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PETITION FOR REVIEW 

Pursuant to 40 CFR § 124.19, North & South Rivers Watershed Association 

("Petitioners") submit to the Environmental Appeals Board. (thenBoard") this Petition for 

Review, to review or otherwise contest the January, 26 2006 final permit decision of the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (the" EPA") to issue a permit to the 

Town of Rockland (the "Town" or the "Permittee") for a five year renewal for a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit issued jointly by the EPA pursuant to the 

Federal Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C.§ 1251 et seq. (the "CWA"), and the Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection (the "DEP") under the Massachusetts Clean 

Waters Act, M.G.L. c. 21, § 26 et seq., (the "Act"), Permit No. MA0101923 (the 

"Permit"). 

Any permit issued by EPA and DEP to the Permittee must provide for compliance 

with the applicable requirements of the CWA, the Act and regulations thereunder, 40 

CFR §122.4(a); 314 CMR §3.07(1). Any such permit issued by EPA and DEP must also 

ensure compliance with the applicable water quality requirements of all affected states. 

40 CFR § 122.4(d); 3 14 CMR 3.07(4). Petitioners assert there are certain conditions 

included in the Permit, and certain conditions omitted from the Permit, based on "a 

finding of fact or conclusion of law which is clearly erroneous" or on "an exercise of 

discretion or an important policy consideration which the [Board] should, in its 

discretion, review". 40 CFR 5 124.19(a). 

The Petitioners seek review of certain Permit conditions on the grounds that these 

conditions are based on erroneous findings of fact or conclusions of law (a) whether the 



conditions of the Permit and Certification adequately conform to the Massachusetts water 

quality requirements, specifically, antieutrophication, and discharges which violate 

permit requirements due to excessive, ongoing, and unresolved inflow and infiltration 

problems. (b) Whether the conditions of the Permit and Certification adequately 

ensure compliance with the CWA, the Act and regulations promulgated thereunder, and 

(c) whether the Permit contains and the Certification requires adequate control 

mechanisms necessary to meet the conditions of the Permit that prohibit the Permittee 

from causing violations of the water quality standards in the Receiving Waters. 

This appeal addresses the common-sense proposition that a Permit is meaningless 

if the legal conditions for the grant of the Permit need not be met as soon as the Permit 

is issued or, at the very least, as soon as possible, within the term of the Permit. 

Unfortunately, EPA Region 1 has issued this Permit to the Town of Rockland that 

will discharge pollutants into French Stream, the receiving water, lacking such 

constraints. By law, this Permit must regulate and reduce discharge of pollutants that are 

causing violations of water quality standards in French Stream. Rather than issue a Permit 

which allows French Stream to meet its water quality standard upon issuance of the 

Permit, EPA Region 1 has applied compliance schedules and monitoring requirements in 

hopes of meeting water quality standards at some undetermined time in the future. This is 

senseless, from any practical, common-sense point of view. Furthermore, there is no legal 

basis for EPA Region 1 to act in such a manner. 



DESCRIPTION OF PETITIONERS 

The North and South Rivers Watershed Association, Inc. (NSRWA) is a nonprofit 

watershed organization located on the South Shore of Massachusetts. The NSRWA was 

founded in 1970 and has over 1400 members. The mission of the NSRWA is to preserve, 

restore, maintain and conserve in their natural state, the waters and related natural 

resources within the watershed. Our goals are to: Protect the watershed and promote 

responsible growth by working in partnerships to preserve open space, scenic vistas and 

sensitive natural resources; educate and encourage stewardship of the watershed through 

public education, outreach and recreation programs; and restore the water quality of the 

rivers by identifying and correcting adverse impacts. More information about the 

organization can be found at www.nsrwa.org. 

The NSRWA and its members are aggrieved by the Permit because the Permit 

directly conflicts with our goals to restore the water quality of the rivers in our watershed. 

As a direct result of the discharge of the Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant, French 

Stream, which is a tributary to the North River, will continue to not meet its water quality 

standards and continue to be assessed and listed as impaired water. The NSRWA 

qualifies for representational standing, because it is an organization dedicated to this river 

and adequately represents the interests of its members. In this capacity, the NSRWA 

provided comments to the EPA and MADEP on July 7,2005 (NSRWA Comment Letter, 

Exhibit A) enumerating several concerns about the Permit and its ability to allow French 

Stream to meet its designated uses. 



Receiving Waters and Facility Background 

French Stream (Segment MA94-03) headwaters stem from the southeast side of 

the former Weymouth Naval Air Station, travels through Rockland, through Stud.leys 

Pond to the confluence with the Drinkwater River in Hanover before entering Forge Pond 

and eventually flowing into the North River at the HanoverIPembroke border. This 

segment length is 6.1 miles and classified as a Class B, Warm Water Fishery. Class B 

waters are designated as a habitat for fish, other aquatic life and wildlife, and for primary 

and secondary contact recreation. The watershed is relatively small, 8.7 square miles in a 

relatively flat coastal plain. Land use estimates (top three) for the watershed: 

Forest ............... 39% 

Residential ....... 32% 

....... Open Land 10% 

French Stream is listed on the 2002 Integrated List of Waters in Category 5, an 

impaired waterway. This segment was impaired due to pathogens, unknown toxicity, 

nutrients and organic enrichmentllow DO. Therefore, a TMDL is required (MassDEP 

2001, Exhibit B). 

French Stream's 7 4  10 flow is estimated to be 0.04 CFS (EPA Fact Sheet Permit 

#MA0101923, pg. 5, Exhibit C). 

The Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant is an advanced secondary wastewater 

treatment plant with a design flow of 2.5 mgd and seasonal phosphorus removal and 

nitrification. Chlorination (with dechlorination) provides disinfection. The effluent is 

reaerated by passing over a cascade and then flows to a 700 foot man-made channel 

which in turn flows into the French Stream. 



The Use Assessment for Aquatic Life (MassDEP 2001, Exhibit B) states that "A 

total of 22 whole effluent toxicity tests were conducted on the Rockland WWTP effluent 

(outfall #001) between September 1999 and June 2004 using C.dubia. The LCS09s ranged 

from 36.6 to 100% effluent. Acute toxicity was detected in six tests of the 22 tests 

with LC5,,'s ranging from 36.6 to 73.6 % effluent. Of the 18 valid chronic tests. the 

C-NOEC's ranged from 12.5 to 100% effluent and 10 of the tests (including the six 

acutely toxic events) had C-NOEC results <88 % effluent"(Emphasis added). 

The data from this report shows that the effluent exhibits acute (27% of the time) 

and chronic toxicity (55% of the time). Note that some of the toxicity exceedances are 

with diluted effluent. In French Stream, during seasonal low flows in addition to 7Q10, 

the stream is effluent dominated more than half the year and this effluent is contributing 

to the streams inability to meet its water quality designation 

Additional data were summarized in the same report (MassDEP 2001, Exhibit B) 

on in-stream Dissolved Oxygen and % Saturation. "The DO in French Stream upstream 

of the Rockland WWTP discharge (stations FS 103 and FS 102) ranged from 6.1 to 8.9 

mg/L with saturations between 72 and 9 1 %. These data represent both mid day and 

dawn measurements. The DO in the river downstream from the Rockland WWTP 

discharge (station FS 101) ranged from 5.4 to 7.4 mg/L with saturations between 62 to 

86%. These data however do not represent pre-dawn conditions"(Emphasis 

Added). These data indicate less dissolved oxygen and % saturation downstream of the 

discharge. These data did not sample during the worst case scenario for these parameters 

(pre-dawn) thus it is likely pre-dawn DO concentrations may be below the MA water 

quality standard for Class B waters of 5 mgA . Specific conductivity was almost twice as 



high downstream of the discharge when compared with upstream measurements. The 

concentration of total phosphorus showed similar trends with upstream in-stream total 

phosphorus ranging from 0.024 to 0.10 mg/L and concentrations downstream of the 

WWTP discharge ranging from 0.10 to 1.3 mg1L. The concentration of total phosphorus 

collected in the unnamed tributary receiving the Rockland WWTP discharge ranged from 

0.15 to 0.25 mg/L. The phosphorus levels downstream of the WWTP are consistently 

higher than the recommended concentrations found in the EPA's ecoregional criteria and 

those found in the EPA's Quality Criteria for Water 1986 (the "Gold Book"). 

The MassDEP 2001 report concludes "While the in situ water quality data did not 

indicate impairment, elevated levels of total phosphorus were detected in the river 

downstream from the Rockland WWTP discharge and the presence of acute and chronic 

toxicity in the Rockland WWTP discharge is also of concern." and goes on to note that 

"chlorine/septic odors were occasionally noted by survey crews at the two stations 

downstream from the discharge." 

The report concludes "The Primary Contact Recreational Use is assessed as 

impaired for French Stream because of elevated fecal colifonn bacteria counts. The 

Secondary Contact Recreational and Aesthetics uses are assessed as support but are 

identified with an alert status because of the occasional chlorinelseptic odors in the river 

downstream from the Rockland WWTP discharge. 



Findings, Conclusions or Conditions Objected To or Believed To Be in Error 

1. Phosphorus 

On Page 14, Section F. of the Permit under Compliance Schedules (Exhibit D), 

EPA states "No later than five years from the effective date of this permit, the permittee 

shall achieve compliance with the final cold weather limits for ammonia as nitrogen 

(October 1 through March 3 1 and April 1 through May 3 1) and summer total phosphorus 

limit (May 1- September 30). During the interim period, monitoring and reporting of total 

phosphorus and ammonia as nitrogen shall be preformed in accordance with the 

requirements in Part A. 1 ." 

EPA states in the next paragraph, "During the interim period, the permittee shall 

achieve an interim average monthly total phosphorus limit of 1 mg/L during April 1- 

October 3 1, shall further optimize the removal of total phosphorus using existing 

equipment pursuant to requirements 1 and 2 below, and will be subject to an earlier 

compliance date for achieving the summer total phosphorus limit if it is determined to be 

feasible pursuant to the requirements 1 and 2 below." 

For this Permit EPA has established a phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/L for the period 

April 1-October 3 1. Because EPA does not know if the permittee can achieve the limit of 

0.2 mg/L for phosphorus EPA has established an interim phosphorus limit of 1 mg/L for 

the period April 1 -October 3 1. EPA has also established in this permit a final cold 

weather limit for ammonia as nitrogen and defers the meeting of this and the phosphorus 

limit to a compliance schedule which allows the Permittee not to achieve compliance 

for the five year duration of the Permit. 



If EPA has determined that a phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/L will be the minimum 

required for French Stream to meet its water quality standard, EPA cannot put that limit 

in the Permit and allow the Permittee the length of the Permit cycle or longer to meet that 

limit. Likewise with the final cold weather limit for ammonia as nitrogen, EPA cannot 

establish the limit and not require the Permittee to meet it. Furthermore EPA Region 1 

has failed to demonstrate that the 0.2 mg/L will be sufficient for French Stream to meet 

its water quality standard. 

Not only does EPA not provide evidence its proposed effluent limitations will 

allow French Stream to meet its minimum statutory water quality standards, EPA guesses 

at what might work, and then allows for a five year compliance schedule to arrive at what 

might work. 

The Petitioners are skeptical at best of EPA holding the Permittee to the terms of 

this five year compliance schedule. The Permittee has been operating its Plant under an 

administrative consent order since July of 1995, today in February of 2006, French 

Stream is no closer to achieving its water quality standard. To allow the Permittee the 

full five year permit cycle to meet the limits of the Permit is to invite further permit 

violations, which will assure additional insults to the already impaired waters of French 

Stream. 

The Permit also fails to place total mass loading limits in the permit. The Facility 

exceeded its monthly flow limitations for a full 8 months in 2005 (Exhibit E). The lack 

of loading limits in the Permit ignores the impact of loading to the stream and 

downstream impoundments, such as Forge Pond. Given the excessive flows due to 111 



from this Facility, these loads may be excessive and contribute to the stream's 

impairment. As noted in the fact sheet - the 7Q10 for French Stream is 0.04 cfs. It is 

important to note that there is essentially no dilution of this effluent during 7QlO events. 

In its Response to Public Comments, response #9 (Exhibit F) EPA states the 

following "Also you are correct in pointing out that phosphorus limits in this permit may 

not ultimately be stringent enough to achieve Massachusetts water quality standards. This 

was stated in the fact sheet, but it was decided that in the absence of numerical criteria, a 

TMDL, or recent water quality information, that the state's technology-based "highest 

and best" treatment limit would be applied" 

Water quality based effluent limitations require otherwise as pointed out by EPA 

in their response to comments during the public comment period on the Hudson 

Wastewater Treatment Facility "The establishment of water quality based. limits, unlike 

technology based limits, are not based on treatment capabilities." (Assabet River NPDES 

Permits-Response to Comments, page #4 response #6, Exhibit G )  US EPA further states 

on Page # 7 Comment # 3, "In addition to technology based controls, permits must 

contain any more stringent limitations for particular pollutants that are necessary to meet 

MAWQS. A water quality based effluent limitation must be calculated at levels to ensure 

achievement of MAWQS, regardless of the availability or effectiveness of technologies 

or the cost dischargers would incur to meet those limits (Assabet River NPDES Permits- 

Response to Comments, page #7 response #3, Exhibit G)." EPA further states on Page # 

18, 19 Response # 12 last sentence, "Finally, The Agencies note that permits must 

include limits as stringent as necessary to meet Massachusetts WQS irrespective of 

technological feasibility." (Assabet River NPDES Permits-Response to Comments, page 



#19 response #12 Exhibit G) Furthermore, 40 C.F.R. § 122.4(d) prohibits permit 

issuance "when imposition of conditions cannot ensure compliance with the applicable 

water quality requirements." 

Therefore the Petitioners contend that the limits put forth in this permit regarding 

phosphorus and final cold weather limits for ammonia as nitrogen fail to satisfy the 

regulatory requirements of 40 C.F.R. 5 122.4(d), which prohibits issuing a permit when 

permit conditions cannot ensure compliance with applicable water quality standards. 

2. Inflow & Infiltration 

Inflow and Infiltration is problematic at the Plant, and has been since the early 

1990's. In July of 1995 the Permittee was issued an Administrative Consent Order 

(ACO) by regulatory authorities which required a town-wide 111 reduction plan. The 

overall purpose of this plan was to control and reduce the unnecessary flows entering the 

Plant (Administrative Consent Order, 1995, pg. 11, 5.10 Exhibit H). On August 31, 2004 

a Project Evaluation Form (PEF) was put forward to initiate a Comprehensive 

Wastewater Management Plan (CWMP) for the Rockland Plant (Response to Comments, 

Exhibit F). 

In Part 111, page 1-1 of the PEF the following is stated, "The Rockland WWTF is 

currently experiencing the following concerns: 

The existing WWTF is aging and does not have the hydraulic capacity to 

accept peak flow, 

Current influent BOD loadings exceed the design average loading, 

The existing collection system has excessive infiltration and inflow, and 



The community is in a growth mode with many new developments 

proposed. 

In the ten year time span between the 1995 Administrative Consent Order 

and the 2004 Project Evaluation Form for the Rockland CWMP, little if any I/I reduction 

has been achieved. Given this fact the petitioners contend that EPA Region 1 has failed to 

satisfy the regulatory requirements of 40 C.F.R. 5 122.4(d), which prohibits issuing a 

permit when permit conditions cannot ensure compliance with applicable water quality 

standards. As pointed out above, despite more than a decade of studies and plans I/I 

continues to plague the Rockland Plant causing violations of the Permittee's discharge 

permit. Further evidence of the ongoing I/I problem is enumerated as follows: 

In a Letter dated October 25, 1996 (Exhibit I) the company in charge of operating 

the plant, PSG, describes a heavy rainfall that resulted in pumping of untreated 

wastewater to the discharge at the outfall reparation steps and raising the facility's 

chlorination prior to discharge. 

In the Response to Comments Rockland WWTP Pg 1 Background Information 

(Exhibit F) a high flow management plan is described that "involves storing flow in off- 

line tankage and returning this flow for full secondary treatment after the high flow event. 

On two occasions during the past four and one half years, the quantity of flow has 

exceeded the storage capacity, resulting in the discharge of partially treated wastewater to 

the plant outfall, where it combined with fully treated effluent and was discharged." 

The 2004 PEF Section C - Environmental Criteria pg. 1-4 (Response to 

Comments, Exhibit F) also notes that "From an environmental standpoint, the high flow 

management plan can result in the discharge of partially treated wastewater to the French 



Stream. This obviously would have short term environmental impacts on the receiving 

water including exceedances of the NPDES permit limits, aquatic toxicity, excessive 

nutrient loadings, depletion of dissolved oxygen, and bacterial exceedances." The PEF 

also states "There have been two periods since January 2000 when influent flow has 

exceeded 80% of the design flow (2.0 mgd) for 90 consecutive days, and two other 

periods that have approached this criterion as presented in Appendix C." 

In 2005, Monthly Daily Average Total Flows in the plant exceeded their permit 

limitation (2.5 MGD) 8 months out of 12 (Exhibit E). The Monthly Discharge 

Monitoring report for March 2005 (Exhibit J) describes yet another violation where the 

facility was overwhelmed in a rain event and forced to discharge partially treated effluent 

to French Stream and consequently violations of the permit for Flow, Total Residual 

Chlorine Daily Maximum (57 time the allowed TRC in the permit), BOD Daily 

Maximum and BOD lbslday and TSS. Instead of reducing I/I it would appear it is at least 

as bad as it was in 1995 when the consent order was first administered, if not worse, and 

results in continuing and more frequent violations of their permit. 

In 2004, the plant agreed to accept the hook-up of a large out-of-town customer 

(over 1,400 employees), in Hingham, that will add significant sewage to an already 

overwhelmed plant. A sum of approximately $600,000 was provided to the facility to 

hook up and provide funding to improving the infrastructure (pers. comm. with sewer 

superintendent John F. Loughlin, February 22,2006). However, the sewer commission 

has no I/I bank and it is not apparent whether the funding provided will truly offset the 

additional sewage to the facility and decrease I/I to the system. 

EPA Region 1 appears to be attempting to divide its responsibilities in regard to 



long running permit violations resulting from the ongoing I/I problems at the Rockland 

Plant. EPA Region 1 dedicates nearly two pages of the permit acknowledging and 

describing I/I related violations and problems (NPDES Permit 2006, p#. 1 1 thru 12, 

Exhibit D) then prescribes plans to be followed and reports to be filed regarding these 

violations. The petitioners contend that EPA Region 1 has failed to satisfy the regulatory 

requirements of 40 C.F.R. 5 122.4(d), which prohibits issuing a permit when permit 

conditions cannot ensure compliance with applicable water quality standards. 

