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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

From July 14, 2008 to August 12, 2008, the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) solicited
public comments on a draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit, developed pursuant teo an application submitted by the Town of Lee, Massachusetts
for reissuance of its permit to discharge treated wastewater to the designated receiving water,

the Housatonic River.

Following a review of the comments received, EPA has made a final decision to issue the
permit authorizing this discharge. In accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR § 124.17,
this document briefly describes and responds to the comments recsived on the draft permit,
and describes any provisions of the draft permit which have been changed as well as the
reasoning supporting those changes. Any clarifications that EPA considers necessary are
also included in this document. A copy of the final permit may be obtained by calling or
writing Meridith Timony, United States Environmental Protection Agency, One Congress
Street, Suite 1100 (CMP), Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023; Telephone: (617) 918-1533.
Copies of the fina! permit and the response to comments may also bz obtained from the
EPA Region I website at http://www.epa.goviregion /npdesfindex.himl.

(Note: the numbering used below does not reflect any particular numbering in the
commenters’ letiers, but rather incorporates the comments into the numbering system used
in the overall response to comments in such a way that each issue raised within the
comments is addressed in 2 more effective manner)

A. Comments prepared and submitted prior to the public comment period by Kevin
Anderson, P.E., Project Manager, Metcalf & Eddy, and Bob Scherpf, P.E., Vice
President, Metcali & Eddy, Inc, for the Town of Lee, dated June 13, 2008. Comments
re-submitted by Robert Nason, Town Administrater, Town of Lee, dated July 31,

2008.
Opening Comment from Town of Lee

Per our telephone conversation this date we aqre enclosing another copy of our
consultant’s, Metcalf & Eddy/Bob Scherpf’s, June 13, 2008 letter regarding our concerns

over some provisions of the draft permit,

We had hoped and expected that the Jinal draft permit would have responded to our
conceris that Bob presented: and we are resubmitting his June 13, 2008 letter to insure

that are concerns are considered before the permit is issued

Response to Opening Comment from Town of Lee

EPA’s response to the comments and concerns presented in Metealf & Eddy’s letter, dated

June 13, 2008, can be found in the proceeding paragraphs.
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Opening Comment from Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., in correspondence submitted to
MassDEP and EPA, dated June 13, 2008

We are writing at the request of the Town of Lee pursuant to your March 31, 2008
fransmittal of the draft Permit No. MA0100153, our meeting at the WWTF site with Town
officials (Robert Nason, Chris Pompi, and Al Zerbato) and the DEP (Paul Hogan and Paul
Nietupski) on April 9, 2008, and subsequent discussions with Mr. Hogan The Town has a
mumber of concerns over some of the provisions of the drajt permit; the purpose of this
letter is to raise those concerns and to highlight supporting arguments and rationale for
proposing alternative provisions. The concerns that were discussed at our meeting can

topically be identified as follows:

* Changes to the Total Phosphorus Effluent Limit

* Dissolved Oxygen Effluent Limit
* Redundancy in Effluent Disinfection Parameters (E. coli, Fecal Coliform)

e Local Political Climate - Issues of Fairness

A discussion of each of these issues is presented herein along with a concluding
recommendation.

Background

The new WWTF is the product of a lengthy planning, design, and construction process that
commenced with an Administrative Consent Order issued in August, 1998 and a Project

Evaluation Report prepared by another consultant in 2001,

The current activity began afier the failure of a design/build project delivery approach that

collapsed due to insufficient local support in the fall of 2004. At that time it was
determined that a conventional design/bid/build project delivery method would be most
suitable to the Town's needs. Afier procurement of M&E as consultant in late 2004/early

- 2005, work progressed rapidiy through completion of design in January 2006. F ollowing
advertisement and bidding, the construction Contract was awarded and Notice to Proceed
was issued on June 27, 2006. Construction is at completion with 2. 55% change orders and

zero claims by the Contractor and the Town,

Response to Opening Comment from Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., in correspondence
initially submitted fo EPA and MassDEP, dated June 13, 2008

Please see EPA’s responses to the individual arguments and concerns contained in the June
13, 2008 letter below,

Comment A.1.

Changes to the Total Phosphorns Effluent Limit
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As part of M&E's scope of services in the project development phase, a facilities plan
update (Supplemental Project Evatuation Form (PEF) was prepared and issued by M&F.
Below is a timeline of some of the key communications with and submittals to MADEP that

relate to effluent permit limits:

*  Guidance from MADEP to M&E — F, ebruary 2005 (e.g., e-mail from M.
Schleeweiss to B. Daly... “build something thal reasonably stands a chance to meet
NPDES limits for the foreseeable future .. plan on Phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/L”...)

* Letter from M&E fo MA DEP — FProjected Wastewater Flows and Effluent
Discharge Limits ~ April 4, 2005 (including justification for a future TP Iimit of

0.8 mg/L).
* NPDES Permit Application — August/September 2003
* Application for Financial Assistance — October | 4, 2005

* Letter from EPA dated November 4, 2005

* Final Supplemental Project Evaluation Report (PER) — October 28, 2005 (attach to
RTC)

*  Request for Authorization to Award (Part B) - May 26, 2006

o Draft WWTF O&M Manual ~May 16, 2007
* Final Draft WWTF O& M Manual — November 16, 2007

It should be noted that this is not an all-inclusive list. The April 4, 2003 letter from M&E
1o MADEP became the basis for the finalization of the Supplemental PER and the detailed
design work that followed. From this interaction with MADEP we maintain that all parties

involved undersiood that the basis of design of the new WWTF would consider the
Jollowing:

*  Atthe first renewal of the Permir, the TP limif would he 0.8 mg/L (seasonal -- May 1

—~ October 31) _

* MADEP advised the Town to plan for the possibility of a future TP limit of 0.2 mg/L
= “Future " understood to mean no earlier than the second or inird Fermit renewal
cvcle after construction of the new WWTF

o Continue with reporting for “N”

®  No DO limit (us there was no mention of any pending DO limit in any
correspondence from MADEP)

This understanding is evident by the content af the variows submitials io MADEP that were
the hasis of desien and development of the O&M Munual. To address o “fuwure” TP limit
as low as 0.2 mg/L, certain provisions were included in the WIW71F

desion;: these are:
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* Space allocated in the Headworks building for a Juture polymer storage/blend/feed
Sysiem.

* Anin-line static mixer (and associated additional polymer dosing point} located in
the main process line between the post equalization tank and the effluent disk
JSilters.

Any other required provfsions would need to be reviewed in the context of the operating
WWIF —e.g. considering operating history with the new SBR process.

Our concerns with process issues/implementation of a lower TP limit in the near-term
include:

* Impact on chemical consumption — Alum: perhaps 70% more Alum required.
* Impact on chemical consumption — Polymer: new equipment required, added O&M
costs (polymer, power, mainfenance ).

* Impact on sludge production: much higher Alum sludge production; perhaps 10%
overall increase in sludge production.

* Insyfficient operating history with the new WWTF 1o properly optimize the design
of the additional process equipment.

mumerical limit of 0.2 mg/L in the near term and revert back to our previous understanding
that lower TP effluent limits would be implemented over time in successive Permil renewal
periods. Attached is a series of caleulations in spreadsheet format that show two such

Recommended Action: It is recommended that the EPA/DEP relieve the Town of the strict
scenarios for your consideration.

| Response A.1

|

\

|

The following documents, referenced in the above comment and submitted to EPA by
Mestealf & Eddy, are appended to this response to comments document:

* Appendix A: Projected Wastewater Flows and Effluent Discharge
Limits Letter from Metcalf & Eddy, Ine. to MassDEP, dated April 4,
2005 '

* Appendix B: Total Phosphorus Limit Scenario Calculations

Background for the Establishment of WOQBEL:s

EPA is required to include effluent limitations in discharge permits for any poliutant or

pollutant parameter which EPA has determined “are or may be discharged at a level which
will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any
State water quality standard, including State narrative criteria for water guaitty”™ (40 CFR §
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122.44(d)(1)(i)). The procedures followed by EPA when evaluating the potential for a
discharge to cause or contribute to an excursion above a water quality criterion are
specified in the federal regulations found at 40 § CFR 122.44(d)(1)(ii). If EPA concludes,
after using the procedures found at 40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(ii.), toxicity testing data, or
other available information, that a discharge causes or has the reasonable potential to cause
or contributes to an in-stream excursion above a narrative criterion within an applicable
State water quality standard, effluent limitations must be included in NPDES discharge
permits in order to ensure that water quality standards in the receiving water are met (40

CFR.§ 122.44(d)(1)(v)).

The relevant Massachusetts water quality standards pertaining to nutrients (and the
negative effects resulting from excessive inputs of autrient) include the following minimum
water quality criteria that apply to all surface waters: (a) aesthetics — “free from pollutants
in concentrations or combinations that settle to form objectionable deposits; float as debris,
scum or other matter to form nuisances; produce objectionable odor, color, taste, or
turbidity; or produce undesirable or nuisance species of aquatic fife™; (b) bottom pollutants
and alterations — “free from pollutants in concentrations or combinations or from
alterations that adversely affect the physical or chemical nature of the bottom, interfere
with the propagation of fish or shellfish, or adversely affect populations of non-mobile or
sessile benthic organisms™; and (¢) nutrients — “unless naturally occurring, all surface
waters shalf be free from nutrients in concentrations that would cause or contribute to
impairment of existing or designated uses and shall notexceed the site specific criteria
developed in a TMDL or as otherwise established by the Department pursuant to 314 CMR
4.00. Any existing point source discharge containing nutrients in concentrations that would
cause or contribute to cultural eutrophication, including the excessive growth of aquatic
plants or aigae, in any surface water shall be provided with the most appropriate treatment
as determined by the Department, including, where necessary, highest and best practical
treatment (HBPT) for POTWs” (see 314 CMR §4.05(5)(a},(b) and (c)). As described in the
fact sheet, the Housatonic River has been designated as a Class B water by the State of
Massachusetts, and as such, is designated as a habitat for fish, other aquaiic life, and
wildlife, and for primary (i.e., swimming) and secondary (i.e., boating) contact recreation

(see 314 CMR § 4.06 (Table 12) and § 4.05(3)(b)).

