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WASA'’s Implementation

Need for Planning of Low Cost BNR

Blue Plains now at:90% of capacity Use existing tankage Denit Demonstration
BNR process now degrades during storm flows Full scale BNR @ 7.5 mg/l
Chesapeake Bay Program calls for higher Niremoval 1 hieve goa

Nit/Denit Upgrade design

LT.CP. Tunnel Pump out increases storm flow duration
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BNR Performance , .
Summary : .

Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant at Blue Plains
Blue Plains has met CBP. gOﬁlS Rated Capacity 370 MGD with full plant denitrification
BNR performance is most influenced by:

)

rainfalliand expected temperature ran




CHALLENGES FOR ENR

Blue Plains is at 90% capacity
Primary clarifier. capacity limits performance
Biological Clarifier capacity also limited

Full'scale BNR has reduced plant safety
factor

New digesters will increase N load to BANR
process by 30%

Pump station rehabilitation will result in
higher. peak storm flows to Blue Plains

LLTCP tunnel pump out brings higher:
sustained flows to Blue Plains after the
storm event

Planning Approach

Define Performance-based alternatives for.
nutrient levels and wet weather. flows

Define new facilities/costs for alternatives
Define Worst-Case Scenario

Define costs and benefits
Expert Technical Advisery Panel
Stakeholder input to focus alternatives

y

WASA Needs Answers

How. does WASA respond to CBP
initiatives for higher TN'removal? (2010)

How does WASA achieve LOT for Tl\; if'a
goal and if‘a permit requirement?.

What facilities are needed to treat CSS
tunnel pump-out flow?

How does WASA achieve higher: levels of
treatment for excess flow?

What are roles of nutrient trading and
creative permitting?

Two-tier Stakeholder
Involvement Plan
* Tier |I'— Blue Plains Users

* Tier lll- Blue Plains Users and Regulators




Tier 2 Stakeholder
Involvement Provides:

WASA an opportunity to provide information
on technologies, costs, and practical
limitation to the regulators.

Feedback from the regulators on
acceptability of options.

A forum to discuss technical iISsues, costs
and benefits of alternatives, and set
priorities.

Stakeholder Activities Plan

Introductory Alternatives/costs  Draft Plan
Bjue Plains
Users
Workshops

BP Users and
Regulators
Workshops

: Draft'Plan
Public A
Meetings

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan F Apr May Jun
2004 2005

i

Outreach Activities

Purpose:

s Jo inform the public and interested
groups.

Target Audience:

s ANCs and environmental groups.

Information Available:

s On WASA'’s Website

* At public meetings

* Draft Facilities Plan for public review.

Inputs to WASA's
Decision Making Process

LA BPTC/BPRC
Strategic Planning

Facilities
Costs

REGULATORS i




Discussion
Wet Weather Treatment
Options

Wet Weather Flows

 §

Excess flow options

GSS tunﬁel pump out

Regulatory Issues:

Wet Weather Issues

Primary Tanks overloaded at Peak Flows

s “EAact

Bio-processes go into wet weather modes

.

Pump station rehabilitation will bring higher
peak storm flows to Blue Plains

TGP tunnel pump out brings higher.
sustained flows to Blue Plains after storm

Wet Weather Flow
Treatment options

Ballasted Settling Compressible Filters

WICROSAND AND SLUDGE
TQ HYDROCYCLONE

Are there other options we should include??2?




Wet Weather Treatment
Flow Schemes

'

Secondary
i Treatment
¥
Primar
influent I reatmont BNR . ,, » 002

PROJECTED EFFLUENT QUALITY FOR BALLASTED
SETTLING PROCESS FOR CSS TUNNEL PUMP OU
Source: LTCP CSO Overflows (Fig 4-2)

Flow weighted
[Ave conc. To BP %
Ealll R

CSO Characterization for
Tunnel Pump Out

Event Mean Concentrations®, ma/l

o Total bl

Relative TN Loads, L.b/Year

GCSOJunnel.  BRP.Outfall 002

73,500 8,447,000 - 370 mgd @ 7-5mg/l

(untreated) 5,632,000 - 370 mgd @ 5 mg/l
3,379,000 - 370 mgd @ 3 mgd/l

Discussion

Enhanced Nutrient Removal
Treatment Options




Effective Blue Plains
2010 Annual TN Goal

DC
WSSC
Fairfax
Loudoun
Other VA

Blue Plains

CHALLENGES FOR ENR

Blue Plainsiis at 90% capacity
Primary clarifier capacity limits performance
Biological clarifier capacity also limited

Eull'scale BNR has reduced plant safety
factor

New digesters will increase Niload to BNR
process by 30%

Pump station rehabilitation will result in
higher. peak storm flows to Blue Plains
LTCP tunnel pump out brings higher
sustained flows to Blue Plains after the
storm event