In response to NSRWA comments regarding I/I EPA states, "The EPA 

compliance program and MassDEP facility inspectors are closely tracking Rockland's 

ongoing high flow and I/I reduction plans. Should additional compliance schedules 

become necessary, they will be issued in the form of an enforcement order" (P#3. 

Response 1, Response to Public Comments NPDES # MA0101923, Exhibit F). The plant 

is already operating under an enforcement order which DEP issued in 1995 and which 

has resulted in little to no progress on this issue and there is already a record of long- 

standing frequent violations. 

An enforcement order is a discretionary action which may be taken in the future, 

however it does not insure compliance. It is the responsibility of EPA to ensure that this 

permit, as written, will allow French Stream to meet its water quality standard. If the 

Permittee through this permit is only required to monitor and report gross discharges of 

partially treated effluent, the stream will not meet its water quality standard. Allowing the 

discharger to phase in compliance over time would implicitly sanction pollutant 

discharges that violate applicable state water quality standards. 

It appears in this case that EPA permit writers are trying to side step the thorny 



issue of I/I related permit violations by deferring their authority to the compliance 

division. The permit writers address and provide ineffective remedies for the problems in 

the permit, indicating it is within the scope of their authority to address UI as part of the 

permitting process. If addressing I/I related violations is within the scope of this permit, 

then this permit must insure they do not occur, otherwise this permit is in violation of 40 

C.F.R. 122.4(d) and does not meet the conditions of Part I.AI. line a. of this permit 

"The discharge shall not cause a violation of the water quality standards of the receiving 

waters". 

Exhibits: 

Exhibit A: NSRWA Comment letter on Draft Permit MA0101923 

Exhibit B: South Shore Coastal Watersheds 2001 Water Quality Assessment Report 

(Draft), Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. 

Exhibit C: EPA Fact Sheet Permit #MA0 101923 

Exhibit D: NPDES Permit No. MA0 101923, January 26,2006 

Exhibit E: Summary of Monthly Daily Average Total Flows, January, 2005 - December 

2005. 

Exhibit F: Response to Public Comments Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant NPDES 

No. MA0 10 1923 

Exhibit G: Assabet River NPDES Permits-Response to Comments 

Exhibit H: Copy of the Administrative Consent Order for the Town of Rockland effective 

July 11, 1995. 



Exhibit I: Letter dated October 25, 1996 to DEP from PSG re: October Rain Event - 

High Flows. 

Exhibit J: Monthly Discharge Monitoring Report for March, 2005 



Exhbit A: NSRWA Comment letter on Draft Permit MA0 10 1923 



Samantha Woods 
Executive Director 

NSRWA 

July 7,2005 

Doug Corb 
U.S. EPA 
MA Office of Ecosystem Protection 
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100-CMP 
Boston, MA 02 1 14-2023 

Paul Hogan 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Division of Watershed Management 
627 Main Street, 2nd Floor 
Worcester, MA 01 608 

Public Notice MA-030-05 
Permit Numbers: MA0101923- Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Dear Mr. Corb: 

The North and South Rivers Watershed Association (NSRWA) staff have reviewed the draft NPDES permit 
for the Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) which discharges to French Stream, this stream is a 
headwater tributary to the North River watershed. French stream is listed as an impaired and listed for 
unknown toxicity, nutrients, organic enrichment/low DO, and pathogens. 

There have been important additions to the draft permit, which will provide increased protection to the 
receiving waters of French Stream. However, the NSRWA is concerned about several elements of the 
Rockland WWTP draft discharge permit. Our concerns are enumerated below: 

The facility has a design flow of 2.5 MGD, and a peak design flow of 6 MGD. Actual peak flows 
have been noted as high as 12 MGD and average annual flows also are in excess of the facilities 
design flow. Monthly Discharge Monitoring reports indicate that there is significant Infiltration and 
Inflow, which contributes to the plant exceeding its design flows. The draft discharge permit requires 
that an Infiltration and Inflow plan be developed. We request that the new discharge permit require 
the 111 plan include a timeline with reasonable milestones for decreasing Infiltration and Inflow to 
10%. Clearly, there is a need to address the 111 as partially treated sewage is being directed to the 
outfall during times of high flows. 

The North & South Rivers Watershed Association Inc. 
P.O. Box 43 Norwell, Massachusetts, 02061 
(781) 659-8168 Fax (781) 659-7915 www.nswd.org 



BOD and TSS limits 

The new discharge permit requires May 1 - September 3oth BOD and TSS limits. The limits should 
be extended to include the entire growing season, April 1st through October 3 1". 

Nutrients 

The new phosphorus limit of 0.2 mg/L is an improvement however it is based on technology limits 
not on the carrying capacity of the stream itself. Because this stream is listed as impaired for 
nutrients a TMDL will be required. In order to assist in understanding what the true capacity of the 
stream is, we request that monitoring up and downstream of the point source be required as part of the 
permit in order to assist in collection of information that will be useful in determining the TMDL. In 
addition, total and soluble nitrogen and dissolved oxygen should be assessed instream, both upstream 
and downstream of the outfall to aid in determining the effluent impact on eutrophication within the 
stream. We request that this instream monitoring be added to the permit. As with the BOD and TSS 
limits, we request that the 0.2 mg/L seasonal limits for phosphorus, ammonia, and dissolved oxygen 
be extended to include the entire growing season from April through October. 

Copper 

This facility has had elevated copper concentrations in its effluent and has been under an 
Administrative Consent Order since March of 2002. The draft discharge permit has established new 
copper limitations for this discharge. Copper can be toxic to aquatic organisms in relatively low 
concentrations. We would ask that there be an assessment of the feasibility of reducing copper from 
the influent water. The most common cause of copper in wastewater is due to the pH of drinking 
water corroding copper pipes in homes. If the pH can be adjusted at the source, there will be less risk 
of elevated copper concentrations in the wastewater stream. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft discharge permit. Please feel free to call us at 781- 
659-8 168 should you have any questions about our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Samantha Woods 
Executive Director 



Exhibit B: South Shore Coastal Watersheds 2001 Water Quality Assessment Report 

(Draft), Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. 



SOUTH SHORE COASTAL WATERSHEDS 

2001 WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Picture to be inserted 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSElTS 
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STEPHEN R. PRITCHARD, SECRETARY 
MASSACHUSElTS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

ROBERT W. GOLLEDGE, JR., COMMISSIONER 
BUREAU OF RESOURCE PROTECTION 

GLENN HAAS, ACTING ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
DIVISION OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 



FRENCH STREAM (SEGMENT MA94-03) 
Location: From the headwaters on the southeast side of the South Weymouth Naval Air Station, 
Rockland, through Studleys Pond to the confluence with Drinkwater River, Hanover. 
Segment Length: 6.1 miles 
Classification: Class B, Warm Water Fishery. 

I I 
Land-use estimates (top 3, 
excluding water) for the 8.7 mi2 
subwatershed (map inset, gray 
shaded area): 

Forest .................. 39% 
Residential ........... 32% 
Open Land ........... 10% 

French Stream is listed on the 2002 
Integrated List of Waters in 
Category 5. This segment was 
impaired due to pathogens, 
unknown toxicity, nutrients and 
organic enrichmentllow DO. 
Therefore, a TMDL is required 
(MassDEP 2003a). 

There is one site awaiting a NPL 
decision located in this 
subwatershed. The site description 
was excerpted from the EPA 
website (EPA 2005): 

The South Weymouth Naval Air Station (SOWEY NAS) was administratively closed on September 30, 1997 
under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (BRAC), Public Law 101-510, as part of the 
BRAC Commission's 1995 Base Closure List (BRAC IV). The facility was operationally closed on September 30, 
1996. Activities performed at the site included aircraft maintenance, refueling, personnel training and housing, 
and administrative support services. In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard operates a buoy maintenance depot on 
the property through an agreement with the Navy. The wastes generated by the facility were reportedly disposed 
of in three on-site landfills. The West Gate landfill operated from 1969 to 1972, and the Rubble Disposal area 
and the Small Landfill operated from 1972 until the mid-1980s. Flammable liquid wastes reportedly were burned 
in the on-site fire training area, and small amounts of waste battery acid, possibly containing lead, may have 
been disposed of in a tile leachfield. At the Coast Guard's buoy depot, lead-based paint from buoys was 
reportedly sandblasted from 1972 until 1986. A Phase I Remedial lnvestigation was completed in July 1998. 
Field work for a Phase II RI was completed in June 2000. The Navy has completed the Final Phase II Remedial 
lnvestigation (RI) reports for all seven CERCLA sites which include the Small Landfill, Rubble Disposal Area, 
West gate Landfill, Fire Fighting Training Area, Tile Leach Field, Sewage Treatment Area, and Abandoned 
Bladder Tank Fuel Storage Area. [NOTE: Two of the RI sites are located in the Old Swamp River drainage 
area - the Rubble Disposal Area and the Small Landfill. Four RI sites are located along an unnamed tributary to 
French Stream. From upstream to downstream these sites include the Sewage Treatment Area, the Abandoned 
Bladder Tank Fuel Storage Area, the West Gate Landfill, and the Tile Leach Field. The remaining RI site, the 
Fire Fighting Training Area (FFTA), is located on French Stream. The Navy considers the FFTA to be 
adequately characterized based on an assessment of analytical data collected over the past decade and site- 
specific risk calculations (Tetra Tech 2001).] 

Two additional sites, Building 81 and Building 82 were being investigated as petroleum sites under the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan. In August, 2001, because chlorinated solvents were detected in soil and 
groundwater samples, both sites were transferred to CERCLA. An innovative technology (Fenton's reagent for 
chlorinated solvents) pilot study was unsuccessful at Building 81 .The Navy completed draft Remedial 
lnvestigation Work Plans for both sites in September 2002. 

AOC 108 was transferred from the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) program to the CERCLA program 
because chlorinated solvents were detected in groundwater samples. The Navy planned to submit a draft 
Remedial lnvestigation Work Plan in June 2005. 

A Draft Final RI was completed by the United States Coast Guard (USCG) in December 2000 for the USCG 
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Buoy Depot as well as a draft FS in March 2001 and an Engineering Evaluation/Cost. The USCG completed the 
storm water system and was supposed to start the swale removal and restoration in mid-December 2004. 

Within the last two years, The Village Center Plan has been developed by Lennar Partners, through a 
planning process with the communities of Abington, Rockland and Weymouth, the Tri-Town Development 
Corporation and local, regional, state and federal planning experts, agencies and elected officials, for 
redeveloping the former South Weymouth Naval Air Station. This mixed-use, smart growth re-use plan is 
a twelve-year plan for redeveloping the former South Weymouth Naval Air Station. 

WMA WATER WITHDRAWAL SUMMARY (APPENDIX E, TABLE E5): 
There are no WMA water withdrawals in this segment. However, there is one acre of land that is 
classified in the Land-Use theme as cranberry bog in this subwatershed (UMass Amherst 1999). For the 
purpose of this report, a conservative estimate of water use for this bog area is less than 0.01 MGD. 

NPDES WASTEWATER DISCHARGE SUMMARY (APPENDIX E, TABLE El): 
The Town of Rockland is authorized (MA01 01 923 issued in August 1999) to discharge from the Rockland 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) a flow of 2.5 MGD (average monthly) of treated sanitary and 
industrial wastewater via outfall #001 to the French Stream. This advanced activated sludge facility 
performs nitrification for seasonal ammonia-nitrogen reduction (May 1 to 31, 7.5 mgll and June 1 to 
September 30, 1.5 mgll) and total phosphorus reduction by chemical addition (May 1 to September 30, 
1.5 mgll). The ammonia-nitrogen concentrations in the effluent between September 1999 and June 2004 
ranged from c0.05 to 11 -00 mgL (n=22)(TOXTD database). The pH (6.5 to 8.3 SU) of the effluent 
between September 1999 and June 2004 ranged from 6.8 to 7.8 SU (n=24)(TOXTD database). The 
Rockland WWTP uses sodium hypochlorite for disinfection. The TRC [0.0124 mg1L (average monthly) 
and 0.021 4 mg1L (maximum daily) permit limits] measurements in the effluent between September 1999 
and June 2004 were all c0.05 mg/L (n=24)(TOXTD database). The facility's whole effluent toxicity limits 
are LCSo r100 and C-NOEC 2 88% effluent using Ceriodaphnia dubia. Toxicity testing for this facility is 
required four timeslyear. 

USE ASSESSMENT 
AQUATIC LIFE 

Habitat and Flow 
MDFW and DWM noted that instream habitat quality in the upper reach of French Stream near North 
Avenue, Rockland was limited (the overall habitat assessment score was 941200) (MA DFWELE 
2001). None of the habitat parameters scored in the optimal category. Alteration was present in the 
form of channelization; both bank vegetative cover and riparian zone widths were only marginal, 
sediment deposition and embeddedness were noted and the somewhat limited channel flow status 
resulted in limited velocityldepth combinations and only occasional riffle habitat. 

Downstream from Summer Street in Rockland, the character of French Stream changes from a 
rifflelrun dominated system to a slow moving deeper flat water system as it meanders through a large 
wetland area. For a short distance upstream of its confluence with the Drinkwater River, French 
Stream returns to a rifflelrun type habitat. 

Biolosy 
MDFW and DWM conducted backpack electrofishing at one station (#387) in French Stream, at North 
Avenue, in September 2001 (Richards 2003). Sampling at this station, yielded two species of fish, 16 
American eel (Anguilla rostrata) and seven redfin pickerel (Esox americanus americanus). Both 
species are considered macrohabitat generalists. Redfin pickerel are moderately tolerant to water 
quality degradation but are considered by DWM biologists to be tolerant to habitat degradation. While 
the lack of fish species diversity in French Stream is consistent with the findings of some other 
coastal plain streams it is unclear whether this is a natural condition or the result of habitat and water 
quality degradation. The absence of fluvial or intolerant species should be noted. Although no RBP 
Ill analysis was conducted, a cursory evaluation of the benthic community in French Stream near 
North Avenue, Rockland (Station FRS-B) in May 2000 revealed low abundance and diversity 
(Saintours 2005). 
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Toxicity 
Ambient 
The Rockland WWTP staff collected French Stream water approximately 0.4 miles upstream of the 
WWTP's discharge at the Summer Street bridge for use as dilution water in the facility's whole 
effluent toxicity tests (Kotouch 2004). Survival of C. dubia exposed (7-day) to the river water between 
September 1999 and June of 2004 (n=22 tests) ranged from 80 to 100% with the exception of one 
test event (survival =60% in September 2002 test event). It should be noted however that when 
whole effluent toxicity testing of the Rockland WWTP discharge was also being tested with 
Pimephales promelas, survival of P. promelas was 5 75% in 14 of the 23 tests conducted between 
March 1994 and June 2000 with survivals ranging from 18 to 73%. 

Effluent 
A total of 22 whole effluent toxicity tests were conducted on the Rockland WWTP effluent (outfall 
#001) between September 1999 and June 2004 using C.dubia. The LC,'s ranged from 36.6 to 100% 
effluent. Acute toxicity was detected in six tests of the 22 tests with LCS,'s ranging from 36.6 to 
73.6% effluent. Of the 18 valid chronic tests, the C-NOEC's ranged from 12.5 to 100% effluent and 
10 of the tests (including the six acutely toxic events) had C-NOEC results ~ 8 8 %  effluent. 

Chemistrv-water 
DWM conducted water quality monitoring (DO and % saturation, temperature, pH, conductivity, 
alkalinity, hardness, chlorides, nitrate-nitrite nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen andlor total phosphorus) at 
the following four locations in French Stream between June and October 2001 (Appendix A, Tables 
A6 and A7and Appendix C, Table C3). 

at North Avenue crossing, Rockland (Station FS103) 
at Summer Street crossing, Rockland (Station FS102) 
approximately 300 feet downstream/northeast from Rockland WWTP discharge canal confluence, 
Rockland (Station FS101) 
approximately 30 feet upstream of confluence with Drinkwater River, Hanover (Station FS104) 

Additionally, one sample was collected by DWM and analyzed for nitrate-nitrite nitrogen, ammonia 
nitrogen, and total phosphorus from the unnamed tributary receiving the Rockland WWTP discharge 
(station FS105). These data are summarized below. 

The Rockland WWTP staff collected French Stream water approximately 0.4 miles upstream of the 
WWTP's discharge at the Summer Street bridge for use as dilution water in the facility's whole 
effluent toxicity tests (Kotouch 2004). Test results ranging between September 1999 and June of 
2004, maintained by DWM in the TOXTD database, are also summarized below. 

DO and % saturation 
The DO in French Stream upstream of the Rockland WWTP discharge (stations FS103 and FS102) 
ranged from 6.1 to 8.9 mg/L with saturations between 72 and 91%. These data represent both mid 
day and pre-dawn measurements. The DO in the river downstream from the Rockland WWTP 
discharge (station FS101) ranged from 5.4 to 7.4 mg/L with saturations between 62 to 86%. These 
data however do not represent pre-dawn conditions. 

Temperature 
While the maximum temperature of French Stream at the most upstream sampling location (station 
FS103) was only 1 8.0°C, higher temperatures (up to 27°C) were found further downstream (station 
FS102) which likely reflects the effect of the Studleys Pond impoundment. 

pH, hardness, and alkalinity 
The pH of French Stream measured by DWM ranged from 6.5 to 6.9 SU while pH of the stream at 
Summer Street reported in the Rockland toxicity test reports ranged from 6.6 to 7.6 SU (n=24) 
(TOXTD). Hardness and alkalinity of French Stream upstream of the Rockland WWTP discharge 
ranged from 31 to 46 mg/L and 13 to 22 mglL, respectively. Alkalinity of the stream at Summer Street 
reported in the Rockland toxicity test reports ranged from 11 to 23 mg/L (n=22). Downstream from 
the discharge the hardness measured by DWM ranged from 60 to 97 mg/L while alkalinity ranged 
from 22 to 41 mglL. 

SouU? Coastal Water Quality Assessment Report 
94wqar.doc 



Specific conductivity 
Specific conductivity of French Stream upstream of the Rockland WWTP discharge (stations FS103 
and FS102) ranged from 183 to 282 ~Slcm.  Downstream from the discharge the conductivity was 
higher ranging from 356 to 578 ~ S l c m  (station FS101). 