In the absence of a numeric criterion for phosphorus, EPA relies on the provisions found at
40 CFR § 122.44(d)( D(vi)(A), nationally-recommended criteria, technical guidance and
other information published under Section 304(a) of the CWA, as well as site-specific
surveys and data and peer-reviewed scientific literature when interpreting and applying a
narrative criterion and in the development of effluent limits that will achieve water quality
standards in the receiving water (also see 40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vi}(B)).

EPA’s decision to include a seasonal 0.2 mg/] phosphorus limit in the draft parmit was
based on ar evaluation of the 1.0 mg/l phosphorus limit in the permit which was issuad in
2000 as well as information about the water quality of the Housatonic River. These
evaluations are explained in further detai below,

Development of Phosphorus Limits Proposed in the Draft Permit
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1. Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the 1.6 mg/] total phosphorus limit and
reasonable potential analvsis

As described in the fact sheet, the 1.0 mg/| phosphorus limit in the permit that was issued in
2000 was determined to be inadequate to ensure that the discharge would not cause a
violation of water quality standards in the receiving water. This detarmination was based
on a projection of the instream phosphorus concentration resulting from the discharge of
phosphorus in quantities equal to the 1.0 mg/l limit using the following equation:

Qrcr = QdCd + Qscs
Where:

Q:= Receiving water flow downstream of the discharge (Qq + Q;)

C:= Concentration of phosphorus in the receiving water downstream of the discharge
«= Design flow-of the facility

Cq= Concentration of phosphorus in the discharge

Q= Receiving water flow upstream of the discharge

C; = Concentration of phosphorus in the receiving water upstream of the discharge

The effectiveness of the 1.0 mg/! phosphorus limit in assuring that water quality criteria are
not exceeded in the receiving water as a result of the discharge was evaluated by estimating
the instream phosphorus concentration downstream from the discharge under critical flow
(7Q10) conditions using a background phosphorus concentration (Cs) of 0.12 mg/1 (as
explained in the fact sheet, this value is the average of the results of analyses conducted on
samples collected upstream from the discharge by MassDEP in 2002 and presented in the
Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report (MassDEP 2007)),
the lowest concentration of phosphorus permitted to be discharged under the permit that
was issued in 2000 (C4 = 1.0 mg/1), the 7Q10 flow of the receiving water (Qs= 40.3 cfs),
the design flow of the facility (Qq = 1.5 MGD =2.325 cfs), and the flow of the receiving

water downstream of the discharge (Q, = Qg + Qs =42.6 cfs) as follows:

Cr = Qscs + Qdcd / Qr

C; =1(40.3 cfs)(0.12 mg/D) + (2.325 cfs)(1.0 mg/1)} / 42.6 cfs =0.17 mg/l

This calculation, which accounts for ambient conditions, demonstrates that under critical
flow conditions, the 1.0 mg/I phosphorus limitation in the permit that was issusd in 2000
does not ensure adequate protection of the quality of the downstream receiving water and
suggests that discharges of phosphorus equal to 1.0 mg/l will resuft in downstream
concentrations that greatly exceed both the ecoregional and Gold Book criteria of 0.024

g/tand 0.1 mg/l, respectively,

In addition fo assessing the effectiveness of the 1.0 mg/l phosphorus [imit. the instream
concentration of phosphorus resulting from the discharge was estimated by projecting the
ceiving water downstream from the discharge

instream phosphorus concentration in the re
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under critical stream (7Q10) conditions using effluent data collected from 2005 - 2007, and
then comparing that value to the recommended criteria. :

By accounting for a background phosphorus concentration (Cs) of 0.12 mg/l (again, this
value is the average of the results from analyses conducted on samples collected in 2002 by
MassDEP) in addition to the maximum monthly average concentration of phosphorus
discharged from the facility from 2005 — 2007 during the months in which the 1.0 mg/l
phosphorus limit applied (May 1 - August 30%) (C, = 0.96 mg/l), the 7Q10 flow of the
receiving water (Q; = 40.3 cfs), the design flow of the facility (Qz = 1.5 MGD = 2.325 cfs),
and the receiving water flow downstream of the discharge (Q; = 42.6 cfs), the resulting
downstream phosphorus concentration was estimated to be 0.1 7 mg/l , which is greater than
the Gold book criteria (0.1 mg/[) and the ecoregional criteria (0.024 ug/l) as shown in the

equation below.
Ci=Q:Ci+ QeCa/ Qs
G =(40.3 cfs)(0.12 mg/T) + (2.325 cfs)(0.96 mg/l) / 42.6 cfs = 0.17 mg/l
In addition to demonstrating the inadequacy of the 1.0 mg/l limit in ensuring that water
quality standards will be met in the receiving water, the results of the above analyses also

indicate that the discharge is likely causing or contributing to excursions above water
quality criteria in the receiving water.

2. Justification for the 0.2 mo/l Limit Proposed in the Draft Permit

In addition to evaluating the effectiveness of the phosphorus limit contained in the permit
that was issued in 2000, reasonably available sources of information pertaining to the
discharge and the receiving water were evaluated to develop an appropriate limit that
would result in the downstream receiving water meeting the recommended criteria of 0.1
mg/l (Water Quality Criteria for Water, USEPA 1986), in accordance with the

requirements of 40 CFR§ 122.44(d)(1) (vi)(B).

Water quality problems in the Housatonic River due to excess phosphorus inputs and the
resultant evfrophication were acknowledged in the Housatonic River Basin 1997/1998
Water Quality Assessment Report (MassDEP 2000). However, the issue was :
overshadowed by the extensive PCB contamination plaguing the river (Housatonic River
Basin 1997/1998 Water Quality Assessment Report, pg. 10 (Mass DEP 2000)). The

negative effects of cultural eutrophication resulting from excess phosphorus loadings in the
receiving water and its impoundments are well documented and directly addressed in the
Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report (MassDEP 2007).
Moderate to dense algal growth and the presence of a strong septic odor are amongst the
observations made and documented in this report for the segment of the receiving water in
which the Lee WWTF discharge is located (segment MA 21-19). Water quality data
presented in this report provide further support to the conclusion that the river is already
¢xperiencing the negative effects of nutrient enrichment, and municipal point sources are
amongst the factors suspected of contributing to the eutrophic conditions in the river,
particularly in the upper 9.2 miies ol segment MA 21-19, The results of chenical analvses
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conducted on samples of the Housatonic River collected during several sampling events in
2002 by MassDEP indicate that samples collected at a water quality sampling station
located upstream from the Lee WWTE in Lenox, and another located approximately 300
feet downstream from the discharge in Lee, contained the highest concentrations of total
phosphorus on several occasions (Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Quality
Assessment Report, Appendix B (MassDEP 2007). The data presented in this report
indicate that nationally-recommended instream phosphorus criteria are being exceaded
even before the river receives additional loadings of phosphorus from the Lee WWTF’s
discharge (Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report, Appendix
B (MassDEP 2007)). Further, the results of biological and habitat analyses presented in
this report are indicative of nutrient enrichment both upstream and downstream from the
Lee WWTF (Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report,

Appendix C (MassDEP 2007))

The Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report (MassDEP 2007)
includes an assessment of and provides the status of each of the designated uses assigned to
this class of water (Class B). The aquatic life, primary and secondary contact recreation,
and aesthetics designated uses are assessed as impaired in the upper 9.2 miles of this
segment (which encompasses the Lee WWTF discharge) due to elevated total phosphorus
and objectionable algal growth. The results of the MassDEP’s physical, chemical, and
biological sampling as well as the results of biological and habitat assessments that were
conducted over several months in 2002 and the overall findings presented in the
Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report (MassDEP 2007)
were used to support the development of the most recent 303(d) listing of waters not
attaining designated uses, which is submitted to EPA every two years in accordance with
CWA Section 303(d). The 303(d) Iist identifies the water bodies in a particular state that
are not in attainment of water quality standards (i.e., one or more designated uses are
impaired) or are not expected to be in atiainment of water quality standards following the
implementation of technology-based controls and also identifies {where possible) the
pollutants that are causing impairment. In April of 2008, MassDEP submitted the
proposed Massachusetts Year 2008 Inteorated List of Waters (303(d) List) to EPA. In the
proposed list, the segment of the Housatonic River where the Lee WWTF discharge outfal]
~ is locatzd (MA 21-1 9) is listed as impaired due to excess algal growth, total phosphorus,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and PCBs in fish tissue (proposed Massachusetts Year
2008 integrated List of Waters (MassDEP 2008)). In addition, further downstream in -
Connecticut, chlorophyll g, nutrient/eutrophication biological indicators, excessive algal
growth, and taste/odor are listed as causing an impairment of recreational uses in Lake
Lillinonah (a downstream impoundment in Connecticut) in the State of Connecticut’s 2006
Integrated Water Qualitv Report to Congress (CT DEP 2006) as well as in the draft State of
Connecticut 2008 Intesrated Water Quality Report (CT DEP 2008) (both of which include
the State’s 303(d) listing of waters not attaining designated uses). Sources iisted as
potentially contributing these pollutants includa agriculture, unspecified urban stormwater,
non-point sources, and municipal point source discharges (2006 Integrated Water Quaiity

Report to Congress (CT DEP 2006) and draft State of Connecticut 2008 Intesrated Water

Quality Reporf (CT DEP 2008).




