmlwtmmnfﬂx
@ mnpu:wgntaunngmwnumhamdtmh:mdm

-

AT ; monuormmcpmmesmdmmmamtmfmmummam;u
incinerator stack.

in (e biodemical dmmpemhmnfo:gﬂmcmnm i1; sowage shudge into mathane
gaaa.ndnaﬂmndmudebymmu:gnmsmsmmﬂumcofm

uiaﬂa:ma:imnmmmmfawllmnnhahmbeapphedmaumtmnf
Afque] poljutantoading gatd 1
. Tand during 4 365 day period.

1 ganlugic foumation, group ofganlngm formations, of a portiom of & geologic fonna_hon
mpabhofﬂeldingmmdmmwlsmmgs .

1%
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B YoRtBUrEnL,

Whmmd Wwastewator from hnmans n:hmhuldﬂpmﬁlms that is discharged to or
mhmuanm:munmtwmh. .

v weight basle meaans edlculaded on the bacis of having been dricd ab 105 digreey Celshug (°C) unti)
reaching a patstant mass (i.c., essoniiolly 100 percent solids contont).

Fenlt is a fmeture or zone of frachures in any materials siong which stmta on vme sido are displaced with
PARTI

rwrpmtoathmﬂnm:idéﬁ.

wmmsmmdpmwr for cousymption by seimals

Pier crops are crops wich as flax snd cotten, '

MhﬁuMWndMWmMmuphoﬁmnmmﬂwwumﬁmm

WhmmmmmmmmWmema
mwmimuwdinuhudnfpm-:lﬁ mspmdﬁdin e combustion chamber gos.

MMmmdhyhm 'Ihmiﬂnhﬁnbutmmlnmmdmﬁum vugemblea ard

Forest is a tract of land thick with tre'es and md=scbmsh. -
Mhmbﬁmmmmiﬂﬁn saturasd Domle,

&lmmuthumtrmapoch of the Qusternary period, mmdug Fromi thy end of the
thmm:pochmthup:mem. ’

Wﬂwmﬁmeﬂcm oftﬂmmmﬁkmdtﬁngmhnur Atleastiwo -
measiments st be taken daring the hoor.

@ggggﬁmmhc mhwﬂmnfwganiomm:ndmgmm matter in tewage siodps by high
tcmpmm:nanmdnundduﬂm . , .

memmmm mduslnal JrocesY,

'mmnﬁummmmﬂdhgﬂwmaywwm tmdmfmthnm}munnf '
‘sewage shudge below the Jand surfave; dr ihie ipodsporation ofsewagen shiudge into the soil o that the
._mahﬂpmﬂﬁumﬁﬁmﬁnmﬂmfaﬂmmmwmnmmEumn

ith g bigh po puplie exposime ta land thy the publio ues s frequeatly. This inchodes, hut:a
. nﬂlhﬁudmapvbliunmtwtmmndnmﬂmﬁmmlmatﬂdinapnpulntedm{u B-» 2 comstruction
amlmuﬁdinadm.

HITE) S [ IAH R (I T .G hALAR]H ] iﬂhﬁlmthﬂtﬂ}:pubh( mﬁﬂmﬂﬁqlmbﬂy Thlsmﬁlﬂdbﬂ,
hntiznntlhnitadta,lgnwlmmlland,fomtmdnmlnmtmumlocmdmmmp@qlm&m(e.g..a

’
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!

comblantion or organic aud inorganic subsienecs, oF pethogenic organizm, afier dischzrge and upon
expogure, ingestion, {nkialatlon vr asgimilation iata an organism sither directl from the savironment or
indirectly by ingestion thrgugh the faod chain, sould on the basis of Informatien available to die
Administrator of HP A, conge death, dlseass, behaviore] sbnopualitics, eances, geaetic mutations,
ph}ralnloginal'mnlfumdmfl[iuchdhlz malfunction i reproduction) or physiual deformntions in cither
orghnisas of offgpring of the mrganiams,

it (for aludge Spaaa] roqulrement) i g pumerical value that desoribes ihe amount of 4
pollutint ailovwed per \mit gmosmt of sewage sludee (98 wiilligams per kilogram of total aolids); the
amount of pollutant that can be applied {oumit area of land (e.g ., kilogram m hectare); of the volhame of
amnwiﬂlthatmbaappliedtnnnilmuﬂmﬂ {c.g, gallons pes acre).