Suspended Solids 
The suspended solids concentrations ranged from e l  .0 to 16.0 mglL (n=22) (TOXTD). 

Ammonia-Nitrogen 
With the exception of two samples (exclusive of qualified data), no detectable concentrations of 
ammonia-nitrogen were found in French Stream. The two samples with detectable levels of 
ammonia-nitrogen (0.06 and 0.08 mg/L) were collected downstream from the Rockland WWTP 
discharge (station FS101). The ammonia-nitrogen concentrations in the stream at Summer Street 
reported in the Rockland toxicity test reports ranged from c0.10 to 0.1 6 mg/L (n=22) (TOXTD). 

Total Phosphorus 
The concentration of total phosphorus in French Stream upstream of the Rockland WWTP discharge 
(stations FS103 and FS102) ranged from 0.024 to 0.10 mg/L (average concentration = 0.05 mg1L). 
The total phosphorus in the stream downstream from the Rockland WWTP discharge (station FS101) 
ranged from 0.1 0 to 1.3 mg1L (average concentration = 0.34 mg1L). Near the mouth of French 
Stream (Station FS104) the concentration of total phosphorus ranged from 0.076 to 0.084 mg1L. The 
concentration of total phosphorus collected in the unnamed tributary receiving the Rockland WWTP 
discharge (station FS105) ranged from 0.15 to 0.26 mg/L. 

TRC 
The total residual chlorine measurements were all ~ 0 . 0 5  mg/L (n=24) (TOXTD). 

Chemistrv-sediment 
Surficial sediment samples were collected in JuneIJuly 2004 at five locations in the upper reach of 
French Stream in the vicinity of Spruce Street in Rockland (near the South Weymouth Naval Air 
Station) as part of the Phase I1 Environmental Baseline Survey to assess potential impacts of solid 
waste (construction and demolition debris) to French Stream and its sediments (Stone & Webster 
2004). These samples were all analyzed for acid volatile sulfide (AVS), simultaneously extracted 
metals (SEM), total organic compounds (TOC), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), grain size, 
and other target analytes and compounds. At the most upstream sampling point just upstream of 
Spruce Street (station SD03-301(0-0.5)) the surficial sediment was comprised primarily of fines 
(53.81 %) and sand (45.1 9%) with a 46.1 % solids content. Surficial sediments in French Stream as 
far as approximately 500' downstream from Spruce Street (stations SD03-302(0-0.5), SD03-303(0- 
0.5), and SD03-304(0-0.5)) were dominated by sand (~59%) and fines (ranging between 10.91 and 
40.36%). These samples ranged from 50.2 to 73.3% solids. One sampling location (station SD03- 
305(0-0.5)) downstream from Spruce Street but just upstream from a culvert along the western side 
of French Stream was comprised primarily fines (62.98%) and sand (34.86%) and was comprised of 
39.8% solids. The SEMIAVS ratios were all less than 1 (ratios less than 1 indicate the metals are not 
likely be toxic to aquatic organisms) with the exception of one sample where sulfides were below 
detection (SEMIAVS ratio = 1.12 for station SD03-303(0-0.5) (Stone & Webster 2004). Several 
analytes (primarily PAH contaminants in sediment sample from station SD03-303(0-0.5) exceeded 
ecological benchmark values and corresponding site background data (Stone & Webster 2004). 

The Aquatic Life Use for French Stream is assessed as impaired based primarily on best professional 
judgment. The instream habitat quality in the upper reach of the river was fairly poor (deposition and 
embeddedness were noted) and both the fish and benthic communities were observed to have low 
abundance and diversity. Although there has been good survival of C. dubia exposed to the river water, 
historically there was often poor survival of P. promelas although this test organism has not been utilized 
in recent whole effluent toxicitv tests for the Rockland WWTP. While the in situ water aualitv data did not ~~~ ~ . 
indicate impairment, elevatedievels of total phosphorus were detected in the river downstream fromthe 
Rockland WWTP discharge and the presence of acute and chronic toxicity in the Rockland WWTP 
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discharge is also of concern. 

PRIMARY CONTACT AND SECONDARY CONTACT RECREATION AND AESTHETES 
DWM conducted bacteria sampling (fecal coliform, E coli. and Enterococci) at three locations in 
French Stream between June and October 2001 (Appendix A, Table A7). The stations and fecal 
coliform bacteria data are summarized below. 

at North Avenue crossing, Rockland (Station FS103) 
at Summer Street crossing, Rockland (Station FS102) 
approximately 300 feet downstreamlnortheast from Rockland WWTP discharge canal confluence, 
Rockland (Station FS101) 

All of the fecal coliform bacteria samples (excluding duplicate samples) analyzed during the primary 
contact recreational season (1 April to 15 October) (n=9) collected from the French Stream exceeded 
200 cfu1100 rnls (ranging from 230 to 2,000 cfu1100 mls). Six of the nine samples (67%) exceeded 
400 cfu1100 mls. The geometric mean of all the fecal coliform bacteria data (excluding duplicate 
samples) was 403 cfu1100 rnls (n=12 with counts ranging from 71 to 2,000 cfu1100 rnls). Higher 
bacteria counts were associated with wet weather sampling conditions. It should also be noted that 
there is a cow pasture along the French Stream in the vicinity of the Rockland WWTP discharge. 
Cows in the pasture have direct access to the stream and discharge canal (MassDEP 2001a). 

Field observations were made by DWM sampling staff during the surveys conducted in French 
Stream between June and October 2001. With the exception of isolated areas of trashldebris no 
objectionable conditions (odors, oils) were noted during any of the surveys upstream of the Rockland 
WWTP discharge (stations FS103 and FS102) (MassDEP 2001a and MA DFWELE 2001). 
Chlorinelseptic odors were occasionally noted by survey crews at the two stations (FS101 and 
FS104) downstream from the discharge. 

The Primary Contact Recreational Use is assessed as impaired for French Stream because of elevated fecal 
coliform bacteria counts. The Secondaly Contact Recreational and Aesthetics uses are assessed as support 
but are identified with an alert status because of the occasional chlorinelseptic odors in the river downstream 
from the Rockland WWTP discharge. 
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2005 Reissuance 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
NEW ENGLAND' 

ONE CONGRESS STREET, SUITE 1100 (CPE) 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 021 14-2023 

FACT SHEET 

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

1 NPDES PERMIT NO.: MA0101923 

DATE OF PUBLIC NOTICE: June 9,  2005 

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT: 

Board of Sewer Commissioners 
P.O. Box 330 
Rockland, MA 02370 

NAME AND ADDRESS OF FACILITY WHERE DISCHARGE OCCURS: 

Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant 
South End of Concord Street 
Rockland, MA 02370 

RECEIVING WATER: French Stream 
South coastal Watershed (MA94-03) 

CLASSIFICATION: B (warm water fishery) 

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

The above named applicant has requested that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) reissue its NPDES permit to 
discharge 2.5 million gallons per day (MGD) of treated municipal and industrial wastewater from 
an advanced secondary treatment facility to a man-made channel to the French Stream. 



NPDES Permit No. MA 0101923 Page 5 of 23 
2005 Reissuance 

Municipal Wastewater Treatment Facility [also referred to as "Publicly Owned Treatment 
Works" or POTW Discharges] Effluent Limits Regulatory Basis 

The Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards, 3 14 CMR 4.00, include the requirements 
for the regulation and control of toxic constituents and require that EPA criteria established 
pursuant to Section 304(a) of the CWA shall be used unless site specific criteria are established. 
The state will limit or prohibit discharges of pollutants to surface waters to assure that surface 
water quality standards of the receiving waters are protected and maintained or attained. 

The permit must limit any pollutant or pollutant parameter (conventional, non-conventional, 
toxic, and whole effluent toxicity) that is or may be discharged at a level that caused, or has 
reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion above any water quality criterion 
[40 CFR $122.44(d)(l)]. An excursion occurs if the projected or actual instream concentrations 
exceed the applicable criterion. In determining reasonable potential, EPA considers existing 
controls on point and non-point sources of pollution, variability of the pollutant in the effluent, 
sensitivity of the species to toxicity and where appropriate, the dilution of the effluent in the 
receiving water. 

Also note that according to EPA regulations 40 CFR $ 122.44(1), when a permit is reissued, 
effluent limitations, standards or'conditions must be at least as stringent as the final effluent 
limitations, standards or conditions in the previous permit, unless the circumstances on which the 
previous permit was based have materially and substantially changed since the time the permit 
was issued. 

River Flow and Available Dilution Calculation 

Water quality based limitations are established with the use of a calculated available dilution. 
Title 3 14 CMR 4.03(3)(a) requires that the effluent dilution be calculated based on the receiving 
water 7410 flow. The 7Q10 is the lowest observed mean river flow for 7 consecutive days, 
recorded over a 10 year recurrence interval. A revised dilution was calculated from data 
obtained from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Streamflow Statistics web site, using the 
Streamstats v2.0 program. The resultant recalculated 7410 is 0.04 CFS. Additionally, the 
discharge design flow is used to then calculate the available effluent dilution as required by 40 
CFR $122,45(b)(l). 

Dilution based upon the design flow (2.5 MGD) of the facility: 
DF = (7410 Flow + WWTF Design Flow) / (WWTF Design Flow) 

= (0.04 CFS + 3.9 CFS) / 3.9 CFS = 1.01 
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AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATIOIU SYSTEM 

In compliance with the provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act as amended, (33 U.S.C. 
$$I251 et seg.; the "CWA"), and the Massachusetts Clean Waters Act, as amended, (M.G.L. 
Chap. 2 1, $926-53), 

Town of Rockland 
Board of Sewer Commissioners 

is authorized to discharge from the facility located at 

Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant 
South End of Concord Street 
Rockland, MA 02370 

to receiving water named 

French Stream 

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth 
herein. 

This permit shall become effective 60 days after signature. 

This permit and the authorization to discharge expire at midnight, five (5) years from the 
effective date. 

This permit supersedes the permit issued on August 4, 1999. 

This permit consists of 16 pages in Part I including effluent limitations, monitoring requirements, 
Attachments A through C and 35 pages in Part I1 including General Conditions and Definitions. 

Signed t h i s a d a y  o m , 2 ~ d ~  

Office of Ecosystem ~rot ic t ion  
Environmental Protection Agency 
Boston, MA 

Division of Watershed Management 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Boston, MA 
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In such cases, the permittee is required only to submit an annual report by February 
19 containing the following information: 

Name and address of contractor responsible for sludge disposal 
Quantity of sludge in dry metric tons removed from the facility by the sludge 
contractor 

F. COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES 

No later than five (5) years from the effective date of this permit, the permittee shall 
achieve compliance with the final cold weather limits for ammonia as nitrogen (October 1 
through March 3 1 and April 1 through May 3 1) and summer total phosphorus limit (May 
1 - September 30). During the interim period, monitoring and reporting of total 
phosphorous and ammonia as nitrogen shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements in Part A. 1. 

During the interim period, the permittee shall achieve an interim average monthly total 
phosphorus limit of 1 mgll during April 1 -October 3 1, shall further optimize the removal 
of total phosphorus using existing equipment pursuant to requirements 1 and 2 below, 
and will be subject to an earlier compliance date for achieving the summer total 
phosphorous limit if it is determined to be feasible pursuant to the requirements 1 and 2 
below. 

During the interim period there is no cold weather interim limit for ammonia as nitrogen. -- 

Each year on the anniversary of the effective date of the permit, the permittee shall 
submit a report detailing progress toward compliance with the final cold weather limits 
for ammonia and the summer total phosphorus limit, including a projection as to whether 
the final compliance date will be achieved. 

1. Phosphorus removal optimization requirement 

Upon the effective date of the permit, the permittee shall begin to develop a plan 
for determining the lowest effluent phosphorus concentration achievable by the 
existing facility. The plan shall include, at a minimum, the use of multiple dosing 
points for chemical addition, various dosage rates, increased monitoring of 
influent and effluent phosphorus concentrations, and a plan for minimizing 
influent phosphorus loading to the treatment facility. The permittee shall submit 
the plan within three (3) months of the effective date of the permit and implement 
the plan within three (3) months of its submittal, or upon approval by the 
agencies, whichever is sooner. The study shall continue for one full phosphorus 
removal season (i.e the study shall be performed during the months of April, 
May, June, July, August, September, and October). 
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Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Summary of Monthly Daily Average Total Flows January 2005 - December 2005 

Permitted Monthly Daily Average Total Flow - 2.5 MGD 

Month Monthly Daily Avg Reported (MGD) 

Data taken from Monthly Discharge Monitoring Reports for NPDES Permit #MA0101 923 
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Rockland Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NPDES No. MA0101923 

On June 9,2005, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) released for public notice and comment a 
draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit developed pursuant to 
an application from the Rockland Board of Sewer Commissioners for the reissuance of a permit 
to discharge treated municipal wastewater to the French Stream via Outfall 001 with a design 
flow of 2.5 million gallons per day. The public comment period for this draft permit expired on 
July 8, 2005. Comments were received from the North and South Rivers Watershed Association 
(NSRWA), the Town of Rockland, and the Riverways Program-Massachusetts Department of 
Fish and Game. 

After a review of the comments, EPA has made a final decision to issue the permit authorizing 
this discharge. The following response to comments describes the changes that have been made 
to the permit from the draft and briefly describes and responds to the comments on the draft 
permit. Clarifications which EPA considers necessary are also included below. The comment 
letters are part of the administrative record and they may be paraphrased herein. A copy of the 
final permit may be obtained by writing or by calling Doug Corb, EPA Massachusetts Municipal 
NPDES Permits Program (CMP), 1 Congress Street, Suite 1 100, Boston, MA 02 1 14-2023; 
telephone: (6 17) 9 18- 1565. 

Background Information 

There were a number of comments submitted regarding high flow issues, including inflow1 
infiltration (LII), plant operations, and plant bypasses. In order to expedite the response to those 
comments we have summarized the current situation at the facility and the expected measures to 
be taken by the facility to resolve these issues. 

As described in the fact sheet, the facility has a long term average flow capacity of 2.5 MGD and 
a maximum daily flow capacity of 6.0. During wet weather, the facility has r e c e i v e d m y  flows 
of up to W G D  due to inflow and-infiltration. The permittee has developed a high flow 
management plan which involves storing flow in off-line tankage and returning this flow for full 

%secondary treatment after the high flow event. On two occasions during the past four and one 
'half years, the quantity of flow has exceeded the storage capacity, resulting in the discharge of - 
partially trea-w-thecombined with fully treated effluent and 
wasdischarged. The current F h i t  requires that this partially treated flow be sampled, but does 
not specifically authorize this discharge, which is therefore in violation of the permit. Although 
the high flow management plan developed by the permittee maximizes the currently available 
treatment and storage capacity, it is clearly an interim measure pending removal of significant 
quantities of I11 and lor increasing the flow capacity of the treatment facilities. 
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4. Perform detailed evaluation of the most feasible alternatives for wastewater managemenr 
and develop a recommendedplan. 

This report will provide a roadmap for the community to adequately address current and future 
wastewater needs in a timely fashion, while concurrently managing growth within the 
community. 

North and South Rivers Watershed Association (NSRWA) 

Comment 1 

Flow/Dilution: The facility has a design jlow of 2.5 MGD, and a peak design flow of 6 MGD. 
Actual peakjlows have been noted as high as 12 MGD and average annualjlows also are in 
excess of the facilities design jlow. Monthly Discharge Monitoring Reports indicate that there is 
significant Infiltration and Injlow, which contributes to the plant exceeding its designjlows. The 
drafr discharge permit requires that an Infiltration and Injlow [VI] plan be developed. ,& 
request that the new discharge permit require the I/Iplan include a timeline with reasonable 

,_ _-. __ _ _-_*- -------_ _ _  
m i ~ e s t o ~ e c r e a ~ i n ~ n f i ~ t r a ~ ~ - ~ O ~ t , s ~ _ ~ _ . ~ .  ------. Clearly, there is a need to d&r'e>s the 
I/I as partially treated sewage is beingdirected to the ou@ll during times of high flows. 

Response 1 

The EPA compliance program and the MassDEP facility inspectors are closely tracking 
Rockland's ongoing high flow and 111 reduction plans. Should additional compliance schedules 
become necessary, they will be issued in the form of an enforcement order. 

The permittee has a high flow management plan which uses surplus tankage for storage and 
pump back to the headworks for full treatment during periods when the plant design flow is 
exceeded. There have been two occurrences of partially treated effluent being discharged from 
the Rockland WWTP between January of 2001 and August of 2005. These events were March % 22,2001 and March 28,2005. There have been a total of 5 storage and pump back events during 
the same four and one half year period. These and all other storm flows have been captured and 
received full secondary treatment. 

The two partially treated flow events received primary settling, secondary aeration (with minimal 
biomass) and secondary settling as well as disinfection, in the offline second stage activated 
sludge facilities. The high flow management plan requires additional effluent sampling during 
such events along with reporting to EPA and MassDEP within 24 hours. 
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Such information is provided to both the EPA and MassDEP under the bypass reporting 
requirements in 40 CFR 5 122.4 1 (m). Because bypasses from sanitary sewers may not be 
authorized as a permit condition, they are not be tracked in PCS. .The reports to the agencies are 
a matter of public record and are available for review during EPA's regular business hours. 

Comment 8 

Just as important a need concerning bypass events is an increase in monitoring and testing 
during the bypass event. With monitoring set to 2/week for pollutants such as BOD, ammonia, 
and TSS and even less frequently for phosphorus, copper and aluminum, and Whole Effluent 
Toxicity in the permit and set standards about when and where the sampling should occur; it is 
quite probable that the blended sewage will not be tested for these pollutants of concern during 
most if any of the bypass events. While bypasses are not permitted it appears they do occur and 
the permit should not overlook this reality. We strongly urge requirements for increased 
monitoring during bypass events that will capture information about the pollutant loads and 
concentrations in the partially treated effluent for all pollutant parameters. Given the capacity 
of the plant for peakflows, the flow triggering a bypass event must be quite significant. Even i f  
the concentrations ofpollutants in the effluent are within limitations the loads could be orders of 
magnitude above loads at design flow and this information should be gathered. 

Response 8 

There have been only two bypass events, both during high flow periods in March (see response 
1). The High Flow Management Plan calls for additional BOD and TSS sampling during bypass 
events. 