Lee Wastewater Treatment Facility 2008 R=tssuance
Page 9 of 9

NPDES Permit No. MA0100153

As described in the fact sheet, the Housatonic River also receives discharges of treated
effluent from the Pittsfield and Lenox WWTPs, both of which are located upstream from .
the Lee WWTF, The NPDES discharge permit for the Lenox WWTP was developed and
re-issued prior to the availability of some of the information used in the preparation of the
draft permit for the Lee WWTF. It is expected that the next permit issued to this facility
will include a phosphorus limit more stringent than the current limit of 1.0 mg/L. It is
anticipated that the 0.1 mg/] seasonal total phosphorus limit contained in the r=cently-
issued (August 8, 2008) NPDES discharge permit for the Pittsfield WWTP will
significantly decrease loadings of phosphorus from this facility, which, with a design flow
of 17 MGD, is the largest municipal discharger on the river. However, what is not clear is
how long it will take before the effects of the decrease in phosphorus loadings upstream
will be observed downstream, particularly downstream from Woods Pond, an
impoundment located upstream from the Lee WWTF in Lenox. Depending on the .
physical, chemical, and biological processes occurring within an impoundment, phosphorus
that had been sequestered by aquatic plants and/or in sediments may be released into and/or
re-suspended in the water column, rendering it available for biological uptake either within
the impoundment or in downstream waters (see Water Quality Criteria for Water, pg. 241
(USEPA 1986) and Nutrient Criteria Technical Guidance Manual — Rivers and Streams,
Chapt. 1, pg. 3 (USEPA 2000 [EPAB22-B-00-002]), Therefore, although the instream
phosphorus concentration upstream from Woods Pond is likely to decrease in the near
future, due to the Pond’s dynamics, the reduced upstream phosphorus loadings may not be
realized downstream from the Pond for some time.

In order to develop a limit for the Lee WWTF which wauld reflect the anticipated decrease
in upstream phosphorus loadings, it was assumed that the instream phosphorus
concentration immediately upstream from the facility will approach 0.09 meg/l. This
equation, which back-calculates the upstream phosphorus concentration, assumes that the
recommended instream phosphorus criteria of 0.1 mg/l will be met in the receiving water
upstream from Woods Pond (C; = 0.1 mg/l) as phosphorus loadings from the Pittsfield
WWTP are reduced. The concentration of phosphorus discharged from the Lee WWTF
was also used in this estimate. The phosphorus concentration in the Lee WWTF’s effluent
was set to what is considered to be the highest and best practical treatment for phosphorus
for POTWs (Cy= 0.2 me/l). The 7Q10 flow of the receiving water upstream from the
discharge (Qs=40.3 cfs), the design flow of the facility (Qa= 1.5 MGD = 2.325 cfs), and
the receiving water flow downstream of the discharge (Q;= Q4+ Q,=2.325+403 =426
cfs), were also used in the calculation as shown below.

cs = QrCr‘ Qdcd /QS

o= [(42.6 cf)(0.1 mg/l) — (2.325 ofs)(0.2 mg/l)] / 40.3 fs = 0.094 mg/] ~ 0.09 me/l

Assuming that the upstream phosphorus concentration will approach 0.09 mg/t (C,= 0.09
mg/l} as more siringzni phosphorus limits are imposed upon municipal dischargers to the
river, discharges of phosphorus from the Lee WWTF in concentrations equal to a {imit of
02 mg/l (Cy=0.2 me/l) will result in the recelving water downstream from the T ee
meeting the recommended Gold Book criterion of 6. ] mg/l, as shown below.

WWTF
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Ce=QuCs + QaCq/ Q
Cr = (40.3 cfs)(0.09 mg/l) + (2.325 cfs)(0.2 mg/l) / 42.6 cfs = 0.099 mg/l ~ 0.1 mg/l

Based on an extensive review of available information and the analyses presented above,
which provide clear and convincing evidence of water quality impairments in the receiving
water due nutrients, EPA has determined that.a phosphorus limitation of 0.2 mg/t is '
necessary at this time to ensure that water quality standards will be met in the downstream

receiving water at all times.

Financial/Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Considerations and Compliance
Scheduie

The above comment, prepared by Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., references discussions and
correspondence with MassDEP that took place prior to and during the facilities planning
stage that led to the incorporation of several provisions into the final design of the new
facility that would enable the new WWTF to effectively discharge effluent that would meet
an 0.2 mg/l phosphorus [imit at some point in the “future”. The above comment also states
that both Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. and the permittee understood that a 0.2 mg/l phosphorus
limit was not likely to be included in a reissued NPDES permit for severzl years. EPA
does not dispute the fact that the information that was available at the time these
discussions took place likely did not suggest anything to the contrary. However, pursuant
to 40 CFR § 122 44(d)(vi)(A) and (B), while conducting an extensive review of the most
currently available information (again, some of which became available as recently as the
end of 2007) and the analyses presented above, EPA has determined that a phosphorus
limitation of 0.2 mg/l is necessary at this time to ensure that water quality standards will be
met in the receiving water at all times, and shall remain in the final permit.

EPA is generally prohibited from considering cost when determining whether a water
quality-based limit is necessary and when developing an appropriate limit. Section
301(b)(1X(C) of the CWA requires achievement of “any more stringent limitations than the
technology-based requirements set forth in Section 301 (b)(1)XA) and (B}, including those
necessary to meet water quality standards established pursuant to any State law or
regulation..” Therefore, NPDES permits must contain effluent limitations which are
sufficiently stringent to attain and maintain the water quality in the receiving water, in the
absence of considering the cost to achieve such limits, availability or effectiveness of
treatment technologies. (See U.S. Stee! Corp. vs. Train 556 F.24 822, 838 (7" Cir. 1977)
[finding “states are free to force technology” and “if the siates wish (o achizve better
waler quality, they may [do so], even at the cost of economic and social dislocation ™).

While the CWA precludes EPA from considering economic impacts when developing
effluent timits, the costs involved in achieving compliance with a water quality-based
effluent limitation, including the costs involved in the planning, design, and construction of

new or upgraded facilities, may be taken into account when establishing a reasonahle

nnnnnn

schedule of compliance leading towards meeting a water quality-based effluent limitation.
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A proposal submitted by the commenter presents two alternatives for implementing a lower
phosphorus limit (see Appendix B). The two schedules call for the phased implementation
of lower phosphorus limits over a sixteen-year period, with the first proposal aimed at
meeting a phosphorus limit of 0.4 mg/] and second for a limit of 0.2 mg/l (see Appendix
B). As described in the preceding paragraphs, the impairment of designated usss in this
segment of the Housatonic River as well as in a downstream impoundment in Connecticut
as a result of the effects of nutrient enrichment provides support for EPA’s conclusion that
a seasonal phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/t is warranted at this time. The timeframe allowed
for coming into compliance with a water quality-based effluent limit (i.e., the compliance
schedule) is based on several factors, amongst them being the length of time that would be
needed for the planning (including the procurement of adequate funding), design and
construction of any new or additional facilities or upgrades to existing facilities that are
necessary for achieving the limit. The Lee WWTF is a brand new facility, having been in
operation since March 2008. In addition, as alluded to in the above comment, the design of
the facility is such that meeting a phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/l is entirely within the
capability of the new facility, save for the acquisition and installation of a polymer
‘storage/blend/feed system and the purchase of any chemical in addition to what is currently
used by the facility, and does not warrant the sixteen-year long implementation schedule of
a 0.2 mg/l phosphorus limit, as proposed by the permittee. Additionally, the
implementation schedule proposed by the permittee is not reasonable considering the
potential for the discharge to cause or contribute to excursions of water quality criteria in
the receiving water and the documented eutrophic conditions and related impairment in the
Housatonic River, particularly in the segment into which the Lee WWTF discharges. Since
the new facility already includes the space needed for the placement of additional
equipment that would enable the facility to treat wastewater sufficiently so as to mest an
0.2 mg/1 phosphorus limit, allowance of an extended compliance schedule that would allow
time for securing funding, planning, design and construction of additional facilitiss would
likely not apply in this case. However, the commenter also cites the costs and impacts
associated with additional chemical consumption (including increased operation and
maintenance expenses), additional sludge production (and costs associated with disposal),
and a very short operating history of the new facility as being additional concerns
associated with the implementation of a 0.2 mg/I phosphorus upon the reissued permit
becoming effective. Such concerns would likely be considered in the development of a
compliance schedule aimed at achieving the new phosphorus limit.

For all of the reasons discussed above, the total phosphorus limits proposed in the draft
permit shall remain in the final permit. However, the seasonal phosphorus limits in the
final permit shall become effective as follows: The 1.0 mg/l and 12.5 Ibs/day seasonal
(November 1% — March 31%) total phospherus limits in the final permit shall become
effective November 1, 2009. The permittee shall report the average monthly and maximum
daily values of total phosphorus in the discharge for the months of the first winter period in
which the final permit is in effect (December 1, 2008 - March 31, 2000 (also see Part 1.C.,

Effective Dates for Phosphorus Limitations, of the final permit).

If the permittee does not believe that they will be able to purchase and install the equinment
needed to meet the 0.2 mg/l phosphorus limit by April 1, 2009, they may request that a
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compliance schedule for achieving the new limit be developed from the EPA Region |
Compliance Office. In addition, if the permittee believes required controls would rasult in
widespread social and economic impact to the community, they could request the stats to
‘prepare a use attainability analysis (UAA) to remove the designated use in the receiving
water associated with the more stringent limits (see 40 CFR Part 131.] 0(g).

Comment A 2.

Dissolved Oxygen Effiuent Limit

The draft permit contains a new discharge limit for dissolved oxygen (DO) of 5.0 mgrL
(minimumy) at all times.

The Town has been monitoring effluent DO on occasion since startup of the new WWTF in
mid-March, 2008. As you witnessed during the tour of the facility on April 9”, the plant
effluent is discharged over sharp-crested weirs from the AquaDisk Filters, then flows
through a narrow UV disinfection channel, over another fixed weir, and into a headbox
prior to flowing through a 24-inch discharge pipe to the Housatonic River. Measured DO
Jrom grab samples ranges from a low of 2.7 mg/L to more typical values of 4 to 6.5 mg/L —
somewhat lower than the EPA/DEP proposed minimum requirement of 3.0 mg/L at all
times. [it should be stressed that these results are based on limited data collected over the
Jfirst couple months of operation.] To rectify this arguably minor shortcoming, the Town
would be required to take the Jollowing action: design the necessary equipment
modifications (e.g. aeration blower, air Piping and diffuser, and associated electrical land

' controls), procure the equipment and material, and construct the increase in O&M costs af

the WWTF. The cost of the modifications and the continuing O&M reguirements are not
commensurate with the marginal gain in effluent DO.