¥

Alternative Strategies for ENR

s Alternative TN Discharge from Blue Plains

* TN LLoad to Potomac at 370 mgd

* 8,447,200 lbs/yr 7.5 mg/l
¢ 5,631,600 lbs/yr 5.0 mg/l
* 3,378,900 lbs/yr 3.0 mg/l

ENR Alternatives

* Build new tankage

* Enhance performance of existing
processes

* Role ofi Peak Elow Shaving




Sludge Digestion Centrate
Treatment

ENR New. Tankage Alternatives

Add Nit. Reactors ; - * |ncreases load to BNR
e e by 30%
Add Denit. Filters (BAE

technology and moving : S.ld“e ét(rfa‘am opilops:
bed bioreactors) 20, I 5

Convert filters to deep  fi } £

bed & add units A e o Fetuinio:

Conyert to single 3 i v Eocondal

sludge system -

Other options? a

ENR Performance Enhancin e 3
Alternativeg VIS Blue Plains Flow Scheme

Peak Shaving

Role of IFAS technology ini'Secondary

and Nitrification tanks .
Disinfection
Partial Nit/denit inisecondary, process )
Treatment =~

Other technologies? e . . :
Treatment
"“ . .
Filtration Disinfection

Other operational changes
Q=740 myd

HIAM OVINOLOd




Spent Washwater Sar Regulatory Issues

Treatment level for wet weather flows

Filter Backwash 7

Bubble permit for. Outfalls 009 and 002
Blue Plains NPDES Permit

Folded flow DAE pilot

Nitrogen Discharge Limit o Next Steps in Strategic
of 3 mg/I BP Outfall 002 VRS Planning Process

$820M Develop Details on Alternatives
Assumes that the limit is a goal : Ao

Planning level estimate (+50%/-30%)
Includes the following facilities:

Refine based on Legal/Regulatory Issues
Develop Cost/Benefit
Present and discuss at next workshop — early 2005




End of presentation
Further Discussion




Strategic Process
Engineering

Liquid Treatment Processes at the Blue Plains
Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant

Alternatives Workshop
for
Blue Plains Users and Regulators
March 23, 2005

Today's Agenda

Overview

i

o

.

Meeting CBP Reguirements
.} 3 :
Regulatory Issues

o7 y i d

.

.

Summary
.

Next Steps

Recap & What's New. from

Previous

Workshop

Summary of Load Reduction

) & Peaki

and Costs

COST

ENR Step 1B
IN=58&PF=15

Basell
e w=7s8PF=20 8.57 [$110M]
CBP Tier 3
Nitaihis 5.72 $444 M

$276 M

CBP Tier 4

$820 M

TN=3&PF=20
| ENR Step 24 :

TN=3&PF=20|

ENR Step 2B
TN=3&PF=1.5




e CHALLENGES FOR ENR e Planning Assumptions
] for Baseline
* CGapacity Limitations

. el

Flows at 370 mgd design conditions

Upstream pump stations rehabilitated

Fulllanaerobic digestion

Projects in baseline

.

Basic Findings

Primary Sedimentation Tanks are overicaded during
storm flows

BNR Influent
_Flows >555 MGD - o
Poor. Primary Treatment performance impacts Meet'ng CBP Requ:remen ts

biojogical processes
Hydraulic Constraints and
Options

Nitrogen removalis impacted by both:

.

Wet weather flows reduce ENR performance

Ratcheting TN to 3 — no margin for error.




Hydraulic Constraints i = HydiaalicConsyaints
Plant Issues During Wet Weather ... Primary Tank Hydraulic Loading

West Primary (16 circular tanks, 106’ diameter, 13.7 feet SWD)

Primary tanks overloaded at peak flows Plant Influent Influent to Detention Surface
Flow West Primary Time Overflow Rate

lezil o (myd) (mgd) (Hours) {gpd/sf)
Operators make changes during wet 370 148 2.4 1,049

weather: to protect bio-processes o = i =
% : e e 1076 296 1.2 2,097

East Primary (20 circular tanks, 120" diameter, 14.3 feet SWD)

> v 5 i F : Plant Influent Influent to Detention Surface
Pump station rehabilitation will bring higher. Flow East Primary Time Overflow Rate

peak storm flows to Blue Plains il e ‘”’: "?’ (9‘;’;50

TGP tunnel pump out brings higher.
sustained flows to Blue Plains after storm

g Hydraulic Constraints Cig Options to Address Hydraulic Constraints
: Primary Tank Performance Primary Treatment

< Primary_ tank testing showed reduced removals at
Increasing Surface Overflow Rates (SOR) 1. Build'4 Additional Primary Sedimentation Tanks

(PSTs)

.