Comment 9 

The addition ofphosphorus concentration limits that begin to reflect EPA Ambient Water 
Quality Criteria for Ecoregion XIV is an important step to addressing the nutrient impairment of 
the receiving waters in the absence of specific State nutrient criteria or a TMDL for the French 
Stream. 

It seems unlikely the seasonal concentration ofphosphorus assigned will allow French Stream to 
meet Gold Book guidance given the nominal dilution of the effluent in the stream though the 
reduction in allowable phosphorus concentration in the effluent is a good start toward reducing 
impacts to the system from nutrients. However concentration limits may not be sufficient 
limitations for the Rockland discharge. The plant's annual monthly average flow exceeded the 
design flow of 2.5 MGD during 2003 and there are many months with averagedflows well above 
design flow. This information suggests setting concentration limits for phosphorus will not be 
sufficient and a load limit is also needed to be more protective of this impaired waterway. 
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The problem is well illustrated by the Bows recorded during April of 2004 when the average flow 
was 4.0 MGD. At 4.0 MGD the load ofphosphorus, at the allowed seasonal concentration, 
would be 33 lbs or nearly 40% greater than the load at 2.5 MGD at this same concentration. 
This is a significant increase in phosphorus, during the growing season, to an effluent dominated 
waterway that is listed as impaired due to organic enrichment and nutrients. 

We strongly encourage load limits, for both seasonal limits, in the permit to compensate for the 
higher flows the discharge monitoring data show to be aji-equent occurrence. 

Response 9 

As you note, the facility has exceeded its design flow. The final permit includes an annual 
average flow limitation of 2.5 MGD, meaning that I/I must be reduced in order to achieve this 
limit, which will be done pursuant to the compliance schedule. 

Also, you are correct in pointing out that the phosphorus limits in the permit may not ultimately 
be stringent enough to achieve Massachusetts water quality standards. This was stated in the fact 
sheet, but it was decided that in the absence of numerical criteria, a TMDL, or recent water 
quality information, that the state's technology-based "highest and best" treatment limit would be 
applied. This limit is expressed as a monthly average concentration limit, not as a mass limit, so 
mass limits will not be include in the final permit. Mass reporting requirements will be included 
however, so that this information will be readily available for any future water quality studies. 

Also, as was stated in the response to comment number 3, we expect to re-visit the phosphorus 
limitation during the term of this permit. / 

The April high flows also raises another issue concerning the phosphorus limitations added to 
this permit. The seasonal, lower phosphorus concentration limit is invokedfrom May I through 
September 30. The Fact Sheet does not discuss how the beginning and end dates for these lower 
limits were determined. Recent draft permits, such those for the towns of Concord and Billerica, 
have seasonal phosphorus limits that begin on April 1st with an end date of October 31st. Given 
this is a coastal stream and likely to have weather some what tempered by its proximity to the 
coast that could result in' an earlier start to the growing season, the small flows of the French 
Stream, and the known nutrient problem in the stream, was consideration given to having a the 
longer warm seasonal limitation such as assigned to the Concord and Billerica plants? We 
would strongly advocate for the longer summer seasonal concentration and load limitations for 
this facility. 

Resnonse 10 

As discussed in the response to comment number 3, the 0.2 mgll limitation for phosphorus, 
when final, will be in effect during the months of April and October. 
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PART I11 - Project Narrative 
Section A - Project Summary 

Background 
'The Town of Rockland is located in the South Coastal Watershed in southeastern 

, Massachusetts as presented in Appendix A. It is bounded to the north by Weymouth 
to the east by Norwell and Hanover, to the south by Hanson and to the west by 
Abington and Whitman. The community, with a population of about 17,670, is nearly 
100% sewered. The Rockland/Abington Reservoir provides water to the community 
and is located in the north eastern comer of town. Appendix B presents a map of the 
sewer service area. 

The Rockland Wastewater Treatment Facility has been in operation since 1980 and 
receives wastewater from a variety of industrial, commercial, and domestic sources. 
The WWTF is a secondary facility designed as a 2-stage activated sludge system. It 
was designed to treat a daily average flow of 2.5 million gallons per day (mgd) and a 
peak flow of up to 6.0 mgd. Since 1985 the first stage process tanks have been 
bypassed and the facility has employed a single stage activated sludge/nitrification 
process with nitrification and phosphorus removal performed seasonally. The 
Rockland WWTF discharges its effluent to a tributary to the French Stream. From 
there it flows to the Indian Head River and eventually into Massachusetts Bay. 

The Rockland WWTF is currently experiencing the following concerns: 

The existing WWTF is aging and does not have the hydraulic capacity to accept 
peak flow, 

m Current influent BOD loadings exceed the design average loading, 

m The existing collection system has excessive infiltration and inflow, and 

m The community is in a growth mode with many new developments proposed. 

The Rockland NPDES permit (MA0101923) Part I.A.3.e. states: 

"When the effluent discharged for a period of 90 consecutive days 
exceeds 80% of the design flow, the permittee shall submit to EPA and 
MA DEP a projection of loadings up to that time when the design 
capacity of the treatment facility will be reached, and a program for 
reaching satisfactory treatment levels consistent with approved water 
quality management plans." 

There have been two periods since January 2000 when influent flow has exceeded 
80% of the design flow (2.0 mgd) for 90 consecutive days, and two other periods that 
have approached this criterion as presented in Appendix C. This spring, from March 
6 through June 15,2004 the plant flow exceeded 2.0 mgd. The previous spring, from 
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February 22 through July 2,2003 the plant flow exceeded 2.0 mgd for 131 consecutive 
days. Data in Appendix C reveals a direct correlation between rainfall and plant flow, 
due to the excessive infiltration and inflow in the collection system. In extreme cases, 
the wastewater treatment facility does not have the capacity to pump and treat the 
peak flows; forcing the operators to pump flow to any/all off-line process tanks, if 
available before pumping directly to the outfall with minimal treatment. 

With continued growth within the community, both average annual and maximum 
month flows continue to increase, thus potentially increasing the frequency and 
duration of this condition. 

In July 1995, the town was issued an Administrative Consent Order by the MA DEP 
which required a town-wide inflow/infiltration (I/I) reduction plan. The overall 
purpose of this plan was to control and reduce the unnecessary flows entering the 
treatment system. Along with an !/I analysis, a Supplemental Sewer System , ': 

- I - - ._ -- . 
Evaluation Survey was completed. ~ i n c e ~ 9 % ,  Rockland has continued efforts to 

- 

remain on track with implementing the 1/1 reduction plan. 

In addition, a second Administrative Order was issued in November 2001'related to 
the level of copper entering and discharged from the POTW. The Town has 
submitted the required reporting related to this ACO. ~ I P /  9 

rP" 
Project Objective 
The objectives for the Town of Rockland Comprehensive Wastewater Management 
Plan include the following: 

1. Assess current conditions including' an evaluation of existing wastewater 
treatment plant influent flows and loads by component (e.g, residential, 
commercial, industrial, and infiltration/inflow), existing water supply and 
demands, and an assessment of the condition and capacity of the existing 
wastewater treatment facility. 

2. Assess future conditions including population projects, wastewater flow 
and load projections and infiltration/inflow removal efficiencies. Estimate 
when the design capacity of the treatment facility will be reached and 
develop a program for reaching satisfactory treatment levels for 
submission to DEP and EPA. 

3. Idenhfy and evaluate alternatives to manage existing and projected 
wastewater flows and loads including optimization of the existing 
collection and treatment facilities, upgrade and expansion of the existing 
wastewater treatment facility, water reuse, water conservation and 
development of an 1/1 bank. 
, 

-- 

4. Perform detailed evaluation of the most feasible alternatives for 
wastewater management and develop a recommended plan. 
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This report will provide a roadmap for the community to adequately address current 
and future wastewater needs in a timely fashion, while concurrently managing 
growth within the community. Appendix D presents the detailed scope for the first 
phase of planning. 

Basis of Cost Estimate 
The cost estimate of $400,000 is based on the level of effort required for similar 
Comprehensive Wastewater Management Mans performed across the state. Since 
Rockland is nearly 100% sewered, the needs analysis is not required, but the focus of 
the report will be more on the assessment of existing collection and treatment facilities 
and development of future flows and loads to the treatment facility. Site assessment 
for a groundwater discharge location to supplement the current surface water 
discharge to the French Stream may be investigated. It is proposed that the project be 
conducted in phases with the first phase evaluating existing and future conditions 
and identifying alternatives for wastewater management. The second phase would 
screen and evaluate the alternatives identified, resulting in a cost-effective wastewater 
management solution for the community. 

Section B - Public Health Criteria 
Although at the present time no immediate public health concern exists, the potential 
for sanitary overflows, raw sewage backup and POTW malfunction are looming as 
development continues in the community and the collection system and treatment 
facility ages. 

The wastewater treatment plant can hydraulically pump approximately 7.0t mgd 
through the influent pump station and the effluent pump station, but the secondary 
treatment process may or may not be maintained. Knowing that the plant saw an 
average day flow in excess of 12 mgd in March 2001, and that average day flow 
approached 8.0 mgd in the spring of the last two years, a permanent plan to manage 
high flows must be established. The facility has in place standard operating 
procedures for high flow management to maintain all treatment processes, retain the 
secondary biomass, prevent any employee or public injuries, and protect the public 
health of the community. Under extreme flow conditions, raw wastewater is pumped 1 

I from the manhole just upstream of the facility and is discharged to off-line secondary , 
aeration tanks. When off-line tanks are filled to capacity, flow is pumped to the I 

I 

outfall. This procedure prevents sewage from backing up into the system and 
affecting homeowners and also prevents washout at manholes into the woods by the 
Influent building. Although this high flow management procedure was not required 
in the Spring of 2004, it has been utiliied in the past. With the average annual flow 
increasing with development in the community, the frequency and duration of these 
events may increase overtime. The ongoing infiltration and inflow reduction 

i 
program, however, may provide some relief. 
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The discharge from the treatment facility to the French Stream ultimately flows to the 
Indian Head River, North River and Massachusetts Bay passing through the towns of 
Hanson, Pembroke, Hanover, and Scituate. Downstream from where the WWTF 
discharges there are boating areas and swimming. A site map and map displaying the 
surface waters from French Stream to Massachusetts Bay are in Appendix A. 

Section C - Environmental Criteria 

From an environmental standpoint, the high flow management plan can result in the 
discharge of partially treated wastewater to the French Stream. This obviously would 
have short term environmental impacts on the receiving water including exceedances 
of the NPDES permit limits, aquatic toxicity, excessive nutrient loadings, depletion of 
dissolved oxygen, and bacterial exceedances. Providing a more permanent solution 
to manage high flows on-site and provide a consistent level of treatment to these 
flows would be beneficial to the environment. 

A review of influent BOD values show influent loads in excess of the design capacity 
for influent BOD. Although this has not resulted in effluent violations of BOD, the 
situation must be assessed and modifications made to the treatment processes, if 
necessary, to accommodate this additional load. If this situation is not addressed, the 
continued upward trend of influent loading could ultimately result in NPDES permit 
violations. 

Section D - Project Effectiveness 

By undertaking this project now, the community is pro-actively addressing a situation 
which will only get worse with time. Again, although the immediate public health 
and environmental concerns are comparatively minor, the potential exists for more 
serious events to occur. By clearly assessing the current situation, short-term and 
long-term improvements can be identified and evaluated and the community can 
move forward in a cost-effective manner, to address the issues at hand. Appropriate 
decisions regarding growth in the community can be made by better understanding 
the current conditions in the collection and treatment systems. 
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Section E - Program and Implementation 
- 

Criteria 

It is proposed that the project be performed under the Guidelines of Comprehensive 
Wastewater Management Planning. Since the community is nearly 100% sewered, the 
focus of the wastewater management plan will be the assessment of the existing 
collection and treatment systems, assessment of current and projected wastewater 
flows and identification and evaluation of wastewater management alternatives. 

This CWMP will fuIfill the requirements under the NPDES permit that requires action 
when the effluent discharged for a period of 90 consecutive days exceeds 80% of the 
design flow. And will ensure that procedures are in place to maintain permit 
compliance as flow to the plant approaches the design capacity. 

Addressing the issues at this plant will moderately address regional problems 
through the investigation of sewering of needs areas outside of the community 
boundaries and through water quality improvements downstream of the plant 
discharge. 

Infiltration and inflow is an issue that continues to be addressed in the community. 
This report will summarize the work performed to date, assess the effectiveness of the 
projects implemented and consider additional projects which could maximize the 
reduction of 1/1 while minimizing the cost of this work. 



Exhibit G: Assabet River NPDES Permits-Response to Comments 
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. . . . 

On Jmc 1.1, ZOW, the UnitedStltoi Environmental .htection Agency (%PA")'pnd th= , 

~assadhus'etts Depaztment of E n h m n d  Prkt ion ("DEpI') (together, the "Agencies") 
released for public comment 'draft pennits for the Hudson Wastewater Tniatment Facility . . . . .  

, ~("'~ud&onWWl'Tj,'~&l~mugh Westerly Waste Treatment W q r k s k s , C ~ l b o t o u &  . . . . .  

WWW"), W@bob;ugh'Wi&water T~atmcnt Plant ("Wcstboraugh WWTP) and the . 

.. Maynard Water Pollution.Coniro1. Fecility,("Mayaard WPCX;"') (collectively, "Permittees" or ,' 

"POTWs"). -The draft, permits were subject to a public comment ]period from ~ u n e  1 1, '2004 to . 
July 28,2004. During the comrnrnt paiod, public heariugs w e e  held on July 13,2004 in - , , 

Hudson, Massacbwetts and July 14,2004 in Westboxough, Massachusetis. ,,The Response to . 
Cormbnents below kmcompass ,wdttten'coraments submitted EPA and DEP during .the public. 
comment.period .and c6ihe&s made d&ng the public hearings. 

I . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . .  

C o ~ t r w e r e . ~ e h e d  tiom the Tom of H~dson~~~Town'' or WU&D~') j~ 1et temda~. .  
, JurieZS; 2004 imd-Jaly 14, . , ,  . . . , . .  . , .  . . . .  . . . . . . .  

. . , , 

........... - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  * .  . . . . .  
CommmtNo. Z: Tbi T& of Hudson has asignificant problem with the requirement thattho, 
penpit@ complete an d u a t i o n  of dam m m o v a V ~ n t  remediation by March:2007. .The , 

Town of Hudson is ,opposed to includhg this requirement as part of the pemt or & an 
obligation of the commuiiities absent the financial participation of the Army Corps of Engineers, . . 
and the project management participation of DEP andlor EPA. No single govenronent or - . 

, , , , , . , , . 
. . . . . . . . . .  organizational entity at the local level is capable of tcmducting the .study. 7319 mle,,qf the 

&sabet.River ~ o n s ~ u m  w& to c&plkt& the dornprehtmive Wastewater Management . . 

.-..... .. . . . . . . ' . . .  . . . . . . . .  Pl-g only- The MADEP hiis the-authonty and.cap&~&,,md.sh~~ld -c. 
. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  conduct' the study. 

~espomN6.i: Iba-sedihent ~ediaticm.study ~ R e m d a t i o n ~ t u d ~ ~ * )  isimportant lo mec& ,. ' 

,, -** &w*.w e g k * , p # . - - " . . ~ ~ T d  . . . .  - M e -  , . 

River ("TMDL"). The TMDL requires the "removal of total phosphoIus from POTW effluents 
, 

to 0.1 mgfl during the growing season md a 90% reduction of p l i o ~ o x u ~  sediment flux" in 
order to meet water quality objectives for the Assabet River. TMDL at p ,  7. However, the. . . . . . . . . . .  
Agencies a@ that DEP'ie li6ttei sriited to-'cmdi~ate the Remediation Study. ..Unlike the ..; . ....... 

. . . .  Assabet River Consoltiurn ~'Coapor(ium"'), which is an infml ,&ocjati,a, wm~htiag the, i. ,......... .:.... 
intenst8 of impacted~i%n'hmihiities, Dm if positiowd to &licit and evaluafoinput from, l active. . . . . .  

. , ,  . stakeholders in the pcmzitting~roce8s. Also in contrast to the Coysodurn, DEP wiIl prod& dre : 
hstitutiml debility and momes llrccessary to guide the study to completion. The Agencies, 

., therefore, have decided not to xequirt in the Pinal Permit that the Consortium complete the' : . . . . 
. ' R e d a t i o n  Study. 
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Although the Remediation Study is no longer a permit quirexnent, thc Agencies believe that it 
is important f~ the'comxidtie6 to participate in the study. - .  .- -. The TMDL's . . . . . . .  waste -. . .  load -... allmations 
for the P O W  ark b d ' & d e  #&n&le assurance that significant (90%) sediment 
phosphorus reductions, will cmm: If it becornea evi&nt that substantial sediment phosphorus. 
reductions wiU not occur, then the Agencies will likely be obligated to pursue more stringent , , 

effluent limittitions on, &,PO'.Wq at the,next pemdt issuance; To account for this potential, it i s  
strongly mommended thk fhm f e t y  upgr~de~ allow for the addition of,tec)mology if 
hther reductions in h' phosphorus effIuent limits are necessary. I~I any case, there is sttong 
incentive . . . . .  for the,co~iiiit@s'to WO& wit4 UADEP and othexs to aduance. effbxts to reduce the 

. . . .  sediment phosphorus flux. . . . . .  

~igM+t,~iocc,andft@ipj fund? +i,kcmtributed to -$he cost d theRemediationSmdy.. .The, 
Towns of Hudson, Maynard,. Westbmligh, Northbofiugb, Shnwsbury ahd Marlborough have 
atered into a binding Memorandum of Understanding ("MOW') to assun that the study is . 

' 

funw to'completion. 'The MOU outlines funding responsibilities as we11 as a procedure for, 
managing the Remediation Study, wblcb will be completed pursuant to a cetract to be mtcd 
into with the Army C a p  of Enginecar. EPA end the Organization for the Assabet River ' ' 

C'OAR'q are both members of the fonnal Study Co~rdination Team. Expected state. and federal 
contri%utioxy embjqed with the MOU enhance the likelihud that the..~&diation Study.wiU . 
be completed in a timely maher. ' A hjk step in understanding the sediment problem i s  
;already underway through a $200,000 coopMativc effott with the US Geological Survey to , 

invcntoxy the amount and quality of thc sediment behind the majqr dams ,on the Assabet River. , 

i&G-d. ~ ..$5&, .m . . . .  .:., > ,  

% , was recently secured through special &ate legidation for evaluating 
... Sedinpent.i~&atim.Opti&. . . . . . .  . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
, Co-t Na 3: ~udsck rcqucats tbsl the ~gcncies iteduce thelowa tmit of mt pH range , * 

from 6.5 to 6.0, because performance history indicates that a limit of 6.5 wil l  be -cult to . 