Recommended Action: From the performance of the recently completed existing facilities,
it is apparent that the effluent DO may routinely be expected to reach say a minimum of
about 3 mg/L. This is significant in terms of a percentage of the 5.0 mg/L standard and we
Jeel justifies the deletion of the strict numerical limit in Javor of daily monitoring (grab
sample). With continued monitoring, we may find that the typical performance is closer to

5 mg/L,

Response to Comment A.2.

Following the initial submittal of this comment during the development of the draft permit
(June 13, 2008), EPA agreed with the commenter’s argument regarding the lack of
dissolved oxygen data that could reasonably be considered to be representative of the
discharge and also agreed that a dissolved oXygen monitoring requirement would serve to
establish a robust dataset which can be used in the future to evaluate the dissolved oxXyvgen
content in the discharge and to determine what, if any, negative effects the dissolved
oxygen content in the discharge may have on the downstream receiving water. Therefore,
a daily monitoring requirement for dissolved oxygen was included in the draft permit
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released for public comment. The dissolved OXygen monitoring requirement proposad in
the draft permit shail remain unchanged from the draft.

Comment A3,

Redundancy in Effluent Disinfection Parameters (E. coli, Fecal Coliform)

The draft permit requires seasonal effluent disinfection with two bacteriological
paramelers — E. coli and Fecal Coliform Bacteria. It was noted by DEP at our meeting
that this is a redundant sampling and analpsis scheme-the elimination of which would help

the Town optimize use of Od:M resources in this area,

Recommended Action: We understand from our discussions with Mr. Hogan that some
communities have opted/been granted the opportunity to conduct F. Coli sampling and
analysis as the sole basis for measuring effectiveness of the bactericidal efficiency of their
disinfection systems. We recommend that the Town be granted this same flexibility for the

sake of optimization.

Response A3,

As requested, following EPA’s initial receipt of this comment (June 13, 2008), the interim
fecal coliform bacteria effluent limitations and concurrent E. coli monitoring requirements
were removed from the earlier version of the draft petmit early in the permit development
process, and were not included in the draft permit released for public comment. The
interim fecal coliform limits were removed from the draft permit which was released for
comment with the understanding that the permittee was waiving the one-year compliance
schedule for meeting the E. coli limitations, and that the E. coli limits would go into effect

when the final permit becomes effective.

The E. coli limitations and monitoring requirements proposed in the draft permit shall
remain in the final permit.

Comment A 4,
Local Political Climate — Issues of Fuirness
As was discussed at length during our meeling at the site, there are a number of issues that

make implementation of the new provisions of the NPDES permit especially problemaiic.
We do not want to belabor the points raised ar our meeting but we do wish to state these

items for the record:

1. The new §19 Million (construction cost only) WWTF is completed with the
exception of punch-list items which are being addressed expeditiousty.
Implementation of new provisions of the Permit that require additional capiral
expenditures for additional equipment will be costly — requiring additional
design services, procurement of a contactor, and local financing (as these items




Lee Wastewater Treatment Facility 2008 Reissuance
NPDES Permit No. MA0100153 Page 14 of 14

will not be part of the now completed SF. R-financed project). In addition, it
would be preferable to gain operating experience with the new facilities before
"Jumping ahead” with modifications so that such modifications could be
optimized. '

2. 1t is noted that EPA and MADEP are motivated by their actions solely by the
Jindings of the Housatonic River Watershed — 2002 Water Cuality Assessment
Report (issued September 2007) and that the downward pressure on efflucnt
parameters such as TP is “technology-based”, However, there is a perception
by some that the Town is being treated unfairly by the regulatory community
with the expectation that the new limits and/or parameters are (o be
implemented immediately in this new Permit cycle. In contrast, some other
communilies with recent Permit renewals such as Great Barrington WWTF
(March 13, 2007) and Lenox WWTP (September 12, 2007) still are operating
under a TP limit of 1.0 mg/L. Lee’s existing Permit was set for renewal on
September 22, 2005, This in and of itself'we feel justifies a phased
implementation of any new standard Jor the Town of Lee.

Recommended Action: Based on the Joregoing discussion, we recommend adopting the
recommendations described herein. We see such an approach as a “Win-win” for the
regulatory community and the local constituency who is already demonstrably committed
lo its role as steward for the Housatonic watershed area. By virtue of its flexibility in this
matter, the EPA and MADEP would be put in a more favorable light.

Response A 4.

EPA recognizes and commends the steps taken by the Town of Lee to invest in the
construction of the new advanced wastewater treatment facility which incorporates
technological advances into its design that will provide for a greater degree of wastewater

treatment and environmental protection,

Irrespective of all other factors, EPA is required to include any limitations and conditions
in NPDES discharee permits in addition to or more stringent than technology-based limits
that are necessary to achisve state water quality standards in the receiving water, including
narrative criteria for water quality (CWA Section 301(b)(1)(C) and 40 CFR § 122.44(d)).
Water quality-based effluent fimits are established strictly on the basis of meeting and/or
maintaining water quality standards in the recejving water. The information and
procedures used to determine the need for and to derive the 0.2 mg/l phosphorus limit
contained within the draft permit are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR §
122.44(d)(1)(ii}, 40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(v) and 40 CFR § 122.44(d)}(1)(vi)(A) and (B) and
also conform with the procedures followed by EPA Region I in making decisions regarding
the imposition of water quality-based effluent limits in NPDES permits. Following a close
review and consideration of applicable regulations, water quality standards, technical
guidance, scientific literature, and other sources of information such as receiving water
quaiity data, stream survey results, available dilution in the receiving water at the point of
discharge and the design fiaw of the perntitted facility, EPA concluded that a tota]
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phosphorus Timit of 0.2 mg/l is necessary to ensure that the water quality standards in the
receiving water will be met at al] times.

The fact that the Lee WWTF’s permit (which was issued in 2000) was administratively
continued upon EPA’s determination that the permittee’s application for reissuance of their
permit was complete and submitted in a timely manner in November 2005 (pursuant to 40
CFR § 122.6) does not justify the long-term phased approach presented by the permitiee for
the implementation of the 0.2 mg/I phosphorus limit proposed in the draft permit (see
Attachment B) nor does it preclude EPA from establishing such a limit in the reissued
permit since it is clear that this limit is necessary at this time in order to adequately protect
the quality of the receiving water (also see the response o comment A.1.).

As explained in the response fo the previous comment, current data and information
pertaining to the quality of the receiving water, some of which became available as recently
as late 2007, strongly suggests that nutrient inputs are causing a eutrophic response within
the Housatonic River and its impoundments. It is anticipated that as with the discharge
permit that was recently issued (August 22, 2008) to the Pittsfield WWTP (as well as the
draft permit for the Lee WWTF), reissued discharge permits for other POTWs that
discharge to the Housatonic River will include more stringent phosphorus limits as they
come up for renewal. Again, the permittee may present their argument for an alternative
compliance schedule to the EPA Region | Compliance Office, the EPA office responsible
for the development and administration of compliance orders. Also, the permittee may
request the State of Massachusetts to prepare a use attainability analysis (UAA) to remove
the designated use in the receiving water associated with the more stringent limits if they
believe that the controls required to meet the 0.2 mg/] phosphorus limit will result in
substantial and widespread economic and social impact to the community (see 40 CFR Part
131.10(g)(6). The total phosphorus limitations and conditions in the draft permit shall
remain unchanged in the final permit, with the exception that seasonal (November 1 —
March 31%) 1.0 mg/! (and 12.5 Ibs/day) phosphorus limit and ortho-phosphorus monitoring
requirement in the final permit shall become effective on November I, 2009. The
permittee shall report the average monthly and maximum daily discharges of total
phosphorus for the months of the first winter period in which the final permit is in effect
(December 1. 2008 — March 31, 2009) (see Part 1.C., Effective Dates for Phosphorus

Limitations, of the final permit).

B. Comments prepared by William Enser, member of the Lee Board of Public Works
and submitted by Chris Pompi, Superintendent, Lee Department of Public Works,

dated August 11, 2008.
Opening Comment:

The following are my comments pertaining to the Draft NPDES Permit for the Lee
Wastewater Treatment Plant, Date of Notice, July 14, 2008 as well as Meicalf & Eddy’s

response dated June 13, 2008,

Response to Opening Comment:
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Please see the following responses to the comments contained in the letter dated August 11,

2008. :

B.1: First: Metcalf & Eddy’s Response

Comment B.1.a.

As you can see M&E's response predatéd the current drafl, hence the probable reason for
the following errors: #1 there is no minimum Dissolved Oxygen requirement and #2 there

is no Fecal Coliform Limit requirement.

Response to Comment B.1.a.

As discussed earlier in this response to comments document, the June 13, 2008 that was
prepared by Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. was submitied to EPA during the development of the
draft permit, following a site visit and meeting between EPA, MassDEP, and
representatives from the Town of Lee, the purpose of which was, amongst other factors, to
finalize the limitations and conditions of the draft permit. Consequently, several of the
modifications presented in the document dated June 13, 2008, were made to the draft

permit prior to its release for public comment.

The dissolved oxygen (DO) limitation that had been included in an early version of the
draft permit was removed from the version released for public comment upon EPA’s and
MassDEP’s determination that additional DO data was needed in order to adequately
evaluate the impact the impact of the dissolved oxygen content of the effluent on the
receiving water {(also see the response to comment A.2.).

The fecal coliform bacteria limitations were removed from the draft permit in favor of the
E. coli limitations at the request of the permittee (also see the response to comment A.3).

Comment B.1.h.