PARTII

Fublip coptact gite 1a a jand witk a high potential for contact by the public, This inchudes, but is not
1mited to, peblic pocks, ball fichls, canciericn, plart avrseries, turf farms, and golf conrses.,

W@Hm%ﬂ%abmﬂmmwmm degreeinthe |
mmﬂmhmmﬂﬁnmhgmhumﬁdmmﬁngmdmeﬁmﬁﬁimimhymhymﬂ
related fields, pa may be demonstrated by State registration, profsssionsl oepification, or completion of
arcredited nuiversity ProgTHmE, 1o make sound professional jud goment regarding grownnd-watex
mﬂﬂmﬁus,pnﬂutantfatunﬂumxspuﬂ,anﬂmwﬁ?cw&ﬂn. .

i s open Iand with indigonous vegetation.
.I Bﬂ_dggp_gﬂgm is dtashmlly distbed Yond that is reclaimed nsing sewage ghndge. This inclmdes, it is
pot Hmited m,ahipminesandmmtmuinnaiws. ;

: Mgmﬂsmﬁﬂis the sllowable inerosss 1o the averags daily ground level ambient air |
; mmanuaﬁunfmapuﬂwtmtfmmﬁuimhmmﬁm af sewage siodge et orbeyond the property line of the
gite where the sewage sludge-incinerator i Tocated. '

Mhmwr,mwmwﬁmm overland on amy pot of land sarfacs pn s i

wmmmﬂmm a'10 peyeent of greater probebllity 1bat fhe horizontal ground level
' mmﬁqnmmwhmnmnmwﬂsmmgmiwmiumm )

wmmisasoﬁ&,miawﬁd. mﬂwmqidnugmwddmingthi treatment of domextio sewage
' e tenY works. Sewibe slifgpt Tamiudey; botis wot {imited to; domes iv: scptage; FownTor Solids
mmmmmm,mmwm.wmmmmamﬂmm
sewdgenludpe. Sewags st dmnpﬁnnludn-uhgunmwdﬂuringﬂmﬁdnsufmgulmgahu
sewage ludge incinereioror grit and hqupni‘ng.gmmtud during preiminary teatment of domestic
suwmmnﬂhmntwndm. T .
i haiﬁuﬁshwmdﬁhfquﬁwnﬁeﬂud&p'ﬁudhﬂlmahdge
’ indnanﬂm'withiuthapmput}'}in:Mmﬂﬁmwhmﬂ:csmgaﬂudgnimhmmmlncpmdfmthn
-nnnibﬂrnfdwﬁnIBﬁMMdehmcahdgoh@HMﬂp&ammﬁiﬂmadnﬂy
- deaignuapmity'furallsmgcahdgemchmgﬁmmhmepmpwlhsofmmmmmga
sludgehﬁnmmmlmmd. -
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organisms capable of transporting infections agents. ]

ids ja the amount of the total solids in sewage shwige Yoot when the sewage sludgs s
ombuated ot 550 degres Celsia n the presence of bxecss 215,

Wet glosmputatic preslpltatos is 60 sir polfution consrol dovice Eiat uses both ¢lectrical forces and wates 10
remove poliutants iy the owxit gas from a pewags sludps incinerator stadk.

Wet acbber 16 ﬁnalrpnﬂuﬁonuomml devioo that npes waber 10 T6mOve pollntants in the Mtgm&@a
amyﬂuﬁgﬁhcinummﬂn

o
3 THE COMMONLY USED AB]?FEVH“HDHS ARE LISTED BELG
| PAFTI
Fiveslzy biochemical exyEa dempangd w less otherwise specified
BDD r .
| Carbonacous BOD
CBOD _
CFS Gubic foet poc second
‘ ci2 Total residnal chlorine |
‘Total resichml uhlminnv.rlhichia a combination of Eree ﬁvai]a_.bls "
R ' " chtorine {FAC, tet below) md comphi:d chloring {ch.l'lﬂrmnmﬂ, ale) .
regidmal ing i mﬁmmﬁmmhdugmmmppmdam
o . o FAC ﬂ’?&%ﬁ chlorine (pTuCOUS molecntar chlotine,
- ‘ hypachlorosa acid, and hypochlorite jom) .
' - Colifoom, Fecal . “Total fecal coliform bectecia
Coliform, Tl Tosal collform bacteria o o
| ot C&nﬂﬁhﬂu.ﬁﬂéoﬂinsnfﬂmgmammrbmngmmmmm.. \
Cont, (Canhm:luus) jogon
, Cu, M/dhy or WI3/dey ’ | Cubic Meters per 45y
o ' - Dissokved Oxygen
ke/dzy © Kilogmuwspsr &y
fox/dey Pounda per day
mg/1

Miiligrena(s) per Liter

23
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L-50
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“Whole Bffluent Toxloity™ is tihmmal effect of an offluent
maasurad Srectly with atoxicity st

" wCpronic (Long-ieam Bxposure Tosi)-No Obsorved Bifect

mmﬁm".mmghmwmdmmmﬁm ofan
?l:mlur n $oxivant ki which no averss affects ars obasrved

o the aquatic test orgamiams at 3 gpecific fime of gbeervation.

" Shart-tenm Fxpostse Teit)-Mo Obseryed Bffact
Gﬁ“:nfuﬁnn”. Ses C-NOEC d: fimticn.