. , 
cmsist~dtly achieve. In addition, the change inthe bwer b i t  of the pH range,hm 6.0 to 6.5 
&nfbcts'i+ith ................ ttic _.., phospfi+'limib. _..... I ..... ___.. . . . .  h e  to the imporition'' sa'$ymjn~ limit, c&t , , . 

. .  . . . . . . .  be used for phosphorus xernoval. The alte-tive of using femc chloride mults in a loweling of 
, . wG=fi -Wiu. mstc.iill :a.cultt ach;i&e '*= 'pH wt. . . - .  

Response No. 3: The A,genciid u n d e m d  the conflict betwtxg these Jimits but believe &iq the. 
'. ' . . ~ ~ . ; ~ m ~ i ~ ~ ~ m g e l ~ . . n e ~ ~ ~ ~ - m ~ , - .  - . :. - 

ncsidg 'Watq . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  meet the'ldwQS r@nimw p~ &teri& of 6 . 5 . ~ ~  , Si- at de&n d i ~ h a r p , ,  , 

. 

flows'the percentage of the 7Q10 flow that is comprised.of waetewater efflq* i s  expe~ted to 
. approach 100% . . . . . . . . . . . .  (see ~ ~ s o x t i - .  R e s p s t  No. 25 below), there ig iasuffid+ base, flow tq . ,, . , 

buffer a'ldk $H'dikhargc. If w i g c w e  is being dischqged at a pH of 6,O s.u, during low flow . 

conditions, , . . .  . . . . . . . . ._ . . . .  there . . ,  i i  _-. : a~aaonable . . . . . I  poqtial , .  . that the minirnuq . criterion . , .  v h  . . .  of 6.5 s.u., will,,not:be . . . . . . . . .  
m e t .  . .  

. . . . . .  . . - .  . . . . 

~lternsfjvss for a&bsing the conflict jnclode using poly-dominuimchloride, which hasproyen 
effectiie'for other w a s t e w ~  dischatges wi$ similar conflicts q p m g  site W f i c  c$,e~fia : 
for aluminum,'which"might pvidc  &me relief f b m  the state wide criteria. Plpase also see 
Hudson Response No. 6 below. . . 

b 

2 
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Comment No. 4: We cannot comply withthe a l v  r e q e n t s  and fhe respective reporting 
conditions for chlorine without significtint modifications to the existing facilities. Since the 
.long-tarm plan for treatment plant improvements may include an alternate disinfwtion system, . 

. . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  w~:nquest.,@e!. g & m w t  be.rem~ed. . 

~espon& ~ o .  4: As noted in the ~rt sheet, chloriae a n d ' c h l ~ r i a ~ c o ~ d s  can beextreme1y , . ,, 

toxic to'aquatic life. The Toral Residud Chlorine ('"I'RC"') limit is bsyd on national criteria ... 
~ m n h c r i ~ a t i o n i  @ohau1gated by EPA &d adopted by Massachusetts as a part of its .water ' . . ' 
quality stiurdatds. &EM National Recdmmended Warn OuaUtv Criteria (2002) and 314 
C.M.R. 8 4.05(5)(e), Them was oqc violation of the TRC h i t  betwe..May 2001 .and . . . .  : 
lh%mber 2003 Bicau'ii the Agencies have concluded that there is a reasonable potential'for 
the Hudson WWTPto d x h d  W Q S  relative to, chlorine, the Agencies are required to include 
a Imit in the Fmd Permit. as well as k n a b l e  remn'g and mc&toring:requ&ements. . ;.. .-. . . . -  . " .  . . . . . . 
.The a l m  and reporting reiqhments.for TRC :ae intended to i.im&lg warn the Town of system 
intemrptionsapr malfunctom and to notify the Agencies of sych i~~$dqn@. . Givm tb;e daily,. ... , . . .  
;ci'aiiability"d£~'fldwWi~'theHu&on WWTR as well as the variability of chlorine demand bf 

. , wastewater, periodic grab'samp1.e~ donc cannot suftici&tly'detenqine whethar efflmt ch10-,~ 
: and bricteiia levels @'in compliance with limits, 

I . . . . . . .  . . . . .  
We have ijb.cIudtd'a' schdde in fhe final Permit :that idlows for nqessaryrn~caticms tc~ be , , . 
completed asrpart 6f tlie overall treatmeTlt plant 'improvemenb. If the treatment plant 
k t ~ p m y s n t s  elimfa+te thti nced f& the use ofchloline,.the need to.alpg:@e chlorination, and, : . 

. d e ~ h l o A n a ~ o n ' s y s ~  iBob<owlyl&gdted. The Agencies cannot,~howevq, climate the alarm.. 
. md Mpb.g. .' "' . '" r c q u u e ~ ~ t s  for chorine based on the m&pos~bility that the To* will in the , 

future adopt a~disinfdon system that does not utilize the chedcd. In evaluating disinfection 
options, the Town should note that funue permit nquireqents for monit*ag chloxination and 

. ilechlohation systems will ,Likely req* continuous mndnitoring. . . . .  
.. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  -,. .i.- ' . . -  .; .-.. - ............ ........ - . . . . . .  .......................... 

' , Cammeut No, h The 0.1 mgfl phosphorus limit far total phosphorus as defined hr the pamif is 
un~ceptable. ~ v e n  'kith a 60day rolling average, any single . . . . . . .  major deviation could, cause $ , 

permit violation.' 'We xeqwst t h i  a'mediai average oi alternative . . ,  p!e$od which.nould , , , : ,, , 
excli*le extremb exc&@&s ,be established for calculating the muing average. , , , 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...,. .- .-. "....__ ...- l.-j..-_ .--. -.-- ..... . " .. . . , .  , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  - .  - . .  - - -  . .  ,,.- ... 
..$ . . . .  . 

R e q o i k  No. k wa'ter:qu&ty-bascd limite that are devclqmi to protat against chronic 
impacts such as eutmphication are typically established as mhthly average limits. The 60-&IY 
rolling average limit for p h o s p h  poreaes advantages over monthly averaging because it 
provides the permittee with flexibility to deal with occasional. pexhags unavoidable excursions 
above limits, while at the same time necessitating that such excee&xcea a* short-temq. and bat... . 

. . . . . .  . .  -'law level~''6f efflumt dikharges are mainrained ovadl: ~ , t m t ~ t q ~ , e x ~ c e s  of ,the; ., 
phos~ti~'limit'srr"&iy'tb r&ult in a'signif~:ant nsponse in che mceiving watq r=lam, t~ . .  . .. ..... ....... . < . ,  . ,., .. ........,...... <. .,. -. warif p l ~ k ~ ~  -b@f.m' iX&nC& c w ~ ~ " o f ' c l i C i ~  p rcsponae in *lmt Bo* 
would W l y  result in a violation of tbc m b g  average limit. Ibe rolling average also en- 
that any reductiim in treatment efficiency is responded'k quickly. A hedim limit would allow 
fau up to 50% of the sampling nsulk'to e x d - t h e  0.1 m a  Wt. ma m c y  of excmim 

. would not ens& that water quality cduiria M met in rhs growing swm. &pard 
. . . . .  

, . ,  . ,. . ,  3 
. . 
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Rcoponsc  NO:^ for the ~~emies' rationale ngarding the imposition of a monthly d m  limit 
far the himsitid wth of April: 

- . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  
Comment No. 6; The Town requests that the aluminum limit be removed h r n  the permit until 
m m  data is obtained to substantiate the basis for the limit and determine the ability of the 
facility to achieve the expected remsvaII 

. - . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . 

-.Response No. 6:  he basis fir the aluminum limit i s  found in the MAWQS, which requires an . 
ebieiit c M c  dieiiqi of 87 pgll fm'the pollutant. Over the p t  twti years, the averaE' 
mmthly'al~um'@scharge ~ ~ t h e ~ u c l s o n  WWTF has'ranged' frob 143 pg/l to 375 Crgfl,' . 
which cons'titutcs a mionable potential to came or contribute to an excursion above MAWQS. 
~ccounting.fa; diluiibn, -the Agencies deteamii~ed that a monthly.avqrage aluminum limit 6f 278 
p@' would be suffidedt'to comply with ,mWQS.  

The establishment of water quality-based.limits, unlike technology-based limits, are not based on 
"kmnept capab~des.~,Ihe Pennih may wish to pursue d~velopmeht of a site spcific , . . . 
alu&umT&&&, 'nrwiCipd mtment' fdiics, & & h a d ,  MA, have ' 
demonstrated the abihty to achieve both low phosphorus limits ahd low aluminym limits. The . 
Agencies also note that the elimination of the aluminum limit, an existing.permit condition, 

. ,would violate the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act ("CWA") md &e 
applicable NDPl3S ,regulations. - ' 

. . . . . .  . . . .  .. ..*.. . . .  . -  ... . " .  . .  .-, . *  ....... 

Cement No. 7: The Town objects to the reduction of the total copper limit to 17 .irgn and 
notes that meeting the c w t  limit of 50 pg/l has 'been difficult and inconsisttint. The c m t  
in@b.,l@ir &need by.EPA should reputin in effect until such tim as , f ie ,mawent ffaiJity 

. upgrade is completed. . 

Response No. 7: MAWQS require that EPA criteria established pursMt to Section 304(a) of ', 

the CWA be used for toxic cmstituents, i~loding ~ ~ p p e r ,  unless site s&c criteria have been 
established. Discharge Moqitorhg Reports ('2)- fax  the Hudson WWTP from May 2001 
to December 2003 indicate a monthly average copper value of 40 pa and highcst daily . , 

maximum valua of 57 pg/l and 220 pgll, which constitute a reasonable potential ofthe Hudson 
WWTF discharge to cause.or contribritt to an exacdance of the wakr quality-based-chronic -- ..-- -.-. .-.-..-.-.-. coppt o ~ ~ ~ g n : - ~ ~ ' ~ & ~ ~ s ' ~ ~ f i & < f o ~ - , ~ ~ g ~ ~ t ' ~ ~ & ~ ~ & - ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~  qqa:k " , 

quality-bad limits are established on the basis of achieving water quality standards ahd not on , 

treatinat capabilities. Aaindiutsd at Attachment C to the Drrdt P d t ,  the copper limit is 
based on Gbienc hardnees dependant chrohic criteria. Please also see Westbornugh Response 
NO. 7; 

Thc same copper limit was contained in, the permit is& on December 14,2000. The interim 
h i t  of 50 ugA ceferencd above was imposed though an ~stxa!ive'cornpliance order in ' . 
connection with tlri existilag pzrmit foi the'Hudson W V W -  It i s  not stringent enough to meal 
applicable MAWQS, and it is .&reforr! not appropriate fbr inclusion in the Piaal Permit.' 

. . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ... , - ,  . . . . . .  . . . . .  - . . . . . . .  , _. - . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..... - . - .- - - A 
C o m t  No. 8: The Town objccts to the November 1 to May 31, mania limit'of '1'0 mgll ' 

and quesk ammonia , . be a report oily requirtment. 
4 
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. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Res@ij"eN0:8: The' MAWQS incoporate by reference EPA'S nddnal recommended water 
quality criteria for toxics, including 'anmonia. Please see Hudson Responsk No. 7 above. . , 

Current EPA criteria guidance for ammonia emphasizes the toxicity.of 'mania during the 
colder periods of the yeh and, the need to ensum that limits rn-ary to acjnieve applicable 
ambient criteria are established. The ambient chronic &terion for November through March is 
7.9 mgll and for April and May 1s 5.9 hgn. lEe ammcmia limit of 10 aDgfl for November 

' . through.hday in the Draft Pennit reflects an adjustment for flow dilution. The, previous permits 
did not reguirb the POTWS to nitrify (conv* ammonia to nitrate) during the yintor period 
Pkiidt limits Ps &i&iary to cnsorcht nitrification required in the &u@&period is c o n h ~ c d  
in the'winter period in o r k  to achieve the ambient criteria levels. In the absence of,ni&ificatioa, 
municipal wastewater effluent after secondary tkatment is generally in,the,ragge of 15:20 mgfl ', ' 

of -&a, which' would,constirute a ~asonable.potentia1 to canrse. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  or mtribute to iq . . ,  . . , 
. exceedand&.kif$hc"iciikr (iilalitjr chteribn' fbr ammonia tbxicity. A nonitor only rq&er!t , . 

would not tinsure that the ambient aiteiia are met. . . , . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  

Conmitent No. 9: Ths Town objects to the inmasc in sampling fnq&ncy td ' the  associared 
i.. ..; iii .;.. .. .i: i. / . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .. . . . .  . . . . . . .  :.... . . . . . .  financial b.mden,.- .... -: ; . ;- ;. . ..; ; . . .  ..-: : ; . . . .  . . .  ... . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

4 . 5  . . . . . . . . . - . I . . . ,  I . : ' '  
. .  , .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ., . , ., . , . , - . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  

,i ..,-. " A  
.,.. ..",* . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  

Response N& 9i Of tha eleven parameters included in both this perkit and pn?vjow mt, ' 
: the saxhpling,frequency was iucnased only for two, specificdy .phosphorus . . . . . . . . .  a$ amqda.  . . . . .  

. . .  . . . . . . . .  . .....- . ._ . .  _ . . . .  - .. . . . . . .  
- 

. . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . .  .. -, :.i i .".' :<, : . . . . .  :. 

The s&mer period s.rnp'hg frequency for phosphorm was increated horn twice per week t i  
three times per we& The hmase in f izq~ncy is appropriate given rhe significance of the . . ,abosEih--&i& 'iii~i'i~ty *P*t of the Ai&bet Riifei. 'H*+e+er, ph 06ph01115 

. . .  
concentrations arc nht 'eXpecttd to change significantly prior to &ti, ypgrsde,:of,-+ treatmqt ,, ., , , ,, 

faciliky. Prior to thit ti&, 'increased sampling fquenCy i s  likely to be,,of Qmited utility. The : 
h a 1  permit .theref& btains the two:-pa we6k phosphorus sampling hquency until. mmp&on 
of the treatment facility upgrade. . . . . . . . . . .  ..... . . . . ,  . .,. . . . . . . . . .  . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . ( . . . . . ' ._. I_ ............. ._..... ................................" ". 

The Ag-es sobbwledgc that the. Tom will incur costs in order to comply with the aimno&a 
'skpling r e q e k t s  proposed 6 the Draft Pumit. Neverthehs, becanse of the potential for .. 
ammonia-&lafed toxicity in the r d v i o g  w-'; the ~gcncies.have.~@d.both.@c winte~md .., 

. . .  . mi@iiddsai ipl ing frcqieh&eS.foi ammonia in the . . . .  %aI Permit., ... Plqiye see Hudson ..: :-. 
. . . . . .  ,-'-Bem pqa-g. -. '. .- . . . ~ a  e :fEWD as m vana -. . , 

pmvide of Mmonia ,a timel, i e v e t f e v % n g  . f i e q u t n C z  , , 
y and repiekntative' pic& of the discharge with &spect to the pollutant As 

........ mentioned, incread sadnpling frequency for the winter period'is cons&g:t, with the, new :: .:, .:. 
. .tuti dnt.=hssi.#...6 ~~-"j..o'toxioity d*n.'midcr pcd*b. My, Agenci* 

note that the other three Pennittees M1I also be monitoring twice pcr week in .fie s u m  period 
and once per week In the winter.@od. tJniformity in s'ampling ,frequency ,will alloy the ' 

, . . . . . .  
"Agencies to develop a relpkientativk picture of ammonia impacte on the river as whole. 

' Please also & . ~ e a p m u  to Enviro~ntalist Comments Nos. 11 and 19 bclow.with iesFct to 
. . . . . .  'increases in sampling r e q i r i r  fiom the Draft finnit to .me Rhat .Permit. 
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Comment No. 10:. Tbe specific compliance dates identified in the p e q t  (items 3, S aqd 6) 
shouldbe nibdifid to ieflect a'tim limit from the issuance' date of the permit. 

Response Nh 10: ~o&plimcc akhcdrle. are permitted undcr federal A d  state law, but must' 
require.compliance "as soon 'is possible.", 40 C.F.R. 8 122.47(a)(l).' The Agenciee,ikluded 

. . . .  a complitince . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  schedule in order to'accolmt for the planning and consection of p l q  ui&des , 

necessary , to , , .  com$ly' with . . . .  the new phosphorus limitati+s., ,, . . .  . ., . . 
-. . . .  . . , ,  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  

Whilethe . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T m  has not nticulated . . . . . . . .  my -c im@mcntsor,detailed .alternatives to meeting 
t& +npli,gy milestones iq the Draft Permit, the. Assabet River Cqn6W.m has endeavored to 

, do io. &g Assabet River'Consortium Comment No. 22. In light ,of the lag betwein the issuance, 
of the Draft Permit &d ~ i n d  Permit, the Agencies believe that it is eppropriak to rn- the 
find ~ r n p ~ a n ~  &tk to refl?t a time limit (54 months) from the issuance date of tb Final ,, . , , 

Permit. This'revised schedule gives the Town 30 montly p fi&hcommction.dfter deaie,is %,, 

-completed, The.interim milestones have also been modified in orderto cladfy the requirements 
.... with respect. to P!I+~?, de+e and. o n m t i o n -  n e . i m .  d m n e g  +also . q u i d  to. 

ensure consistency witli federal regulitions concetning schedule$ in permits. 40 C3.R. g 
122.47(a)(3Xii). The Town's ability to complete construction prior to the deadline is enhanced 
by the generous schedule included in the Final Permit for compl*g design. ,h the Agencies' , , 

expexience,'&e p~iniiidg; desih cqnatruction of treatment upgrades are tjrpica~y 
completed in approI;i'mately 48 months. In light of that.fact, the Agencies believe that the 
schMule_ .co@in.ed in  the Final P W P  is reasonable. . . . .  . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  ...... ....... . . . . .  ... . , - , . ,  . -  - . . . . .  . , . . , . . . 