MA&E states that within the Local Political Climate there are Issues of Fairness related to
requiring a Phosphorus Limit of 0.2 mg/l. Iagree. However, if the Fact Sheet F, igure #1
Jor this Permit is accurate it appears that the Lee Wastewater Treatment Plant is a
significant Phosphorus contributor to the Housatonic River. Said F igure s upstream
sampling point is in Lenox and the downstream sampling point is 300 feet below the outfall
of the Lee Wastewater Treatment Plant. First of all where is the upstream, Lenox sampling
point. Al the very least there were rwo Schweitzer-Mauduit Paper mill discharge points
and potentially Lenox 's own ireatment plant discharge, if Woods Pond outlet is site 94,
Please note that sites 198 and 19D are not illustrated. The data for this study was
collected in 2002, six years ago. Since that time, the Lee Wastewater T reatment Plant has
been treating to reduce its Phosphorus discharges at the old plant and the new plant shoutd
be even better in removing Phosphorus. Without knowing the above Jacts that were nor
provided in the “Fact Sheet” it is not fair 1o the Taxpavers of Lee (o shoulder the economic
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burden of having fo meet a 0.2 mg/! Phosphorus limit. In addition, if one looks at M&E’s
Alternatives, Start of Year 1, since the Average daily flow is projected to be well below 1.3
MGD, a 0.8 mg/l limit April 1 — October 31 is below the Stream Loading values sought in
the Draft Permit and 1 believe if you look at the actial performance of the new plant the
values are significantly better. Hence mandating a 0.2 mg/l phosphorus level in this first 3

year permit is unjfair.
‘Response B.1.b.

In accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR § 122.44(d), any limitations in addition to
or more stringent than technology-based effluent limits (i.e., water quality-based effluent
limits) must be incorporated into discharge permit when such limits are necessary for
ensuring that water quality standards are attained and/or maintained in the receiving water.

EPA’s decision to include the 0.2 me/i phosphorus limit in the draft permit was made
following an extensive review of the information available at the time the draft permit was
being developed with regarding the water quality of the Housatonic River and the impact
that discharges of treated effluent from the Lee WWTF may have on the receiving water.
The information and procedures used to determine the need for and to derive the 0.2 mg/1
phosphorus limit are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR § 122.44(d) (1)(ii), 40
CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(v) and 40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(A) and (B) and also conform with
the procedures followed by EPA Region I in making decisions regarding the imposition of
water quality-based effluent limits in NPDES permits.

In addition to applicable regulations, water quality standards, technical guidance, and
scientific literature, other sources of information such as receiving water quality data,
stream survey results, the available dilution in the receiving water, the design flow of the
permitted facility and effluent monitoring data are among the information taken into
consideration when determining appropriate effluent limitations.

The Housatonic River Watershed 2002 Water Ouality Assessment Report (MassDEP 2007)
represents the most current comprehensive assessment of the ecological status of the River,
and as such, was used to evaluate the quality of the receiving water and to assess the
impacts that discharges of phosphorus from the Lee WWTF might have downstream.
Conditions upstream from the Lee WWTF were considered to both determine that the 1.0
mg/] phosphorus limit contained in the permit issued in 2000 was not adequately protective
of the quality of the receiving water downstream from the discharge and to estimate the
instream phosphorus concentration upstream from the Lee WWTP following the
incorporation of the 0.1 mg/l phesphorus limit contained in the reissued discharge permit
for the Pittsfield WWTP. EPA recognizes the initiatives taken by the community of Lee to
both reduce the quantities of phosphorus discharged from the previous facility and to
construct an advanced wastewater treatment facifity, which demonstrates their commitment
to the overall healih of the environment. However, this does not negate the fact that the
information available at the time the draft permit was developed, including the Housatonic
River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report (MassDEP 2007), the proposed

Massachusetts Year 2008 [ntegrated List of Waters (MassDEP 2008), the State of
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Connecticut’s 2006 Integrated Water Quality Report to Conaress (CT DEP 2006) and the
proposed 2008 Integrated Water Quality Report to Congress (CT DEP 2008), provides
convincing evidence that the eutrophic conditions observed and measured in the
Housatonic River, and in particular within the segment of the river into where the Lee
WWTF discharge outfall is located, are in response to excessive inputs of phosphorus in

part from municipal point sources.

As described in the fact sheet and in the response to comment A. 1., following a close
examination of all of these factors, EPA concluded that a total phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/l
1s necessary to ensure that the water quality standards in the receiving water will be met at

all times.

For the reasons stated above (as well as in the response to comment A.1., the final permit
includes a seasonal (April 17~ October 31*) phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/l (and 2.5 lbs/day),
which shall become effective on April 1, 2009. The final permit also includes a seasonal
(November 1%~ March 31%) 1.0 mg/l (and 12.5 Ibs/day) phosphorus limit and an ortho-
phosphorus monitoring requirement, which shall go into effect on November 1, 2009. For
the months of the first winter period in which the final permit is in effect (December 1,
2008 — March 31, 2009), the average monthly and maximum daily values of total
phosphorus in the discharge shall be reported (see Part .C., Effective Dates for Phosphorus

Limitations, of the final permit).

For clarification, there were not any sampling stations designated as 19B or 19D during the
surveys conducted by MassDEP in 2002, the results of which were presented in the

Housatoni¢ River Watershed 2002 Water Quality Assessment Report, Appendix B
(MassDEP 2007) and discussed in the fact sheet that accompanied the draft permit.

With respect to the alternative phosphorus limit implementation schedule proposed by
Metealf & Eddy, Inc. (Appendix B), phosphorus loadings values and recommended fimits
are based on projections of flow over a sixteen-year period. Effluent limits for POTWg
must be based on the design flow of the facility, and not actual or projected flows, in
accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR § 122.45(b). In addition, the effects of excess
inputs of nutrients are negatively impacting the quality of the receiving water, which
warrants more immediate implementation of controls to reduce such inputs. Also, as
discussed in comment A. 1., since the Lee WWTF was constructed with certain provisions
in place for achieving a phospherus limit of 0.2 mg/l, an extended long-term schedule for
coming into compliance with the limit proposed in the draft permit is not applicable in this
situation. If the permittee does not befieve that they will not be able to procure and install

the equipment necessary to achieve the 0.2 mg/l phosphorus limit by April 1%, 2009, they
may contact the EPA Region | Compliance Office and request that a schedule for meeting

the new limits be developed.

Also, if the permittee believes that the controls required to achieve the 0.2 mg/l phosphorus
limit in the final permit would result in widespread social and economic impact to the
community, they could request the state 1o prepare a use attainability analysis (UAA) to
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remove the designated uses from the receiving wat
limits (see 40 CFR Part 131.10(g)).

er associated with the more stringent

B.2. Second: Responses to the Draft Permit

Except for the Phosphorus limit [ have no major problems with the 13 page Draft Permit
but I do have a few comments, : :

"Comment B,2.a.

Without requiring daily monitoring of the river for PH, how do we document compliance
with the secondary pH limitation of +/- 0.5 PH units outside of the natural background

range. Alum, used to remove Phosphorus Jrom our effluent is acidic; hence it will
significantly lower the pH of our effluent. If we do not monitor the pH of the River daily we

could be noncompliant and cited.

Respomse B.2.a.

Permittees are generally not required to conduct in-stream monitoring for pH. The
permittee will be in compliance with the pH limit if the pH of the effluent is within the
range of 6.5--8.3 Standard Units (SU). EPA may conduct instream monitoring or may
require the permittee to conduct instream monitoring by means of a CWA Section 308
request if EPA determines that instream PH data in addition to what has been collected in
the past by MassDEP is required. There have been no changes to the pH limit in the final

permit from the draft.

Comment B.2.h.

Page 4 of 13 the second Total Ammonia Nitro gen mg/ should be mg/l.

Response B.2.b.

The unit of measurement for the monthly influent and effluent total ammonia nitrogen
monitoring requirement has been changed from “mg/” to “mg/I” in the final permit.

Comment B.2.c.

To get the best handle on our Aluminum discharges it would be betier to manually
composile weekly 24 hour composites over the month rather than lo risk one sample per
monih. We are adding Alum, Ahmminum Sulfate for Phosphorus control and except Jora

Jew minutes there is no added cost fo the Taxpayers.

Response B.2,¢.

The permittee may collect additional samples for any parameter beyond those reguired by
the permit (i.e., the permittee may coll

cet effluent samples to be analyzed for aluminum in
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addition to the monthly 24-hour composite sample required by the draft permit). However,
the results of such sampling and analyses using any method approved under 40 CFR Part
136 must be included in the calculation and reporting of the data submitted in the discharge
monitoring report for the particular month in which additional monitoring was conducted in
accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR § 122.41(1)(4) and Part [1.D.1.a.2 of the final
permit. The final permit remains unchanged from the draft with respect to the aluminum

monitoring requirement.

" Comment B.2.d.

Since we intend 1o treat a lot more Septage, which has elevated contaminate levels over the
incoming wastewater, Phosphorus and Nitrogen composites should be analyzed during

peak seprage loading.

Response B.2.d.

Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring for compliance with permit
limits must be representative of the discharge in accordance with Part 1.A.1.f, and Part
IL.C.1. of the final permit, and also in accordance with 40 CFR § 122.41(j). The selective
scheduling of sample collection to capture a specific event is has the potential fo yield data
that is not representative of the discharge. Therefore, a weekly sample that is collected
over a twenty-four hour period provides a more accurate representation of the quality of the
effluent being discharged. The monitoring frequency and sample type (twenty-four hour
composite} for phosphorus and nitrogen in the draft permit shall remain unchanged in the

final permit.

The permittee may collect additional samples for any parameter beyond those required by
the permit in order to understand how an increase in septage affects the quality of the
wastewater. However, the results of such sampling and analyses using any method
approved under 40 CFR Part 136 must be included in the calculation and reporting of the
data submitted in the discharge monitoring report for the particular month in which
additional monitoring was conducted in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR §

122.41(1}(4) and Part 11.D.1.2.2 of the final permiit.

Comment B.3a.