2. Build Enhanced Clarification Facilities (ECE) for
flows > 740 MGD

Maximum SOR of 2000 (50% TSS removal) required for ENR




Options to Address Hydraulic Constraints

1. Build 4 PSTs

Space for4:PS

S

Options to Address Hydraulic Gonstraints
4 Enhanced Clarification Facilities

Enhanced Clarification Facilities for Wet Weather Flows
* EPA Region 5

*  Port

* EPA Region 6

* EPA Region 7.
* EPA Region 10

Options tolAddressTHydraulic Constraints
2. Enhanced Clarification Facility.
Uses Ballasted Settling Process

Options to Address Hydraulic Constraints
Enhanced Clarification Facility
Flow Scheme

i Disinfection

Infibent %
Peak 1078 mgd

Secondary
i Treatment




G

¥

Options to Address Hydraulic Constraints
Comparison of Primary. Effluent
Quality.

1. 4 Additional 2. Enhanced Clarification
PSTs Facility
(per LTCP) (Alternative)
T

TSS (mgll)
o0 o | =

6
L 4

P

o To To
Biological | outfall 001 ological | outfall 001
Processes Processes
e

ECF Improves Disinfection Capability

Options to Address Hydraulic Constraints
Impact of Enhanced Clarification
Facility on LTCP.

Changes LTCP

LTCP based on then-existing TN goal

Enhanced Clarification Eacility improves LTCP

LTCP Eacilities Plan to evaluate:

Options to Address Hydraulic Constraints
Primary Treatment Summary.

Four additional PST’s not sufficient for ENR

Enhanced Clarification reduces loading to
biclogical processes:

v {

Added Benefit of Enhanced Clarification

(2 el

Outfall 001 remains €SS outfall

Options to Address Hydraulic Constraints
Discussion of Regulatory Issues

Enhanced Clarification process
provides “equivalent to secondary
treatment”

Is Enhanced Clarification a viable
process for Excess Flow or CSS
Tunnel Pump Out?.




Process Engineering 701

Meeting CBP Requirements

Enhanced Nutrient Removal
Constraints and Options

Higher.mixed liguor levels improve T removal

However, high wet weather flow peaks require the plant
to operate atlower mixed {iquor.levels

Wet Weather. Flow Steps to

Evaluate Biological Processes

Assess

Very poor
effiuent
quality

Set Range of Allowable Mixed Liquor: LLevels in
The Wet weather flow shifts ; Process Reactors
the solids inventory from the nket
reactor to the sedimentation washaut
basin

Sludge blanket in the
sedimentation basin
builds up

Estimate Nutrient Removal Performance




Constraints for ENR During
Wet Weather

Sedimentation basin capacity analysis
confirms WASA operating experience

Results of Sedimentation Basin
Capacity Analyses

* Secondary sedimentation capacity limited —

with target mixed liguor of 2,000'ma/l.

* Nitrification sedimentation capacity limited at
~Ouishhversy LONIEIR) Faiel d'with
target mixed liguor: of 2,000 mg/L. All ENR Options require new facilities for.
740 mgd wetweather. peak
Higher.mixed liquor levels improve TN removal. 4 Additjor ) 33l
However, high peak wet weather flows require the
plantto operate at lower mixed liguor levels,

Baseline Nutrient Removal
TN=7.5

Max Month - Low temperature
157 mgd -~ 12:°C

Effective Blue Plains
Annual TN Goal

DC

WSSC

Fairfax

Loudoun

Other (MD & VA)

Blue Plains




Enhanced Nutrient Removal Options
ENR Step 1A -~ TN = 5 & PF=2.0
Add Digester Centrate Treatment

Enhanced Nutrient Removal Options
ENR Step 1B — TN = 5 & PF= 1.5
Add Digester. Centrate Treatment

Peak Flow =
740 mgd Peak Flow =
555 mgd

Enhanced Nutrient Removal Options
ENR Step 1A — TN = 5 & PF =2.0
Projects Required.

* Baseline Condition to maintain 7.5 mg/L

* ENR Step 1 to get to 5 mg/l (may get to 4 mall)

Enhanced Nutrient Remioval Options
ENR Step 1B - TN = 5 & PF=1.5
Projects Required

Peak Flow to Biological Treatment at 555
MGD (PE =1.5)
*Baseline Condition toimaintain 7.5 ma/l

*ENRStep 1 to get to 5 mg/l(may getto 4 mg/l)




Enhanced Nutrient Renioval Options
Effect of Limiting Peak Flows to
555/591 VIGD (PE =11.5)

The biological system can be operated year-
round to remove more total nitrogen

Excess flows (influent > 555:mgd) treated
through excess flow enhanced clarification

Operating at higher. MLLSSilevels could
remove an additional 520,000 1bs/yr T\

Equivalent to a 35 MGD WWITP reducing its
TN discharge levels from 8 mg/l to 3 mg/l

Limit of ENR Process to
Remove Total Nitrogen

Total Nitrogsn

{TN)

Inorg.