. 1.C-50 i the conceutrtion of & pampla that canses mortality:

PARTII

0% of the test popuiation nta specific time of
E‘:@i'\raﬁon.'rhem.’:ﬂ= 100% is definec as a semple of
wpdilated effloemnt. )

[pitis] Dilutica means 1he Tegion ufinilial‘mi:xing
mmn::nnndmguf ing or adiecent 1o the vni of the outfall pips or
ﬂj.fpmtpms. .
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Wﬁ NEDES FERMITS
provisions of thls peamait, you must pesition the Erviromments] Appesls Board, (EAB), within

- hirty receiptof this lemer, You m@mﬂmwmmhwmrmﬂmﬁﬂ::pqudwﬁm In order 1o be
days of receipt © iy g M&Fﬂpmnqtpnﬁdpmdhnypu!jﬁﬁhmhg_ﬂnﬂwm;‘m

) ﬁwdmfw?ppuﬁnspnminmhﬁnmdﬂgh :

! STAYSOF NEDES PERMITE +
mmmmmﬂmﬂmwmmmﬂﬁmﬁmmm of the persuit can be foundat40
CFE §124.16 and §124.60, Copits Dfﬂ?t_sr:glmhapt:ﬂﬂﬂ below. .

S FREGUENTLY ASKED QUESTIORS .
. wital Ajppeaks Board? mﬁwﬁmmﬁﬂwmnﬂmﬂw:mu&mmm
wﬁpmmmmnwm‘m@ummmmmmmm
administers. Rmmmﬂiﬁmmrwm-km“m&ﬂlwwmumﬁkmmﬁmm

of i Admmisrator. Tt wes created m1oezin gmmﬂwaﬂm-grommﬂﬂmﬂﬂudjudimm procecdings 18
; im-plunminsmdmtbrﬁnsm exvlmpmental hvrs. mmﬂmmwﬂmmmmdﬁmw

tnechanism for
mejoriiy vote. .
M'lmﬁﬂﬂmﬁpmmﬂufwﬁm hdﬂhmﬂnhﬂpmdwduiﬂnm The EAR has sofiority 92
hiear mﬂﬂfﬂpﬂﬂgﬁpﬂhmﬁmﬂwﬂmﬂuhﬂuudﬂm i froen the EPA Adminisirator.
5 fom peanilt decisions nﬂ:hxﬂﬁﬁkcﬁnnﬂmhkhﬁﬂﬂ(mﬂ‘mmmﬁ..ﬂm]:q‘mhﬁngafﬁuiah}wh
rﬁﬂ:mwpmnm“oﬁqwmcdpnm&,& % ufmlcuurapﬂmhdmﬁimlsqlmem'sdamﬂmmm&

appﬂlsmgowmﬂpﬁmw‘lh' h:'pmwdmﬂi:gulnﬁnnsﬂmﬂﬂ.ﬂ_i‘miﬁ Appeals of Hivil peoalty declstons made by
EPA's afministral Iu#judg'nam.htﬁlnd,pimmﬂ'nfﬁgu,qdmbrprtmcwﬁnsnrbyﬂﬁ. Fennlty appeals s
somdprhpﬁhwp:mmﬂmgdaﬂmnm&.&-rmzz P
Anpmﬁﬂﬂﬂ@wﬁmﬁmmm&mﬁmdgﬁﬂmsmmbWItufm incurred io complying
-nrith:Lunupnﬂmimdmd:rﬁcWWmﬁmanmLmﬂmmﬂim .
(CERCLA, mmmmmmmwammﬂmﬁwﬁmﬂmmﬂﬂsm. Thc EAB isalsa
prithorized bo bt : m,wﬂouwmwmmmmmmdminpmgmamcr.n.mn
and mmimvmmm.@ﬂpmﬂyﬂﬂ#hﬂh .

How ean | coutact the Beard? The Bord's ickephione nipmber &8 (202) 5017060, The Bot r's S nuaber is {202) 5017580,

Whers showld I file a plesding in « matter before the Board?

a mmmmm-mmuwmmmw@wmmammmmw Exrross Maif) MUST be -
e doeest] tothe EAR'S maling pdress, wliidii: »

11.5, Eavirnmental Projsction Agency
MH@MWWMMCHMB]
. Ariel R Bulldiog .

1200 Pénpsytvanla Avonue, NV,

Washingion, DWC, 20460-0001
WMLmeMMHMWdMMMIWEhMU&MHSuﬂw{mwpthrﬁqnmuﬁﬂ
wilt b rennnsd Lot sener &nd shalknat be considered as.fled. (Express aail is handulelivered by the U.S. Postal Sesvice
o st be delivered as optlised {n pert b below). - '

b, Hind Delivery Address - Dicuments \het are hand-carried in persan, delivered ia conries, maitod by Express Wil or
Jdelivered byamn—U.E.Pom! Servicn canier (.4, Foderal Express or UPS) MUST be dchivercd to: -
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achicy Mﬂlwopmdﬂmaﬁf:mrﬂﬁﬂn&
It:;?;;ﬂim w the requirements of S, lﬂ.lﬁnxl_}.n
wlf:;mappmlhﬂludmdﬂ&c.l%wmuq:pﬂmﬂ
fw:muﬂnfm-wgsﬂns&mnhmdm
dalete uimnmﬂﬁ-umﬂmmsﬂnipmnm

o mlmmmmmdum
pamit[ﬁsmamz.mls.m .