Ido have major issues with the “Fact Sheet” attachment {o this Draft Permit. On page 3
af 44 Paragraph 2 “This Jacility does not currently serve any industrial users, nor does it
anticipate serving any during the life of the re-issued permit.” You are well aware of the
interest of local industries to have us trear small amounts of industrial waste. The Draft
permit Part IA.2. Pages 7&8 of 13 adequately outlines how said industrial discharges
could be permitied, Said stetement should be stricken and replaced with reference to Part

LA 2 Ifwe have the capacity 10 treat, and the “industrial discharge " does not degrade ihe

physical/mechanical plant, nor the quality of effluent including sludge, we cannot afford io

discourage industry and jobs. In addition, on page 20 of 25 NPDES Part [1 STANDARD

CONDITIONS definitions “ Industrial wastewager is wastewater gencrated in a commercial
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or industrial process.” Even though said definition is within Section 2. Definitions for
NPDES Permit Sludge use and Disposal Requirements it is a cited definition and we do
have without question small amounts of commercial process water discharged into our
sewer collection sysiem. '

Response B.3.a.

Pretreatment conditions are included in NPDES permits issued to POTWs to address
certain types and categories of discharges that may be present in the wastestream flowing
through some POTWs. Although implemented through NPDES discharge permits, the
National Pretreatment Program is administered separately from the NPDES program under
the provisions of the National Pretreatment Regulations, which are found at 40 CFR Part

403.

NPDES discharge permits issued to POTWs include a requirement for the implementation
of an industrial pretreatment program (IPP) if they accept discharges of process wastewater
from any significant industrial user (SIU). A significant industrial users is defined at 40
CFR §403.3(t) as “(1) all industrial users subject to Categorical Pretreatment Standards
under 40 CFR § 403.6 and 40 CFR Chapter I, Subchapter N; and (2) any other industrial
user that: discharges an average of 25,000 gallons per day or more of process wastewater to
the treatment works (excluding sanitary, non-contact cooling, and boiler blowdown
wastewater); contributes a process wastestream which makes up 5 percent or more of the
average dry weather hydraulic or organic capacity of the treatment plant; or is designated
as such by the Control Authority as defined in 40 CFR 403.12(a) on the basis that the
industrial user has a reasonable potential for adversely affecting the POTW’s operation or
for violating any pretreatment standard or requirement {in accordance with 40 CFR

403.8(H(6))”

Industrial wastewater, as defined in the Definitions for NPDES Permit Studge Use and

- Disposal Requirements in Part IL.E.2. of the draft permit (as well as the final permit), is
“wastewater generated in a commercial or industrial process” (also see 40 CFR § 503.9(n)).
Although the Lee WWTF may in fact receive a small amount of “industrial wastewater”, its
character and quantity may not require the implementation of an IPP by the POTW.

The information provided by the permiitec in their NPDES permit application as well as
through discussions with EPA and MassDEP did not indicate that they receive any
discharges from an “industrial user®, as defined within the regulatory context of the word
(see 40 CFR 403.8(f)}(6)). The issue of the possibiity of the Lee WWTF accepting
discharges of wastewater from industrial users in the surrounding community sometime in
the future was raised during a meeting attended at the site by EPA, MassDEP, Metcalf &
Eddy, Inc., and representatives from the Town in April 2008, Since the regulations
governing such discharges are under the scope of the National Pretreatment Program, the
permittee was advised to contact the EPA Region | Pretreatment Program Coordinator to

discuss this issue.
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EPA does not preclude POTWs from accepting flow from industrial users so long as the
wastewater does not pass through the POTW or interfere with the operation of the facility
and, when required, the POTW implements an approved pretreatment program (see 40
CFR Part 403). In the event that the Lee WWTF does begin accepting such discharges,
they shall provide proper notification to EPA in accordance with the requirements

contained in Part LA.2. of the final permit.

Comment B.3.h.
Page 4 of 44: A. Process Description

Paragraph 1 “At the present time, the Jacility does not serve any indusirial users.” The
statement is false and should be siricken.

Response B.3.b.

Part 1.A.2. of the NPDES permit issued to the Lee WWTF in 2000 requires that the -
permitiee notify EPA of any introduction of wastewater into the facility by an industrial
user, as defined at 40 CFR §403.3(t) (also see response to comment B.3.a.). To date, EPA
has not received such notification, nor has it received information from the permittee
during correspondence which occurred between the permittee and EPA during the
development of the draft permit which wouid suggest anything to the contrary.

Comment B.3.c.
Page 4 of 44: A. Process Description

Paragraph 3 “Aluminum sulfate (Alum) is added to the SBR vessel during the aeration
stage fo enhance the removal of phosphorus from the wastewater through chemical
precipitation.” Is not Alum added art the exit of the flow equalization tank?

Response B.3.c.

EPA regrets the error in the fact sheet. Fact sheets are written to support the draft permit
and are not revised as part of the final permit decision. The response to the above comment
is noted here in the Response to Comments document, which becomes part of the
administrative record. W
the final permit.

e do not believe that your correction necessitates any changes to
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Letter from Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. to MassDEP —April 4, 2005

METCALF&EDDY | AECOM

Matcalf & Eddy .
7 Edgewarer Drive, Yeakohiol!, assacfesens O1E50-557 1
T PRV 2HG.5200 F 7B a5 5263 AT - G

April 4, 2005

Mr. Mark Schieeweis
Bureau of Resaurce Proteclion
Westem Regional Office

Depantment of Environmerttal Prolection

43 Dwight Streat
Springfield, MA 01103

Subject: Lee, Massachusetts WWTF Replacement Project — Projected Wastawater Flows and Efflucnt

Discharge Limits

Dear Mr. Schieewsis:

Pursuant o our telephone discussion on Friday March 18, 2005 the purpose of this kller is lo present the projected
waslewater flows and effluent discharge limits {or the subleel projact.

Background

The existing wastewaler treatment faciity (WWTF) was designed to treat an average daily fiovs of 1.0 million
gallons per day (mgd) and a peak fowof 2.5 mgd. The WWTF periodically experiences excassive hydraulic loads

operationzl probiems a1 lhe WWTF. ,
excesded B0-percent of the design av=rage daly flow for a period of greater than 90 days. The DEP issued an
Administralive Consent Orier in 1996 tg, among other things, begin {acilities planning. The purpose of faciliftes

i best address the hydravlic and treatment capacily al the WWTF, The Town has
significantly improved comaiance with is NPBES discharge permit. The improved compliance is due to
opergtional changes implemented by pla: stafl and also hy & change in the meihodology used by the Deparment
of Environmental Protectian (OZP) 1o calaate the average daily iow. This chiange in methodology acturred in
September 2000, Prior 1o Septembar 2000, the pammilted fiow for the WWTF was 1.0 mgd expressed as an
avarage monthly value. A permit vioiation would occur i the influent flow fo e WWTFE over o month averaged
more that 1.0 mgd. The NPDZS permit (#MAD10D153} msued in Seplember 2000 changed the method used to
calculate Ihe flow limit to 2n annga; average. The annual average flow is reported each month and js calculated by
using the monthly averaga fiow from the reparting month and the manthty average flows from the preceding eleven
{11} months. This aflowed tive zrrmes! 2verage fow during wel weather and high greundwaier monihs to be
semowhal dampensd by tha months that were rot wel and/or experienced low groundwater. Since this change in
methodology, there have buen no violations {i.e.. WWTF crpprience 80-percent of the ADF for a consecutive 90-

day period).

As a resull of-planning conducted by SZA Consultants (SEA) and ag presented in the July 2001 Projec! Evaluation
Report (PER), the praposed averaos dasign ficey and maximum daily flow increased to 1.5 mpd and 2.7mygd,
respeclively. Based on our review of the PER, we believe SEA values for Ihe proposed ADF [1.5mpd) are not
substaniiated since the ADF was prosably adepied 1o ensure {ho Tewn's fuiure fow necds would be

accommodaled. This zpproach may not be in lhe best Tmancial intarest of the Town due to the higher relaled costs

for farger tankange and equipmant capacifies. Furthermore, ther is 5 direet link between the ADF and fulure
affirent limits which will be discussed later in this isller, M&E has 2pproached the fulure ow projeclions frem a

"beltoms-up™ analysis.
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Existing Wastewater Flows

To delermine existing westewater e MLE analyzed influent flow daia for the perod {rom July 2001 through
December 2004, not including November 2004 simce data was not avaitable. Flow records are generated by a
miagnelic flow meler ocated on the discharge side of the influen! pumps. The average daily flow for this period was

esiimated Io be abowl 0.83 mgd.

Current Residential Figw

According 1o the mast recent US Census {2000}, the populalion far the Town of Lee in 2000 was 5,985, Based
upon conversations with Town Offmials, aporeximately 85% of the population is sewered, fhus resulting in an
estimated axrent sewerad population of apoximately 5,087, This includes single and rmilli-famiay dwellings,
dpartments, and Irailer parks. 5EA's 2001 Preliminary Engineering Reporl, 2ssumed vaslewsler generation rate of
65 gallons per capita per day {gocd] for the pogutaiion of Lee.—Since the source of this value is nol docurmented,
we hiave elecled fp use 70 gped according o the “Guidsines Ior the Design of Wastewater Treatment Works,”
Technical Report No. 14, 1998 Sadion (TR-1 6). This generation rate was used for calculaling tha current
residential flow rale. Based pn 2 sewerad poputation of 5087 and a 70 apcd rate, the current residendial flow wras
eslimated as 356,080 god or 0,35 mod.

Projected Residential Flow

The huture residendial fiows were eslimaled hy projecting the fulure sewered population in Lee and applying a
residential flow altowance of 70 gped to this populalian.
o determine the fuiure Lpe poputalions_ the following sources of population projections were evaluated: us

T
Census Bureau (1840 — 2000); The Massachusetis Ingfitula of Social and Econormic Research {(MISER); the
Regional Econamic Modals fnz. {REMY, and the Berishire Regional Planning Commissian (BRPC].

The US Census provides recorded Popdation, bul no projections at the Cily level. Projeclions based an US
Census data ware estimated by nlotimg & Bnear frend of tha Lee papulalions from 1940 (o 2000, MISER provides

TABLE 1. POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR THE TOWN OF LEE

| Seurce | 2000 2007 T 2010 | 2020 {2027 2030
|usCensus® | 5985 |osts [673 7032|7240 | 7.320
| mis=r | 5.985 !'5,708 '5714 5414 i 614 [5.414 |
B [ 5,985 | 5,153 | 5.225 | .010 i 7.633 {7043 i

{1} Projections for inilial year 2007 and design 2027 compleled by lincar inlerpolalion.