~ o & t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  N; 11: 0. -.. page . . . . . . .  5,of thc Fact Sheet rhem isreference to the pami.&e,c~ndoct&~m, 
. . ~ a l y s i s ' o f p h ~ s P h ~  akcuniulation in the impoundments. ' The Towil . . . . . . . .  takes exc$ption,to . . . . .  the 

inclusion of such studie$ iivthe peGt  rtquiremennts and request that these &tenc& $e deleted. 

,' Respon~c No. 11: The ,hguage in the Fact Sheet ref== to potential f u " b  ,requiremeats aid not 
to a specific requimmen,t,of the Final P , d t .  The statement in .the Fact Sheet.addmises .an issue. 
whek there is'a significant level of *certainty and wh& additibal .data may be ukhl .  'Scctim ..... - ...... -%.-i--:_--'. _i.ii . . . . .  . . .  
308 ofKm@ybeG~prropriate ~ & h f o r o b m g  additiqal data. 

. . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . .  

Comments w a e  d y e d  fkom the Tom of Maynard in le-, dew July 9,2004 and July, 
26,2004: 

. . ,  .. . . . . . .  . . . .  
Comment No. 1: We PS curxently not edy any aluminum-based congulaits. T h e  are cost 
implications assodated with this inkxyed testing and we are not aware of any problem with 
our discharge. of this constituent, 

Response'No. 1: A footnote has been added to the permit indicating that sampling for aluminum 
is only qui rcd  if aluminum-based coagulants are being utilized. no aI&@qm-basec¶ , , - 
coagulants are being utilized, the diibharge monitoring values for alqni~&s'hould be rrpated 
as "no discharge." -. 

' 6 .  
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. . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... 
, CO*~ No. 2: Ammonia momt9eng,has,been increased from opsc  n&thly m once per~eek 

. . . . . .  
. . (No$e-'f to 'May 31). Thek are cast impljcations associated with the increased testing and 

we are not awm of any problems with om. discharges.of this constituent Maynard has 
historkally reported concentrations of amm&s well below our c h n t  limit as a wult of the . 
large QuaMity df I&c mddia relative to ammonia bad. Historically, the'honia has ,averaged 
2 - 4 mg/l ,over the'lorig tlrm indicating a very stable effltient quality. 

.,,R~eponse No- 2: Although Ma+ WPCP effluent may . ,  . m n g y  , be, disch~ginggbe1qwW 
pedftcd li&fs, 'an d n i a  limit h d  attendant monituiing ae n&essary to ensure that that 
Maynard continues, to nitrify in the winter pexiod, which it i s  cun-qtly not required tq do.. In the 
absence of ni'hification, municipal wa~tewakr effluent after secondary treatment is gqyrally in 

. " 
' the Wge:"of 15-20 mgn'of amm-' a ievd which has the'reasonable potential to cause or 
con'lribute 'to fo' exceedance'of ............... the'wae quality criterkq fpr m@io@a tgfidty. Please see 
Hudson Reiporhe  NO.'^ for fuabcr discksion of the ~ g g e s '  r&onale.for increased ammonia 

. . . .  mQ&Ofing;'. :: :. : , . . ' . . . . . . . . . . .  .... ... . . ." - ., . . . 
... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . - . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . .  .....- . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

- Cobmatt No. 3: A phosphorus knit of 0.1 no@ i s  extrremkly stringent and EPA has not 
prcs&ritid compc~'eiridemx &mon&ating the need or behefits'as&irt'ed with achieving this: 

' " 'low IMb]:,'Wh&'funding mechenis~ins or prioritit% will' EPA be pr&ding td &$st with the cost? 
. . . .  ..;, , . . . i 7  

, , . .  , -. . .* 

Responrr'Nti.'3: In addition to technology-based controls, permits must cbotaio any more ' '  

.,' strin@lj~t'liiiiiitations'for"~~ pollumts that are mpssary to k e t  MAWQS. A watq , . 

. . . .  .. quality-baiied effl&nt'lindtatioir -. must 'b calculated at levels m e e  .~,hiepnent,of,MAWQS, 
.' ' regwdless'of 'the availabihty or'eff&tiv&ess of tkxhnologia or the cosp dischargers would incur 

to meet those limits. A water qualiy-based.effluent Limitation for a pollutaut also must be 
. consistent 'wlih &y' available. waste load al.location approved by .... EF'A.in connection with a , mL:f& :th:Ii i+ij"ht 'WWaier, 40 C.Fa.R. 22.44(d)(,i j(viij'pl; : . . . . .  . . . . .  . 

. . . . . . . . . . _ . .  " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . .  

' ' 

waterbody, has been observed to frequently fail to meet applicable,n~erical MAWQS, 
, . ,, . , . . . - . . . . . . . . .  

including . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  dissolved oxy& c~ncen~@tiq?,~ and applicable narrative criteria, i~luding aesthetics,, . . . . . . .  ." ........ 
. , , , .  , , ~&w,pdlum~-d, .Itontiom ~ F W ~ Q .  U* he CWA, M@s+cbwa i s  q u i d  to, ,. 

develop a Total Maximum . Daily . Load'("TMDLn) allocation,plin fix all priority waterbodies ori , 

. . . . .  . , .  . the-~ektikn -303,(d)-list. . , 
. . . . .  , . , ,  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , , ,  . . , .. , 

. . 
As di-sed,DEP developed a TMDL fck the Aesabet River that established &Qmum loid'(f6r 
d.iin-point so~iu)'sii'''waSte'load (for wit sources) alltjiiafions the waterbody 'can &ve 'kid' ' - , ' 

. , 
still meet MAWQS relating to eutrophication. EPA app~ved,thc TMDL on'Septe* 23.' 
'2&'Th; TMDL and the suppating water quality data demonsttate the naed for the 0.1. mgA , , , , , , , .phwpkm ; ;.- . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  .. . . . . . . . .  . ....... : . . "  ,....,. ..,...... 

' . 7  . . . . . . . . . . .  

. - . . 
.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . , , . . - . . , . 
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, Response No. 12: The removal of TSSmass limits, edopticm of a . . . . . . . .  12-month'rolling averagcgc&d 
adj.ustment && ,=.-a perid to &-t higher stteam,n ows will not meet MAWQS;': 

Effluent ...... limitatibils ..... for TSS and CBODs/BOI& for Novem6ber through March are based on 
sechdary d;eatmknt requiie&ntsi The calculation of'thee%S~ limit is included as ~ttachment A 
to the Fact,Sh*t!. A similar ~ c u l . a t j ~ r r :  was used to derive C B O W W S  !@its., ' ., .......... 

. . 

TSS lod CBOD,@ODS~ li@tatiohs for April thmugh Octobef v : w a t t j  guality-bas~d . . . . . .  litnit#. Tra&&al.y. ** ev;d,jIL,ted'fiow'* NpDES ,,,, applying iac 
annual flow) as a mdnthly.avt$age,flow, U@t. As pari of apolicj change quested by DEP, 

" 

. flow l&i& NPDES'perinits ,=.now expressed as a 12:monthiolling average, ratherthan a 
npnhly avkrage based ~n average Mnutil flow. June 12,2000, "MADEP-DWM NPDES 
P k i t  progr& poiides Related to FLOW 'and Nutrimts:in NPDES Pennits'".~fDEP'~lqw., . , ,, . , , 

Policy"). The purpose of the change wis to allow some variation io WWIF flows 'h response:to . . .  
wet weather,'and in recognitioq that tht flow rate used as a monthly average is in inost cases 

. presented in the %went plant,pldng dwuments as an annual mmxhly average. Agreeing to 
revise t h e ~ o w ' b i t  hmamon'thly airorage based on average annualiflow to a l~rnrnth'n),l~ing ... avorag=, .Ldern';ih. thae codd'be * significarit df .*lliit8nts' discham td 

, ,. 

. ' &= -~t ig water, 'pMkulgjlly duriag.ma now mOii*s ~ h h  ~ mo6thli dischaige 
flow'e)1.m& the agual average flow. To prevent further degradation of,thc receiving water, the 
: Agencies agreed to add may limits based on the then cumnt average &mud design flow of the 
f d t y  for both B O E  3 d  TSS a8 a mt condition to &SW #at existing contmls oh mass . ,. . . . . . . .  . ,.: . " :  ' . . .  . . .  . . .  
&s.chatgcs. are h~ihihcd. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ., . 

. . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . .  

NPDES regulations dlow for the exercise of best professibnal judgment on the part of the p d t  
writer'ib 'e'iiabhsh -S limits: See e.4. In re City of Port St. J+,7 E:~.D.'275,293$3 (EAB 
1'997)"(i,6--iIig that 'l']rh& PJPD&F Ire"atio~s not provide guid-&ce .gb-*'k'RegioG on 
to +tablish'awpriatc mass Kinits foia &YTW, except for the, general. &ction that "in the chse ..... 
of PdjiWs;-@t,.&uent wt$io&; stand*, or phibitiws Shall'b based on . ' 

flo$),; ' r ' rwng Manual for Nm>ES Pmt Wl.litersW at 26 (EPA May 1987). Here,.he . 
' Agknci.9 c ~ c l i , t h a t  pmss Wtqare necessary in light of tho,con.tinui,ng severe impairment 

... 

. . .  

. . . . .  

',standards with . . . .  ispect to the Listed poUuU~ts and has a potential to'reekult iri further 'degsadation 
of the d , v i n g  watm. 314 C.M.R. 5 4.04. The Permittee h& not of fed  evidence to 
satisfy the, ~tidepdnt ion review procedures necessary to justify euch 6, outcome in yon- 

. 1 .................... 9- ..su~:h..~...a~.AssW.Riva. a 'Mm6achu8ct!s:Anti&-tiw ~e*.tw.:.: ..;,;.=.- ?I ~ ~ - .  
Proaxhue for Discharge R e q W g  a Permit Under 314'CMR 3.03" (1993). The Agtncics have 
d.G.co rdecd *& dtematirc u*ng ii;..* folli" &,& 
loadings. 'use of the. average annual flow fmthcrs tbeobjectivc of the permit -uir&t, which 

. . .  
is . . . . . .  to mrintsaa'abt only the o'ved 'hgnitude . . .  of pollutant loadinypl'but . . . . . . . . . . .  also tk fzquency md ,. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... . . . - - . . , . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . , .  18 . . . . . .  
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duniofi of such loadings, sub6eqU&t to the change h flow policy. , A  the ~ ~ e n c j &  & ' 

' obligated td. imclude mumable lbiiitatiok and conditions~that~arc necessary to enaFe .. 

' c ~ m ~ l i ~ w i t h  MAWQS, the mass limits, as well as thp m&urhg period, have been 
See 33 USC 8 301(b)(l)(C); 40 CFR 8 122.44(d)(l)(i). It shmld also be noted tbat the DEP . 
s w  Policy itself conctmpa& the imposition of mass limits inmxtj&.tion with tht revised , , 

ff ow ,designation. & Dm How Policy at p. ,1. ' . . 
. , 

IU addition, ,&e me? ~yii,for BODS~CBOB cannot be made 1-6 ,s.tring~.:~thout . . violating. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . .. 
applicable ~ t f - b ~ c k s ~ ~ g  . . .  prbvisicins.. . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. , . . . . . . . : .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " . . . . .  . ". 
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Exhibit H: Copy of the Administrative Consent Order for the Town of Rockland effective 
July 1 1 ,  1995 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

Department of 
Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office 

William F. Weld 
Governor . . ~.... 

Trudy Coxe 
Secretary. EOEA 

David 8. Sbuhs 
Commissioner 

J u l y  14,  1995 

M r .  Michael McDonald, Chairman 
Rockland Sewer Commission 
P . O .  Box 330 
Rockland, MA 02370 

Dear M r .  McDonald: 

Enclosed p lease  f i n d  an o r i g i n a l  copy of t h e  signed 
Adminis t ra t ive  Consent Order f o r  t h e  Town of Rockland with the  
e f f e c t i v e  d a t e  of J u l y  11, 1995. 

~ h a n k ' y o u  f o r  a l l  your coopera t ion  i n  t h i s  ma t t e r .  

Very t r u l y  yours ,  
7 \ 

L 
Brian Donahoe 
Deputy Regional Di rec to r  

c c :  Kopelman & Paige 
1 0 1  Arch S t r e e t  
Boston, MA 
ATTN: Anne Hyland 

E . P . A .  
JFK Federa l  ~ u i l d i n g  
Boston, MA 02203 
ATTN: S teve  Couto 

DEP - SERO 
ATTN: George Crombie 

Joseph Shepherd 

20 Riverside Drive Lakeville, Massachusetts 02347 FAX (508) 947-6557 Telephone (508) 946-2700 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

In the Matter of 
Town of Rockland 1 ~dministrative Consent Order 

1 Number: NPDES Permit No. MA0101923 
1 NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE 
) ACO SE 95-1007 

THE PARTIES 

1.1 The Department of Environmental Protection 
(hereinafter the "Department") maintains its 
principal offices at One Winter Street, Boston, 
Massachusetts and also operates a regional office 
at 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville, Massachusetts. 
The Department's authority to issue this 
Administrative Consent Order and Notice of 
Noncompliance ("Consent Order") is conferred by 
the Massachusetts Clean Waters Act, M.G.L., c.21, 
§ §  26-53. 

PURPOSE 

The Town of Rockland, a municipal corporation 
located in Plymouth County and duly organized 
under the laws of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, with its principal offices located 
at the Rockland Town Hall, Rockland, 
Massachusetts, is the owner of a publicly owned 
treatment works (the "Facilityn) from which it 
discharges pollutants from a point source to the 
French Stream. 

The Town of Rockland Sewer Commission (the 
"Commission") was established under Section 11 of 
Chapter 338 of the Acts of 1913, and is 
responsible for operating the Rockland Wastewater 
Treatment Plant ("the Facility"). The Commission 
maintains its principal offices at the facility 
located at Concord Street, Rockland, 
Massachusetts . 

The Town of Rockland Sewer Commission shall 
hereafter be referred to as "the 
Permittee". 

2.1 The purpose of this Consent Order is to define and 
establish the steps to be taken, and the 
establishment of a schedule for compliance, to 



ensure that the operation of Rockland's Wastewater 
Treatment Plant is in compliance with all 
applicable State and federal requirements, in 
particular, the discharge limitations for copper 
and chlorine as provided in the Permittee's NPDES 
permit issued jointly by the U.S. EPA-and the 
Department. 

STATEMENT OF.FACTS 

The Department is a duly constituted agency of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, established 
pursuant to M.G.L. c. 21A, 57, and is responsible 
for the implementation and enforcement of the 
Massachusetts Clean Waters Act, M.G.L. c. 21, 
5526-53 and the regu1,ations promulgated thereunder 
at 314 CMR 3.00. The Department and the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et u., 
jointly administer a regulatory program within the 
commonwealth of Massachusetts requiring. that any 
discharges into the surface waters of the 
Commonwealth be in conformity'with jointly issued 
discharge permits. 

The Department, pursuant to 314 CMR 1.00 et seq., 
administers a regulatory program within the 
commonwealth of Massachusetts requiring that all 
discharges into the surface waters of the 
Commonwealth be in conformity with surface water 
discharge permits jointly issued by the Department 
and the EPA. 

The Permittee owns, operates and maintains through 
the use of a private contractor a sewerage system 
consisting of a common sewer system which collects - 
and transports sewage and other wastes from 
properties connected thereto to a wastewater 
treatment facility ("the facility"). The facility 
was designed and approved to discharge 2.5 million 
gallons per day ("MGD") of treated wastewater and 
presently discharges approximately 1.7 MGD to the 
French Stream. 

The Permittee was issued NPDES Permit No. 
MA0101923 (the "Permit") on August 4,1993 jointly 
by the Department ("DEP1') and the U.S. 
Environmental Protect ion Agency ( llEPAN ) . 



3.5 The Permittee, by letter dated September 2, 1993 
appealed the copper and chlorine limits contained 
in the 1993 Permit and requested an evidentiary 
hearing on these limitations. By letter dated 
September 17, 1993, the EPA denied the request for 
an evidentiary hearing on the 1993 Permit. 

3.6 In a petition dated October 14, 1993, the 
Permittee appealed the denial of the request for 
an evidentiary hearing to the Environmantal 
Appeals Board. Due to the request for an 
evidentiary hearing on the 1993 Permit, the 
appealed limitations were stayed until the appeal 
was denied by the Environmental Appeals Board. 

By opinion dated August 19, 1994, the 
Environmental Appeals Board denied the petition 
for review of the Region's (EPA) denial of the 
request for an evidentiary hearing on the 1993 
Permit. 

3.8 The discharge of pollutants to the waters of the 
Commonwealth constitute violations of M.G.L. 
chapter 21, sec 43 ( 2 )  , which'provides : 

No person shall discharge pollutants into waters 
of the Commonwealth nor construct, install, 
modify, operate, or maintain an outlet for such 
discharge or any treatment works, without a 
currently valid permit issued by the director. . 
No person shall engage in any other activity that 
may reasonably be expected to result, directly or 
indirectly, in discharge of pollutants into 
waters of the Commonwealth, nor construct, 
effect, maintain, modify or use any sewer 
extension or connection, without a currently 
valid permit issued by the director, unless / 

exempted by the regulation by the director. 

The French Stream is a Class B waterway and warm 
water fishery, located in the South Shore Coastal 
Drainage Area. Pursuant to 314 CMR 4.00, Mass 
Water Quality Standards, waters assigned to this 
class are designated for the uses of protection 
and propagation of fish, other aquatic life and 
wildlife and for primary and secondary contact 
recreation. 

The Department finds that the Permittees' direct 
discharge to surface waters interferes 'with the 
beneficial uses assigned these waters in the 
Surface Water Quality Standards. 



M.G.L., c.21, § 44 (1) provides in pertinent part: 

Whenever it appears to the Department that there 
are discharges of pollutants, without a required , 

permit, or that such discharges are in violation 
of a permit'issued under this chapter, or in 
contravention of any regulation, standard or 
plan adopted by the Department, the Department 
may order the discharger to . . .  take other 
appropriate action under rules and regulations 
adopted by the director subject to the 
provisions of chapter thirty A, and to cease and 
desist making or allowing further discharges 
beyond a specified date until compliance with 
the order is fully achieved. Issuance of an 
order under this paragraph shall not be deemed 
an election to forego any action for criminal or 
civil penalties under section forty-two. 