{2)  Projections for US Census populalions beyond 2000 estimaled by linear trenriing dfprevious 60
years data (1940 - 2000) and shown in ializs, .

Discussions with lhe Town resulied in agreament (Fal increasing growih projections of the BRPC are more in line
with whal is expecled for Lee versus tha prefections of dedining grovdh from MISER. Also, Ihougn Ihe projecteg
data shows US Census fures greater Inan the BRPC projections for tha inilial year of 2007, the BRPC design
year 2027 projections are grealer than fhe estimaled 2027 US Census projection. This anaiysis used the
projactions of the BRPC dug to the more conservative vaivs in the design year,
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For fulure growdh, It was assurned that most of the new homeas would be connecled to the calleciion system, and
ihal soma existing homes using ofi-site dispasal would conver! to connection 1o the collection system. Allhough it
may nat be praciical for the Town to connect all hamos 1o e colleclion systern, far this analysis, it was assumed
thal the curreni 85% sews=red popuiabion rafio would remain for the initial year 2007, bul would increase 1o 0%
sewered populalion by the design vear 2027. Using a waslewater generation allowance of 70 gped for projected
residential flow, the projected design year residential fiow is 463,000 god (7.633 x 0.90 x 70).

Current Commerclal Fiow

Per the SEA 2001 PER and besed on discussions with the Towm, the current commaercial flow 10 the plant was
eslmated at approximately 100.000 gpd.

Projecied Commercial Flow

The: projected commercial fiows wers estmaiet! based upon review of the Town's 2000 Masier Plan and
discusgions with the Town that resufied in the assumption thal a doubling of commercial llow by the design year
2027 is a reasanable value. Using the current commersial Hov: of 100.000 gpd, Ihe projecied design year
commercial fiow was estimated k3 be 200,000 gpd.

Septane Flow -

Wastewater collecled in on-lot systems (sepiz tanks! are collected by septage truck hatters and brought 10 the Lee
WWTF and deposited directly into the heagworks/comminulor basin. This source of wastewater flow is idenlified as

saptage fliw.
Current Septage Flow

Cuirently, the WWTF accepts a maximum of 6,000 gbd of septage. Based on conversations with plant personnel it
was estimated that the average daily sepiane flow was 5,000 gpd. Ut was assumed that the maximum of 6,000 gpd
s accepled during the summer months and iess during the of-summer montis.

Projecied Septage Flow

Local septane haulers were contacied and 2 survey vias condutled 1o delermine whether a demand exisied for
sepiage recefving thal could prove to be a corsiant soures of septaga flow for the Lee WWTF, Based upan Lhis
teiephone survey, il was conciuded Iha! # Lee decided to construct a separate sepizge recening facility, the WWTF
coudd see as much as 25,000 gpd of septags Guring the summer months, and about 5,000 gnd during the off
months, for an avernge daily esfimate of approxinatety 10,000 gpd. Fer this evaluation, it was cansidered thal this
10,000 apd of sepiage was the proiested desion year sepiage fims

Current Enfiltration

For this anatysis, the curent year average infliralion was determined by examining the daily flow data between
July 2001 and December 2004, Additionally, MA= evalusled saveral of the daify flow strip chinrls produced by the
plant fo evaluate the base infitration during e earty moning howrs and found the Nlow lo be approximated 0.40
mod. To esiimate the averags nfkmation over [he cars sel, the average domestic wasiewaler flow of 0.44 mgd
(G.38 resideniial, 0.1 commerciaf) was subtracled from the ADF of 0.83 mgd. resulting in an estimation of he
curren! average infiitration of 0.37 mgd. This value is camparable 1o 1he range of infiliralion noted in the SEA 2001
PER of 0.23 to 0.48 mgel. '

To eslimale lhe profecled average infilttation for the design years, it was assumcd hat although the Town may
make efforis 1o remove infiltration fram the system, M&Z's expanience is that at bes? only abou! 10 1o 20% of he
loial infiltration can be cosl-efiectivaly removed from a sewer systern of this age. Since al the present lime the
Tawn dogs not have an infillation reduction program, for Lkis analysis, It was assumed that miiltration would
increaso over the planning petiod garlicutariy since much of he system has already been in service for several
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decades. We assumed thal there would be a 30 1o 50-percent increasa in average infilralion. We vsad 50-percent
in owr caloulation. Therelore, the profecisd average infitration for the design year is 0.56 mpd.

Inflow

Infiow is typically delermined by exarmining fiow daia that has conlinuors (hourly or more freyuent if avazable) Now
data for a lengih of fime {o caplure normal dry weather fiow to the plan! as well as we!t weather Now evenls. With
this type of record information, the infiow would be aslimated by taking ihe peak Nlow recorded during the wat
wealher event and subfraciing the peak flow normally ocanming during the dry weather ime frame.

For this analysis, the fiow monitoring that produced the data sef betwesn July 2021 and December 2004 was onfy
capahie of providing daily vastewater {icw 1otals, and not more frequent data such as hourly data, which is lypicafly
used to defermine the inflow. Therefore, in order to esiimate the effects of inflow on projected Aows {o the plant,
observed peaking faclors were usad to develop the infimy related flow esfimations for the initial and design years.
These peaking faclors, which accound fer the expected inlimy, are presenied in this Section. Furthermore, wa
reviewad the peak inflow rates estimaled by alher (c.g.. TAB 1987 T&B 1991, SEA 2001} and cancluded that the
estimates could pat be retiably used for this analysis since the rales varied significanity. For exarmple, as part of the
1891 SSES (Tighe & Bond) a peak infiow vaive of 225 mgd was estrmated and 1.5 mgd of peak inflowr was
removed as 3 resull of disconnecting 2 cross connecfion. However, as parl of the 2001 PER SEA measured an
infiow vatue of 202 mgd or about fre same vaiue that was measured bafore 3 peak inflow of 1.5 mgd was ramoved

ftom the system.

Peaking Fastors and Design Flows

The designed capatity sizing of treatment {acdity processes and equipment are based on a variety of fiow
esfimalions, and each estimation used for diffarent processes and equipmenl. These flow esEmalions are average
daity flow (ADF), maximum rsonthly fiow (MBF), peak daily flow (PDF), and peak hourly flow (PHF). Peaking
faciors are often used (o associate the flow estimakions berween each other,

Average Daiiy Flow

The average dafly fiow [ADF) is defined 25 the averags fow acoutming over 24-hours based on annual flaw rate
Gata, The compenents of the ADT ars the awacare domestic wastewater flow {resideniial, cormmercial, and
seplage) and the average infitation. Forths gnzlysis, the ADF for the current year was determined by examining
the daiy flow data beiween July 2001 aad Dacember 2004, The projecied ADF for the design year was determined
by adding the projected domestic wastawater fiow 1o the projected average infiliation for each year. This resulls in

& design year 2027 ADF of 1.25gd (0,69 gomestic + 0.56 mftration),

Maximum Monthly Flow

The maximum monthly flov: (MMF) & defmed as the maximum daily fiows sustained for a period of ane month in
the recovd sel examined. The components of the MME indude the average domestic wastewater How (residantial,
carmmercial, and septage) as well 25 mfltration and infiow oceurring during the month, For this analysis, the MMF
for the cutrent year was delermined by examnmy the caily low data between July 2001 and December 2004, The
maonth with the maximum flow recordad was Decembe 203, naving 33.28 mgd of Aow over 31 days. This resulis
in the current MMF of 1.27 med.

The projecied MMF for the design year was datermined by apphying the observed peaking facior botwveen the
current year ADF and corrent year MMF. Tha curren! year peaking faclor is 1,53 (1.27 mod/0.83 mgd). This
resulls in a design yaar 2027 MMF of 1 9 mod 11.25 mod x 1.53),

Peak Daily Flow

The peak daily flaw (FDF) is defined as the highes! daily flow sustainet during the record sel examined, The
componerits of the POF includa fhe avarane doineslic wastewstar flow (residential, commercial, and sapiage) as
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well a5 infitration and infigwr occurring during the day. For this analysis, Ihe PDF for the current year was
determmed by examining the daiy how data batween July 2001 and December 2004. The day with the maximum

The projected PDF for the design year was determined by applying the peaking factor. The current year peaking
factor between the ADF and POF is 3.05 {2.54 mod!0.83 mgd). This results in design year 2027 PDF of .83
mgd (125 mgd x 3.05).

Peak Hourly Flow

The peak hourdy flow {PHF) is defined 25 the peak fiow sustaiied for a period of one hour in the record set
£xamined, usually hased on 10-minule increments. For this analysis, the data sel exammed from July 2001 to
December 2004 was in dally increments, and more frequent imterval data was not avaliable. Per the SEA 2001
PER, H was noted hat prior 1o 2001, a peak of 3.7 mgd was observed. The PER did not exlrapolate as 1o wheiher
tHis peak abserved was an insiantaneous peak or an haurly peak. Piant strip charts, which indicate when sach
pump acfivales during the day, were examined from Judy 2001 1o December 2004, It was noied thal the maximum
purrip fiow raie of 3.24 mod was chserved, However, this was nof sustained over an hour penod. This suggests
that the 3.7 mgd observed mary have in fact been an instanianeous peak.

To esimaie the hotsly peak 1o the piant, # ey Essumed that whilz the instantansous peak is higher than the

The profected PHF for the design year wes determined by 2pplying ihe observed peaking factar. The curent year
peaking faclor betwean the ADF and PHF is 3.9 (3.24 mgd/0.83 mgd). This resulls in a design year 2627 PDF of
4.88 mgd (1.25 mgd x 3.9).

Table 2 presents a summary of the cuwrent and projected towvs, with a breakdown of the component floves and
peaking fastors.