3.12 According to the discharge monitoring reports 
("DMRsl') submitted'to the DEP and EPA by the 
permittee, as required by the Permit, the 
Permittee's discharge from the Facility to the 
French Stream has violated the permit's effluent 
limitations for copper (monthly average and 
maximum daily) and chlorine residual (maximum 
daily) since August 19, 1994. Prior to the final 
decision of the Environmental Appeals Board 
referred to in paragraph 3.7 above, the Commission 
submitted plans for interim plant and process 
modifications designed to address the chlorine 
residual violation. Said interim plans were 
approved by the Department and constructed by the 
Commission. The approved interim dechlorination 
system became fully operational on March 1, 1995 
and, as of the date of this Consent Order, the 
Facility is operating in compliacne with the / 

Permit's effluent limitations for chlorine 
residual. 

On January 24, 1995, the Town of Rockland was 
issued an amended Administrative order from the 
Department's Division of Solid Waste restricting 
the disposal of Solid Waste to "Residential onlyM 
at it's Municipal landfill located at Beech Street 
in the Town of Rockland. Prior to that date, the 
Permittee disposed of it's residuals generated at 
it's wastewater facility at the Beech street 
location along with other municipal refuse. 

In accordance with M.G.L. c.21, § 26-53, c.83,§7, 
and c.111 § 17, and the Department's Policy on the 



Redundancy Requirements for Sludge Disposal, dated 
Jan. 4, 1984; the permittee needs to have a 
primary and secondary disposal option for its 
residuals. 

IV. DEFINITIONS - 
4.1 The terms in this Consent Order shall have the 

same meaning as provided in the M.G.L. c. 21,s 2 6 -  
53 and regulations promulgated thereunder unless 
the context clearly indicates otherwise. 

V. DISPOSITION AND ORDER - 

5.1 As a result of discussions which have taken place 
between the Department and the Permittee 
(collectively "the parties") and without 
adjudication of any fact or law set forth above, 
the parties have agreed to negotiate this Consent 
Order, rather than exuend the time and resources 
necessary to adjudicate this matter. This Consent 
Order represents the full and final agreement 
between the parties concerning the operation of 
the wastewater treatment plant. This Consent 
Order shall not constitute , be construed as, or 
operate as an admission that the Permitee has 
violated any law or regulation. 

Nothing in this Consent Order shall be construed 
as or operate as, barring, diminishing, 
adjudicating, or in any way affecting any legal or 
equitable right of the Department to issue any 
5uture Order with respect to the subject matter 
covered by this Consent Order, or in any way 
affecting any other claim, action, suit, cause of 
action, or demand which'the Department may . 

initiate. 

This Consent Order also serves as, and meets the 
requirements of, a Notice of Noncompliance, as 
described in M.G.L. c. 21A 5 16 and regulations 
promulgated thereunder of 310 CMR 5.00. The 
Department hereby determines, and the Permittee 
hereby agrees, that the deadlines set forth in 
this Consent Order constitute reasonable times to 
perform the acts expressly agreed to in this. 
Consent Order and that the activities required 
pursuant to this Consent Order otherwise meet the 
requirements of Chapter 21. 

The activities conducted pursuant to this Consent 



Order are subject to approval by the Department 
and shall be performed in accordance with 
Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 21, § 26-53, 
314 CMR 3.00, and all other applicable Federal, 
State and local laws. Any non-compliance with the 
requirements and provisions of applicable Federal, 
State and local laws, regulations and approvals 
which delays the achievement of any performance 
deadline set by this Consent order shall 
constitute a violation of this Consent Order. 

All engineering work performed pursuant to this . 
Consent Order shall be under the general direction 
and supervision of a qualified (experienced in 
wastewater treatment plant management and design), 
registered professional engineer. Any contractual 
relationship between the Permittee and the 
engineer subsequent to this Consent Order shall 
require the engineer, as a conditiorl of the 
contract, to implement work consistent with the 
provisions of this Consent Order. The Permittee 
shall provide the Department with a signed copy of 
any existing contractual agreements between the 
Permittee and the engineer within thirty (30) days 
of the effective date of this Consent Order. And 
the permittee shall provide the Department with a 
signed copy of any subsequent contractual 
agreements between the Permittee and the engineer 
or between the Permittee and any subsequent 
engineer within thirty (30) days of execution. 

This Consent Order shall apply to and be binding 
upon the Permittee and its successors and assigns. 
No change in ownership of the wastewater treatment 
plant will alter in any way the responsibility of 
the Permittee under this Consent Order. The 
Permittee agrees to provide a signed copy of this - 
Consent Order to any successor or assign. 

The Permittee shall not violate this Consent Order 
and shall not allow its successors, agents, or 
contractors to violate this Consent Order. 

This Consent Order, its attachments, together and 
not separately, constitute the agreement and 
understanding between the Department and the 
Permittee regarding the Permittees' obligations 
under this Consent Order. This Consent Order 
incorporates by reference Attachment I, attached 
hereto. The requirements provided by Attachment I 
and any submittals required therein and approved 
by DEP including deadlines for performance, are 



enforceable pursuant to this Consent Order 

The Permittee agrees to submit within ninety (90) 
days from the effective date of this Consent 
Order, to the DEP for it's review and approval and 
a copy to the EPA, a. Scope of Work ("SOW") which 
shall at a minimum, but not be limited to, all of 
the items set forth in Attachment I. 

The SOW shall also include a recommended schedule, 
not ,to exceed three (3) years, for implementation 
of the following tasks: 

a. A townwide inflow/infiltration (I&I) 
reduction plan adopted and implemented within 
a recommended timeline to control and reduce 
the unnecessary flows entering the treatment 
sys tem. 

b. A review and/or revision of t'he Permittee's 
Sewer Use Ordinance and Intermunicipal 
Agreements to assist in the ability to comply 
with all applicable State and Federal 
requirements. 

x+. 

C. A plan for growth control to ensure that the 
capacity of the wastewater treatment facility 
is not exceeded. This should include, but 
not be limited to limiting additional hook- 
ups, reduction in I&I, water conservation and 
recycling,and industrial source reduction. 

d. A plan for the implementation of short 
term and long..term residuals management and 
disposal. These plans must be submitted to 
the Department for approvals. 

The Permittee shall take all steps necessary to 
plan, design and construct facilities and obtain 
all permits necessary to adequately treat and 
dispose of all wastewater collected by the Town's 
sewerage system. The discharge quality shall meet 
or surpass requirements of 314 CMR 3.00 and 314 
CMR 4.00 for discharge to surface waters. In 
carrying out this requirement, the Permittee shall 
undertake the planning, design and construction of 
the improvements to the wastewater treatment plant 
pursuant to this Consent Order in accordance.with 
the following schedule: 

a. No later than August 1, 1996, the Permittee 
shall submit final design plans to the 



Department for its approval of a permanent 
dechlorination system or an alternative 
disinfection system either of which shall be 

. designed to achieve compliance with the 
coliform and residual chlorine limits in the 
permit. 

b. Within sixty (60) days after the Department's 
approval of design plans, submitted pursuant 
to 5.11a; the Permittee shall award the 
contract to implement such plans. 

c. By April 1, 1997, the Permittee shall 
complete construction and be operating the 
wastewater treatment plant upgrades in 
accordance with all approved DEP and EPA 
permits. 

The Department and its agents and employees shall 
have the right to enter upon the wastewater 
treatment plant, without notice, to monitor the 
Permittee's compliance with this CONSENT ORDER and 
all applicable environmental laws and regulations. 

If, at any Time, there exists at the wastewater . 
treatment plant a condition that results in a 
threat to the public health, safety, or the 
environment, the Department may seek any relief it 
deems appropriate. 

VI. FORCE MAJEURE - 

6.1 If any event odcurs which delays or will delay a 
performance date established by this Consent 
Order, which event was beyond the control and 
without the fault of the Permittee and any entity 
it controls, including its contractors and 
consultants, and which event could not have been 
prevented or avoided by the exercise of due care, 
foresight, or due diligence on the part of the 
Permittee or any entity it controls, including its 
contractors and consultants, the Permittee shall 
immediately, and in any event within fifteen (15) 
days of such occurrence, notify the Department in 
writing of the anticipated length of the delay, 
the cause of the delay and the steps or measures 
to be taken to prevent or minimize the delay, 
including a timetable by which the Permittee. 
intends to implement such steps or measures. Upon 
receiving the approval of the Department, the 
Permittee shall implement such steps or measures 
as are approved by the Department to avoid or 



minimize any delay. ~othing in this Paragraph 
shall excuse any noncompliance by the Permittee 
with the provisions of this Consent Order. 

6.2 If the Permittee notifies the Department of the 
. . occurrence of an event which delays or will delay 

a performance date established by this Consent 
Order, and if the Permittee otherwise complies 
with the requirements of Paragraph 6.1 of this 
section, and if the Department determines that the 
delay has been or will be caused by circumstances 
beyond the control and without the fault of the 
Permittee, or any entity it controls, including 
its contractors and consultants, and can not or 
could not have been overcome by the exercise of 
due diligence, due care or foresight, the 
Department shall, pursuant.to its sole discretion, 
extend the time for performance hereunder for a 
period of time equal to the length of the delay. 

If the Permittee disagrees with the Department's 
determination pursuant to Paragraph 6.2 of this 
Section, and if the parties are unable to reach an 
agreement that the delay has.been or will be 
caused by circumstances beyond the control and 
without the fault of the Permittee or any entity 
it controls, including its contractors and 
consultants, and can not or could not have been 
overcome by the exercise of due diligence, due 
care or foresight by the Permittee or any entity 
it controls, including its contractors and 
consultants, then subject to the provisions of 
Article IX the matter may be submitted by any 
party to the Massachusetts Superior Court for 
resolution. If the Court determines that the 
delay has been or will be caused by circumstances 
beyond the control and without the fault of the 
Permittee and any entity controlled by the 
Permittee, including its consultants and 
contractors, and that the delay can not or could 
not have been overcome by the exercise of due 
care, foresight, or due diligence by the Permittee 
or any entity controlled by the Permittee, 
including its consultants and contractors, 
stipulated penalties shall not be due for the 
period of time the delay continues due to 
circumstances beyond the control and without the 
fault of the Permittee. 

6.3 In any proceeding pursuant to Paragraph 6.3 of this 
Section, the Permittee shall bear the byden of 
proving: 1) that the delay has been or will be caused 



by circumstances beyond the control and without the 
fault of the Permittee and any entity controlled by the 
Permittee, including its consultants and contractors; 
2) and that neither the Permittee, nor any entity 
controlled by the Permittee, including its contractors 
and consultants, could have prevented or avoided such . 
delay by the exercise of due care, foresight, or due 
diligence on the part of the Permittee or any entity 
controlled by the Permittee, including its contractors 
and consultants; and 3) the number of days of the delay 
caused by such circumstances. 

64 Unanticipated or increased costs or expenses 
associated with the implementation of the actions 
required under this Consent Order or changed 
financial circumstances shall not, for the 
performance of the actions required by this 
Consent Order, be considered circumstances beyond 
the control and without the fault of the 
Permittee. 

VIT. STIPULATED PENALTIES 

7.1 In the event the Permittee, or its employees, 
agents, or contractors, violates the timeframes 

i for compliance set out in Attachment 1 or the 
requirements of Section 5.11, herein, the 
Permittee agrees to pay stipulated penalties in 
accordance with the following schedule: 

a. For each day of each violation of schedules 
set forth above in Section V and any 
schedules submitted by the Permittee and 
approved by the Department pursuant to 
Attachment I and this Consent Order, I, the 
Permittee shall pay stipulated penalties as 
follows : - 

period of Violation Penaltv per day 

1st through 30th day $ 500 per day 
31st through 90th day $1000 per day 
91st day and thereafter $2000 per day 

All stipulated penalties shall be paid without 
demand before the fifteenth (15th) day of the 
month following the month in which the violations 
occurred by means of a certified .check payable to 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Environmental 
Challenge Fund at the following address: 



Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection 
P.O. Box 4062 
One Winter Street 
Boston, MA 02211 

7.3 The name of the Permittee and the Administrative 
Consent Order reference number shall be printed 
clearly on the face of the check. 

VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTIES 

8.1 Failure by the Permittee to comply with any 
Department rule or regulation, except as otherwise 
specifically provided for in this Consent Order, 
may result in the assessment of administrative 
penalties by the Department in the amount of up to 
twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) per day, 
per violation, in accordance with M.G.L. c. 21 5 
42 and/or M.G.L., C. 21A 816. 

IX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION - 
9.1 The Department and the Permittee shall attempt to 

resolve informally any disagreements concerning 
implementation of this Consent Order or any work 
required hereunder. 

If the Permittee objects to any written approval, 
disapproval, claim, demand or determination of the 
Department (including a determination pursuant to 
the force majeure section of this Consent Order 
made in accordance with this Consent Order), the 
Permittee shall notify the Department in writing 
of its specific objections within seven (7) days 
of receipt of the Department's writing. In - 
response, the Department shall set a date for the 
completion of dispute resolution and notify the 
Permittee of such date either by writing, 
facsimile or oral communication followed by a 
writing. Such date shall be no sooner than seven 
(7) days after the Department receives the written 
notice of objections, and no later than thirty 
(30) days after such receipt of notice, or such 
longer period as the parties hereto agree upon in 
writing. 

The Permittee and the Department then shall 
attempt to resolve the objections and may engage 
in discussions, meetings, fact-finding and any . 
other activities which facilitate resolution of 



the objections. At any time, the Department may 
require the Permittee to submit to the Department 
a more complete written statement of its 
objections and the factual and legal basis for 
such objections. 

. . 
After the dispute has been resolved or the date 
for completion of dispute resolution has passed, 
the Regional Director, or his/her designee, shall 
issue a written statement setting forth the 
agreement or his or her findings and the final 
determination in the matter. Such agreement or 
determination will be effective upon the receipt 
of such written statement by the Permittee. 

The Permittee shall undertake all the work 
required by the agreement or the Department's 
final determination. Failure of the Permittee to 
undertake such work shall be a violation of this 
Consent Order. 

Entering objections pursuant to this section shall 
not be cause for delay of the implementation of 
any work not specifically the subject of the 
written notice of obiections. Deadlines for other 
work which is specifically the subject of the 
written notice of objections shall be extended an 
amount of days equal to the number of days from 
the date of the Department's initial writing to 
the date of the agreement or the Department's- 
final determination. 

X. WAIVER OF RIGHTS TO ADJUDICATORY PROCESS - 
The Permittee consents to the Department's 
issuance of this Cosent Order and admits to the -. 

jurisdiction and authority of the Department to 
issue such Consent Order. The Permittee 
understands, and hereby waives its rights to an 
adjudicatory hearing before the Department, to a 
tentative decision by the Department, and to 
judicial review, rehearing, re-argument and 
reconsideration by courts of competent 
jurisdiction of the issuance and/or the terms of 
this Consent Order. The Permittee also hereby 
waives its rights to notice of rights to 
administrative process or judicial review in 
connection with this ACO. 



XI. NON WAIVER - 

XII. 

11.1 Failure on the part of the Department to complain 
of action or non-action on the part of the 
Permittee shall not constitute a waiver. by the 
Department of any of 'its rights hereunder. 
Furthermore, no waiver by the Department of any 
provision herein shall be construed as a waiver of 
any other provision herein. 

SEVERABILITY 

12.1 If any term or provision of this Consent Order or 
the application thereof, to any person or 
circumstance, shall, to any extent, be invalid or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Consent 
Order, and the application thereof, shall not be 
affected thereby, and'each remaining term and 
provision shall be valid and enforceable to the 
fullest extent permitted by law. 

XIII. SUBMISSIONS 

13.1 Submissions required by this Consent Order shall 
be made in writing to the following: 

TO THE DEPARTMENT: 

George Crombie 
Regional Director, SERO 
Department of Environmental Protection 
20 Riverside Drive 
Lakeville, Massachusetts ' 02347 

Jeffrey Gould 
Water Pollution Control Section Chief 
Department of Environmental Protection 
20 Riverside Drive 
Lakeville , Massachusetts 02347 

AND 

David A Fierra, Director 
Water Management Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
P.O. Box 8127 
Boston, Massachusetts 02108 



. . ..+ .. 

TO THE TOWN: 

R o c k l a n d  S e w e r  C o m m i s s i o n  
P . O .  Box 330 
R o c k l a n d ,  MA 02370  

111. E F F E C T I V E  DATE 

T h i s  C o n s e n t  O r d e r  s h a l l  be e f fec t ive  on t h e  date 
signed by t h e  D e p a r t m e n t .  

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

D a t e :  

TOWN O F  ROCKLAND 

SEWER COMMISSION 

By : 
d c h a e l  ~ c D o n a l d ,  C h a i r m a n  

R o b e r t  C o r v i  



ATTACHMENT I 
SCOPE OF WORK 

The Scope of Work (SOW) shall include, at a minimum, the following 
items. 

I. WATER SUPPLY 

The permittee shall prepare and submit a written technical 
report ("Report") to the DEP within twelve - ( 12  1 months of 
DEP1s approval of the SOW with a copy to the EPA which 
evaluates the drinking water supply's corrosion control 
program and the need to implement new, additional and/or 
revised treatment if the evaluation suggests that the existing 
treatment is not considered optimal. The Report shall also 
include specific tasks to be performed and a schedule for the 
implementation of such tasks. As part of the evaluation, the 
permittee should address, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

A. Determination of the percent of copper in the wastewater 
that is attributed to the ~ublic water supply. 

B. An evaluation (consisting of. a desktop and/or 
demonstration study) of various corrosion technologies 
currently available, including at a minimum, each of the 
following, applied separately and where appropriate in 
combination with one another to achieve optimal corrosion 
control for that particular water system: 

(1) Alkalinity and pH adjustment 

( 2 )  Calcium hardness adjustment; and 

(3) Phosphate or silicate based corrosion inhibitors. 

C .  An assessment of how these various treatment options may 
impact certain water quality parameters (e.g. lead, 
copper, alkalinity, pH, calckum, trihalomethanes, 
disinfection byproducts, etc . . . I  within the water system. 

Identification of chemical, physical and other 
feasibility constraints which may limit the application 
of a particular treatment option for the given system. 

It should be noted that some of these items may have 
already been addressed under the requirements of EPA's 

. Lead and Copper Rule (40 CFR 141.80 thru 141.82) for 
public water systems (EPA's Lead and Copper Rule Guidance 
Manual, Volume 11: Corrosion Control Treatment). 



11. PRETREATMENT 

A. LOCAL LIMITS EVALUATION 

The Permittee shall prepare and submit a written 
technical report ( "Report " to the DEP within twelve (12 ) 
months of DEP1s approval of the SOW with a copy to the 
EPA which evaluates the existing local limit for copper 
and the need to revise the limit if the evaluation 
reveals that more stringent limits are necessary. As 
part of this evaluation, the permittee shall assess how 
the POTW performs with respect to influent and effluent 
pollutants, water quality concerns, sludge quality, 
sludge processing concerns/inhibition, biomonitoring 
results, activate sludge inhibition, worker health and 
safety and collection system concerns. Justifications 
and conclusions should be based on actual plant data if 
available and should be included in the report. The - 
permittee shall carry out the local limits evaluation in 
accordance with EPA Guidance Manual for the Development 
and Implementation of Local Discharse Limitations Under 
the Pretreatment Proaram (Dec., 1987) . The Report shall 
also include specific tasks to be performed and a 
schedule for the implementation of such tasks. 

B. TEcHNOLOGY/PRETREATMENT EVALUATION 

The Permittee shall evaluate, or require each of the 
POTW' s Significant Industrial Users (SIUs to evaluate, 
industry-specific treatment technology (ies) necessary to 
assure compliance with the local limits calculated for 
the pollutants of concern in A. above. The evaluation of 
the industry-specific treatment technology(ies) need at 
each SIU facility shall include but not be limited to the 
following information: 

(1) The name and location of the site. 

(2) A general description of the major products 
manufactured and unit operations carried out at the 
facility. 

(3) An evaluation of the wastewater characteristics 
discharged to the POTW (including sampling data 
performed on the final discharge(s1 to the 
sewer (s) . 

( 4 )  A thorough discussion of all tre'atment technology 
options which have potential to significantly 
reduce the levels of the pollutants of concern 



including those which assure compliance with the 
calculated local limits for the identified 
pollutants of concern. 

(5) An identification of, and rationale for, the 
recommended method of treatment including a 
discussion of the technical and economic 
feasibility'. This shall also include an evaluation 
as to the expected levels in the final effluent the 
selected technology will'achieve. 

( 6 )  A list of each alternative technology considered 
but not selected. For each alternative rejected 
explain the rationale. 

(7) A timetable for making reasonable and measurable 
progress towards- the installation of the chose 
treatment technology. 

C. POLLUTION PREVENTION EVALUATION 

In addition to the technology/pretreatment evaluation required 
in B. above, the POTW shall develop, or require each of the 
POTW1s SIUs to develop, a Waste Minimization Plan for the 
purpose of further reducing the copper loadings from each S I U  
through pollution prevention/source reduction alternatives. 
At a minimum, the Scope of Work for the Waste Minimization 
Plan shall, for each SIU, include but not be limited to the 
following information: 

(1) The name and location of the site. 

( 2 )  A general description of the major products manufactured 
and unit operations carried out at the facility. 

( 3 )  A process flow diagram of the unit operations focusing on 
quantity and type of hazardous wastes, raw materials, and 
final products produced at the site. 

An evaluation of source reduction approaches available to 
the generator which are potentially viable for the 
reduction of copper in the facility's wastestream. The 
evaluation shall consider each of the following areas: 

(a) Raw materials input changes 

- - (b) Operational process changes 

- (c) Product quality changes 

(d) Administrative steps taken to reduce copper 
including 'but not limited to: 



(1) Inventory control 

(2) Employee Award Programs 

( 3 )  In-house Policies 

(4) Employee .--Training 

(5) Corporate or Management Committee 

( 6 )  Other Programs or. Approaches 

The evaluation shall also consider and discuss the 
following for each approach evaluated: 

(a) Expected change in the amount of copper generated 

(b) Technical feasibility 

(c) Employee health 'and safety implications 

(5) A specification of and rationale for source reduction 
measures selected which will be implemented by the 
generator. 

(6) An evaluation of the effects of the chosen source 
reduction methods on. emissions and discharges to other 
media. 

(7) A list of each alternative considered but not selected 
for a detailed evaluation as a potentially viable source 
reduction approach. For each alternative rejected 
explain the generat'or' s rationale. ' 

(8) A timetable for making reasonable and measurable progress 
towards implementing the selected source reduction 
measures. It shall also include an implementation . 

schedule for completing the evaluation of potentially 
viable source reduction approaches. 

111. WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 

The Permittee shall prepare and submit to the DEP within twelve 
(12) months of DEPts approval of the SOW and a copy to the EPA a 
technical report ("Report") which evaluates the ability of the 
wastewater treatment facility through operational and/or design 
changes (i.e. additional treatment) to remove the influent copper 
to the degree necessary to comply with its Permit's effluent limit. 
The Report shall also include specific tasks to be performed and a 
schedule for the implementation of such tasks.  h he report shall, 
at a minimum, include the following: 



A. A quality assurance/quality control program to ensure 
that proper sampling and analytical techniques are being 
employed to ensure that the results are accurate at the 
levels required by the permit1 s effluent limits (i.e. 
clean techniques are used and the analytical equipment 
use'd is capable of reaching the detection levels required 
by the permit's effluent limit). 

B. An evaluation, including monitoring where necessary, of 
all sources of copper entering the POTW, including but 
not limited to the following: 

(1) Influent 

(2) Wastes transported to the POTW (i-e. septage, 
leachate, industrial/commercia1 wastes, etc.) 

(3) Chemicals used at the POTW 

C. A monitoring program to track copper removal through the 
various unit processes at the ' POTW (i. e. influent, 
primary effluent, secondary effluent, final effluent). 

An evaluation (including monitoring) of 
sidestreams (i.e. sludge processing) 
content of the final effluent. 

the impact of 
on the copper 

E. An evaluation of the POTW's ability to achieve greater 
removals of copper throughoperational changes, including 
but not limited to chemical addition, and/or installation 
of additional treatment. 

F. ~evelo~ment' of capitol and operational costs for 
implementing any improvements necessary at the POTW to 
reduce the copper content in the effluent. 

G. Development of a schedule for implementing any 
improvements necessary at the POTW to reduce the copper 
content in the effluent. 



Exhibit I: Letter dated October 25, 1996 to DEP from PSG re: October Rain Event - 

High Flows. 



October 25, 1996 
Your water and wastewater pa* 

i . ..--..\, $~ 

. , . .  . , .  
Jefiey GouId, Section Chief : ,  . . :  . ,  

e rsss : ;) Department of Environmental Protection ,. ! I I ,  ? i 
;: i 

Southeast Regional Office . . i I 
- .  - .  

20 Riverside Drive . f 
.' . ' - .  . ' ... . :....;.:: 

LakeviIle, MA 02347 .~.,-*. 

RE: Rockland, MA Wastewater Plant 
NPDES Pennit No. MA010 1923 - Discharge 00 1 A 

October 20-22 Rain Event - High Flows 

Dear Mr. Gould: 

As stated in 3 14 CMR Department of Water Pollution Control Regulations Section 
12.07[3] and 3 14 CMR 3.00 Massachusetts Surface Water Discharge Program 
3.19[20][e], I am writing to inform you of the conditions experienced at the Rockland 
Wastewater Treatment Facility from late Sunday October 2oth through Tuesday October 
22"*. 

A severe rain storm caused heavy rainfall to hit the Rockland area. This storm dumped 
approximately 8.5 inches of rainfall causing severe flooding and ground saturated 
conditions in the town. The facility experienced flows in excess of the peak design 
capacity of 6.0 MGD for several days. 

The influent flows to the facility rose to over 14 million gallons at peak times Sunday and 
Monday. This is estimated based on the additional equipment that was brought in to 
handle the pumping operations. A total of six additional pumps were used: three six-inch 
trash pumps, two four-inch trash pumps, and one six-inch submersible pump. A total of 
more than 1800 feet of discharge hoses were set up to maintain pumping operations. 
Also, a total of approximately one million gallons of off-line tanks were filled to capacity 
for flow equalization purposes and for partial treatment of the incoming wastewater that 
could not be hlly treated. 

We were able to pump through the facility at a rate of nearly 8 MGD and have this 
wastewater fully treated with all activated sludge systems being maintained. The 
remaining wastewater could not be hlly treated with secondary treatment due to 

Professional Services Croup, Inc. 

Rockland 

P.O. Box 247 

Rockland, Massachusetts 02370 

(61 7) 878-1 863 Fax: (61 7) 871-1 909 



limitations in our influent pump station capacity. This excess wastewater was pumped to 
meet our discharge at the outfall reaeration steps. Chlorination of the facility's effluent 
was raised to insure for adequate disinfection. 

There was a brief period on Monday morning when flows bubbled out of the manhole at 
the plant entrance due to surcharged conditions. This occurred on Monday Oct. 2lSt 
between the hours of 11 :00 AM and 2:00 PM. 

Bisulfite addition was suspended for three days so that the chlorine added 
could be utilized for disinfection of all flows, therefore we are reporting three daily 
chlorine residual exceedences. 

The DEP hotline number was called on Sunday night at 8:00 PM to leave word that a 
partial bypass condition was to occur and a period of reduced teatment to follow. Mr. Jay 
Naparstek was informed of the conditions on Sunday evening as well as Mr. Joseph 
Shepherd of the Southeast Office on Monday Oct. 21St. Total suspended solids data 
collected for Oct 2oth and 22nd were 19.8 and 9.2 mg/L and were in compliance with our 
NPDES pennit. BOD data is still pending completion of the tests at this time. Fecal 
coliform data collected also indicated process compliance. 

A survey of the town found an excessive amount of surface flooding due to poor drainage 
and saturated conditions. Many areas has manholes submerged under a few feet of water 
for several hours. 

Full treatment operations without any bypassing of flows were resumed at 9:OOPM 
Tuesday Oct. 22nd. 

The flows for the Oct. 19" through Oct. 24" are as follows: 

Oct. 19& - Max. 2.7MG Min. 1.2MG Total - 1.97MG actual 
Oct. 2 0 ~  - Max. l2.5MG est. Min. 1.15MG Total - 9 MG est. 
Oct. 21" - Max. 14+MG est. Min. 8+ MG est. Total - 10+ MG est. 
Oct 22nd - Max. 9 MG est. Min. 7 MG est. Total - 8 MG est. 
Oct 231~ - Max. 6.5 MG est. Min. 5.6 MG Total - 6 MG est 
Oct 24th - Max. 5.85 MG Min. 4.55 MG Total - 4.6 MG actual 

Should you need any additional information, please don't hesitate to call me. In advance, 
thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

Aram Varjabedian, Project Manager 
Professional Services Group 



Exhibit J: Monthly Discharge Monitoring Report for March, 2005 



Town of Rockland 
Post Office Box 330 

MASSACHUSETTS 023 70 Will~am Stewart, Chairman 
Walter Simmons, Vice-Chairman 

SEWER COMM~SS~ON Gerald Erposito, Ill, Commissioner 

Tel. (781) 878-1964 
Fax (781) 871-1909 

April 1 1,2005 

Jeffrey Gould 
South Coastal Watershed 
Department of Environmental Protection 
20 Riverside Drive 
Lakeville, Ma 02347 

RE: March 2005 Discharge Monitoring Report 
NPDES Permit # MA0 1 0 1923 00 1 A 

Dear Mr. Gould: 

Enclosed please find the March 2005 Monthly Discharge Monitoring Report for the 
Rockland Wastewater Treatment Facility. All permit parameters were achieved during 
this reporting period except for the following: 

Monthly Daily Average Total Flow of 2.5 MGD exceeded with a flow of 
3.7 MGD 
Total Residual Chlorine, - Daily Maximum of 2 1.4 ug/L exceeded on 3/28 
BOD, - Daily Maximum of 30 mg/L exceeded on 3/28 
BOD, - lbslday Daily Maximum of 626 lbdday exceeded on 3/28 and 
Monthly Average of 4 17 lbslday exceeded 
TSS, - lbslday Daily Maximum of 626 lbslday exceeded on 3/28 

High flow conditions (inflow, infiltration and snow melt) due to heavy rainfall 
(approximately 4 inches) from 3/28 to 3/29 caused influent plant flows to exceed the peak 
design flow of 6.0 MGD. As per the conditions set forth in the NPDES permit; fecal 
coliform, settable solids, and total residual chorine samples were collected and analyzed 
every four hours starting on 3/29 fi-om 2:30am to 10:30pm. The High Flow Management 
procedure was reviewed and approved by Dan Granz (Environmental Engineer) of the 
EPA and Dave Burns of the DEP who were on sight during this high flow event. 

The sodium bi-sulfite addition was shut off once sewage flows filled all of the available 
off-line plant tanks and auxiliary pumping to the outfall was necessary. The chlorine 
residual was above the TRC limit in our discharge permit fi-om 10:30pm on 3/29 until 
3:45am on 3/30. The facility did not have any fecal coliform or settable solids 
exceedences during these periods. 



Notifications by telephone were made to both the EPA and DEP when plant conditions 
were exceeding the peak design flow and partial treatment was to occur. An effluent 
quality report was generated and faxed to your office on 4/6/05. A copy of each report is 
included with this submittal. 

On March 28,2002 the Town of Rockland received an amended Administrative Order 
that requires the Town annually report measures taken to achieve compliance with the 
effluent limitations for copper contained in the NPDES permit and interim effluent 
limitations for copper. Specific conditions are outlined in the A.O. for year one with an 
annual report due each November. We continue to evaluate copper removal and are 
attempting to achieve full compliance through chemical precipitation. The interim 
effluent limits for daily maximum copper is 18.7 ugL and monthly average copper 
concentration is 13.2 ug/L. An asterisk on the DMR denotes that copper is still an 
Administrative Order with the interim effluent copper limits. The daily maximum copper 
for this reporting period was 13.0 ug/L and the monthly average was 9.1 ug/L. 

Please note that we are still performing a trial with ferrous chloride and polymer as the 
chemical coagulants to reduce the level of copper discharging from the WWTF and are 
currently evaluating all of the results. 

The Rocldand Aquarion Operating staff at the wastewater facility performed all 
laboratory analytical work during the month of March with the exception of Copper, 
BOD, TSS, Nitrogen Ammonia, and Total Phosphorus which was performed by Rhode 
Island Analytical Laboratory of Warwick, FU. 

Should you need any additional information, please do not hesitate to call me. In 
advance, thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

b.d%-=9u William Stewart, Chairman 
r 

Rockland Sewer Commission Aquarion Operating Services 
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EFFLUENT QUALITY REPORT 

Date: April 6,2005 

ROCKAND WPCF 
P.O. BOX 330 
ROCKLAND, M A  02370 

NPDES PERMIT # MA0101923 
OUTFALL # 001 

PROJECT MANAGER: ANTHONY OLIVADESA (AQUARION OPS) 

MONITORING PERIOD: MARCH 2005 

PARAMETERS EXCEEDED: 

Part I.A.4.c (1) providing adequate notice to the Director for any anticipated impact of 
change on the quantity or quality of the effluent discharged fiom the POTW. Higher than 
design influent and eMuent wastewater flows and the discharge of partially treated 
sewage on 3/29/05. 

EFFLUENT: 

Flow, MGD - Average Monthly Flow of 2.5 MGD exceeded. 

Actual Results: 3.7 MGD 

Total Residual Chlorine (TRC), ug/L - Daily Maximum of 21.4 ug/L exceeded on 
3/29/05. 

Actual Results: 1230 ug/L 

CAUSE OF EXCEEDENCE 1 CORRECTIVE ACTIONS: 

High flows due to over 3.7 inches of rainfall fiom 3/28 to 3/29. The total rainfall for this 
reporting period was over 5.5 inches. Inflow, infiltration and snow melt caused influent 
plant flows to exceed peak design flow of 6.0 MGD and the High Flow Management Plan 
was implemented during this period. Peak flows exceeded 7.0 MG on both 3/28 and 
3/29. Once all empty tanks at the facility were filled using two 6-inch trash pumps the 
primary treated flow was chlorinated and redirected to the outfkll per the High Flow 
Management Plan and all sampling procedures were followed per the NPDES permit. 
The high flow management procedure was reviewed and approved by Dan Granz 
(Environmental Engineer) of the EPA and Dave Burns of the DEP who were on sight 
during this high flow event. 



EFFLUENT QUALITY REPORT 

Date: April 6,2005 
ROCKAND wpm 
P.O. BOX 330 
ROCKLAND, MA 02370 

NPDES PERMIT # MA0101923 
OUTFALL # 001 

PROJECT MANAGER, 

MONITORING PERIOD: 

ANTHONY OLIVADESA (AQUARION OPS) 

MARCH 2005 

PARhMETERS EXCEEDED: 

EFFLUENT; 

BOD, mg/L - Daily maximum limit of 30 mg/L exceeded on 3/28/05. 

Actual Results: 34 mg/L 

BOD, lbslday - Daily maximum of 626 Ibslday exceeded on 3/28/05. 

Actual Results: 1843 Ibdday 

BOD, Ibs/day - Monthly average of 417 Ibs/day exceeded. 

Actual Results: 429 Ibslday 

TSS, Ibs/day - Daily maximum of 626 Ibslday exceeded on 3/28/05. 

Actual Results: 1409 Ibdday 

CAUSE OF EXCEEDENCE I CORRECTIVE ACTIONS: 

The BOD and TSS exceedences were due to high flows (over 3.7 inches of rainfall) fiom 
3/28 to 3/29. Inflow, infiltration and snow melt caused the influent plant flows to exceed 
the peak design flow of 6.0 MGD and the High Flow Management Plan was implemented 
during this period. 



4M 112005 7:51:47 AM Winter DMR Data Check 
Rookland 

311 12005 TO 3/31 12005 



. 
411 112005 7:51:48 AM Wlnter DMR Data Check Page 2 ' 

Rockland 
311 tZM)5 TO 3/31 12005 



4M 112005 751 :48 AM Winter DMR Data Cheek 
Rockland 

311 12005 TO 3/31 I2005 

. * 
Page 3 



Wlnter DMR Data Check 
Rookland 

311 R005 TO 3131 ROO5 

Dall Comments 
H m o o s  High Flow - Rain event of 3.74 Inches recorded at faclllty. Estimated Total Plant Flow due to auxiliary pumping. 

3/29/2005 High flows- permit lab only. Estimated Total Plant Flow due to auxiliary pumplng. 

3/30I2005 Estimated Plant Flow due to auxlllary pumping. 

313 112005 Estimated Plant Flow due to auxiliary pumping. 
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