Fane & cfa
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TASLE 2. CURRENT AND PROJECTED WASTEWATER FLOWS TO THE LEE WWTF

| ] Curren! Year | Design Year
2005 2027

Flow Camponent (med) {mod)

1) Average daily resigeniial flow i 0.36 0.48

2) Average daily commercial liow 0.10 0.20

3) Average dally septage fiow included in 0010

Line &1

Average Daily Domestic Wastewater ¥ 0.46 0.69
Averags Daily infillzation 037 0.55 _I
Average Dally Flow {ADF) @ 0.3 1.25 7
Peaking Factor of ADF to MaF 153 1.53
Maxirum Monthly Flow (MME) ¥ 127 130
Peaking Factor of ADE to PDF 306 305
Maximum 24 Hour Flew (PDE) & 2.54 iz
Peaking Faclor of ADF o PHF 34 3.9

Peak Hourly Flow (PHF) 324 488

(1) Sum of components 1 ihrough 3

(2) Average daly wastewaler plus averags daily mfitration

{3) Observed irom fiow records between Juty 2001 and December 2004
{4) Average dafy flow multiplied by peaking factor o MiE

{3} Average daily flow multiplied by peaking factor POF

(8} Average datly low multiplied by peaking facior 10 FHF

Page 741 3




Lz Wastewater Treatment Facility 2008 Reissuance
NPDES Permit No. MAD100153 Page 30 of 30

Appendix A

METCALF&EDDY | AECOM

Effluent Requirements

Presently, the Towm is aulhorized 1o discharge troated sffiven! {o the Housalonic River (NPDES Permit No.
D100133). The curren! permit exprres on September 22, 2005. We assume Ihat the same efiivent requirements
wilt be enforeed throughout censtruchion of the new faciity wivich at this tima is proposed to be on tine o the fall of
2007, The current MPDES limits are summarized in Table 3.

TABLE 3. CURRENT NPDES PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

Parameter Existing NFDES Permit Limits Permil No.
0300153
Fiowy 1.0 mod Monfiy Average'
pH 6.3-835u.
BOD, 30 moA Monthly Average
Tolal Suspended Solids 30 mof Monthiv Average
Total Phosphorus® 1.0 mae
Ammonia™ Renar
TKN ) Reoord
Toial Nitrale . FHeoon
Total Nifrita Reoart
Setieahle Solids €.1 mii Weekiy Averans
Chiofinz Residua .3 mad Monthiy Average
Fecal Coliform™ 200 2100 ml
o 100% ]
Notes: 'Annual Average fiow calmudated using the monlly averages

“Season limitations spring through fall of aach year

s our undersianding that in the tafl of 2000, the =pA, ssued a draft NPFODES permi that for the first ime coniained
1 sffluent kmits for phosphonss and for 2 fubre nerease I fiow fram 1.0 mgd Io 1.5 mod.  Since the MEPA review
} process had not been completed prior 1o requesting the increzse i fulure fiow, tha drafl permit was withdrawn and
|

2000 NPDES permil contained ng justifization, a {atal phosphores seasomal {May 1 io Oclobar 31) limit of 1.0 mgn
| was ncluded in the permit. As pan of SSAs lanning. # was further assumed that fo cornply with 40 CFR 122 44
| (federal anli-backsliding requirements) ang 314 CMR 4.04 {Commonwealth's anti-degradation requiremenis} ihe

‘ previously proposed permitted design flow of 1.5 mulfipbed by 1.6 mgi P). Smply siated, we understand the anti-

| backsldng/anti-deaadation require the mass politant ioating Yo remain consistenl. Thalis, a 50-percent increase

| in ftow would require a 50-percent decrease in polhutant concentration (o.g., TS3: 30 mgl x 1.0 modf1.25 mgd = 24

| mgf). For this rezson, and since we are unaware of gocumented evidence of culraphic condifions existing

} downstream of the discharge, we propose a sezsneal total phosphonus limil of 0.8 mg# (1.0 mgd/1 25 myd x 1.0

‘ g = 08 mgh). Proposed etfluent requrements ase shown in Tahle 4. Pigase note thal the dilution factor will
decrease from 27 (o 22 {sum of instream 7010 of 25 mod prs design fllow af 1.25 mod divided by fhe design fiow

| of 1.25 mgd).
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TABLE 4. PROPQSED NPDES PERMIT EIMITS
Parameter Existing NPDES Permit Limits | Assumed Futuro NPDES Permil
- Permit No. 6100153 . Limits
Flow 1.0 pyd Monthiy Average 1.3 mgd Monihly Average
pH 5.3-83s5u. 6.3-B3sun,
BODs 30 mod Monthly Averane 24 mg/l Monthly Averaos
Total Suspender Solids 30 mak Monthly Averane 24 maft Momhly Average
Toial Phosphorus 1.0 mafl 0.8 mah
Ammpnia Report Repor|
TKN Report Report
Total Nitrate Report Report
Tota! Nitrite Reoor Repod
Setlleable Soiids 0.1 mit Weekdy Averags 0.1 mifi Weekly Averags
Chlorine Residual 0.3 ma/ Monthly Avesaoe 0.23 moA Monthly Average
Fecal Cofiform 200 106 mi 2007400 mt
LCe 100% 100%

Mitrifearbion and denitrification are nol reguirsg under fhe
expansion and fittire TRDL analysis of fie Housatonic

exisling permil. However, it s anticipated vdth WWTF
raver, imitations may be added, further reguiafing the

discharge of nitroganous compounds and nutrients, NSDES requirements for sludge analysis are included in the

required as well.

The infermation provided within fhis letier will be furtiser
forwarded lo your oifice during fhe month of April. Should you have any comments or questions
information presented heremn, piease feel free b contact me af (781) 224.6003.

Very iruly yours,

METCALF & EDDY. INC.
i 0. ‘“0“:?
Brian W. Daly

Projazt Manager

Fiie
R. Scherpf; C. Schmitt; B, Harrington (MES)
C. Pompi; . Nason; Wastewsater Crversigni Commitiee {Town af Lee)

Ce:
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Town of Lea, M4
Draft NPDES Renewal - TP Linxt Scenano - ARerantive Ng, 1

Jume 92008
Per MADEP and EPA - Proposed P Limit:
Avg. Daity P lmg Stream S-ypar 20-yoar
Duration Manthg Lays Flrr. mgd  ma?l  Loadwo, #  Duaton Duralion
April 1 - Oct. 31 7 213 1.5 0z 534 2,669 10,675
Nov. 1 - March 31 5 152 1.5 1.0 _._. 1897 5.487 37.947
2431 12,156 48,622 + |
Altermale Proposa)l for P Limit Considering Phased Implementatian Down to 6.4 mygit;
Swmrtof Year
Avg. Dadly F it Stream
Duration Months Bays ° Flow mod magh tosdng #  Cumulative
April 1- 01, 31 7 213 aes G.8 1.210
Mowv. 1 - March 31 5 152 DE5 1.0 1075
' 2285
Start of Year 6 12.097
Avg Dalty P Ema Stream
Duration Months Darys Flow, mad maT Loading, &
April 1 - Ocl. H1 7 213 045 05 1014
Nev, 1 - March 39 5 152 0895 1.0 1.202
2216
Start of Year 11 11.662
Ang. Dagly 2 Stroam
Duration hkipnihs Davs Flowr, mnd moA Loadms, #
April 1- Oca, 31 7 213 1.05 G4 747
Nowv. 1 - March 31 5 152 1.05 19 1.328
2.075
Start of Yaar 16 10,871
Avg, Daiy P jonit ‘Sweam
Duration Months Days Flowy, mod mo Loading, #
April 1-0ct. 31 7 213 1,15 G4 818
Nov. T - March 31 3 152 1.15 1.0 1435
2.273
Start of Year 24 11,859
Avg Daity P jimat Sirgam
Duration Monihs Days riove, madg moA Loading, #
April 1-0ct, 31 7 125 04 250
MNov. 1 - March 21 5 152 1.35 1.0 1.5381
2,471 45,490 «
Presared by~ Gob Sohizrsd
Redised uy. Keann Anderson

Clee Tl . L0 Son WEDES BemcaNIPDES LR ioarny o1 Sdardh o]0 b mig e o
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Towm of Lee, kA
Deaft NPDES Renewal - TP Lim Scenaria - Alemative No. 2

June 2 2009
Ber MADEP and EPA - Propesed P Limit:
Avg. Daily P it Sweam Syear 20-year
Duration Bonths Davs Flow.mod  mpAd  Leadog #  Duralion Duration
April 1-0cl 31 7 213 1.5 0.2 534 2,659 10675
Nov, 1 - March 31 ] 152 1.5 1.4 1,897 8487 37,947
2431 . 12156 48,622 ~—
Alternate Proposal for P Limit Considering Phased tmplementation Down o 0.2 mgfi:
Start of Year 1
Av;. Daly PEnt  Stream
Duration Monihs Daxs Fiows. mod mot lpadmg &  Cornoialive
Apil 1- 00t 31 7 213 © B3 og 710
Nov. 1 - March 31 S 152 . DBS 1.0 1.G75
2285
Start of Year 5 12,097
Avg. Dally P lnit Stream
Duratian Months Davs Elorer. meet mod Loading, #
Aprll 1 - Oct. 34 7 233 0.83 0.5 1.014
Nov. 1 - March 31 5 152 Do5 1.0 1202
2218
Start of Year 1 11,662
Avg. Daily P harat Stream
Duyration Months Doys Plow moy  mod Loading, 2
Aprl 1- 0= 31 7 213 1.3 04 7iT
New. 1 - March 31 5 152 105 14 1328
2.075
Start of Year 16 10,871
' Avg. Daly P limat Siream
Duration Mnnths Davs Flow. mog mal Loadmg &
April 1 - Oct. 31 T 213 1.15 o2 409
Kow, 1 - March 31 3 132 1.13 1.0 1435
. 1,854
Starl of Year 21 8724
Avg. Daily P krat Stream
Dutation Manths Days Flow mog mal Loadmg £
Aprit 1- Ozt 31 7 213 125 02 445
Nov. 1- March 31 5 152 1.25 1.0 1,581
' 2,028 44,355 «
Preperad by Hab Scnerpt
Revised iy Kowin Anclerspn
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