Ammonia Nitrate

ecalcitrant Soluble Organic Nitrogen, nitrogen fraction not
vailable for biological activity

Enhanced Nutrient Removal Options
ENR Step 2A & 2B

ENR Step 1 + Add 4 BNR Reactors
Max Month — Low temperatiire
e
Peak Flow=| 1

Limit of ENR Processes to
Remoyve Total Nitrogen

issue raised by the Blue Plains Technical
Advisory Panel

Blue Plains averages approximately 0.8 mg/l
RSON (i.e., non-biodegradable)in the
effluent discharge

Bay water. quality models assume all
nitrogen is biologically available

Need to reflect RSON contribution




Regulatory Issues “ Summary of Load Reduction
and Costs
= STEP TN DISCHARGE
Acceptability of Enhanced Clarification for. TN (mg/l) & Peaking Factor

Excess Elow oo s R : [$110 M]

CBP Tier 3

Acceptability of Reducing Peak Flow
through Biological Processes
Conditions for. Blue Plains Permit ENR

TN=§&PF=15

. ny cad based o CBP Tier 4

TN=3&PF=20
ENR step 2 L

m-uw-u ‘

ENRSte'plB
TN=3&PF=15

CBP Cost Information 2003 _
Nitrogen Discharge Limit-of 3. mg/l Lt Summary of Results
BP. Outfall 002
* $1.1 Billion for. weekly/monthly permit sty LB B iato L eodiiny

$ 820 Million for annual average goal ’ Feimit o) Bonovedy S Permitien - Somad

(370/7401511) | (MIblyr) | (370/555/511) (M tblyr)
* Planning level estimate (+50%/-30%) PF=20 >
* Included the following facilities: e
; ey q ® Excess Flow ECF
* Centrate Treatment
* Secondary Clarifiers
* SWW Treatment

ENR Step 2, TN =3
* New BNR Reactors




Next Steps in Strategic
1 Planning Process

* Refined Information

End of Presentation
Further Discussion

* Present and discuss at next workshop —
summer. 2005




DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY
5000 OVERLOOK AVENUE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20032

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL MANAGER
TEL: 202-787-2609
FAX: 202-787-2333

May 5, 2005

Jon M. Capacasa, Director

Water Protection Division

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IIT

1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Dear Mr. Capacasa:

Sorry I've been so long in writing this memo to thank you and other USEPA staff for v
attending and actively participating in the second Blue Plains Strategic Planning
Workshop held on March 23, 2005. I feel that this stake-holder approach, which has
proven so successful in addressing other issues, will provide positive benefits with
respect to meeting the challenges of the next round of NPDES permit negotiations for
Blue Plains,

The next permit will likely require DCWASA to deal with different nutrient loading
regulations of three jurisdictions, Maryland, Virginia and the District, and wet weather
flows from all jurisdictions. In addition, it would be prudent at this time to consider the
treatment of the tunnel pump-out flows from DCWASA’s Long Term Control Plan
(LTCP). Given our present significant financial commitment associated with the
implementation of the LTCP and the nexus between that Plan and the cost of any future
requirements for nutrient and wet weather control at Blue Plains that would be borne by
the District rate payers, it is to everyone’s advantage to insure that any required
additional facilities be as cost effective as possible,

As outlined at the Workshop, the following three issues represent an opportunity to
maximize the cost effectiveness of any increased facility additions that might be required
as a result of more stringent limitations included in the next NPDES Permit:

1. Reducing the peak flow factor at Blue Plains from 2.0 to 1.5 which would
result in a peak flow value reduction from 740 MGD to 555 MGD

2. Your office’s acceptance of the operational concept outlined on
Attachment I utilizing enhanced clarification as a side-stream process as
meeting USEPA’s criteria to provide secondary treatment




Fadl s ]

Mr. Jon M. Capacasa
May 5, 2005
Page 2

3. The utilization of Outfall 001 both as a treated waste water outfall and |
CSO Bypass

The paradox here is that acceptance of the above issues will not only result in a reduction
in capital costs for any additional facilities required but will also result in the reduction of
total nitrogen discharged through Outfalls 001 and 002 to the Potomac River. WASA is
continuing to develop this proposed approach and, by mid-summer, will be in a position
to hold the next work-shop at which time additional information will be presented with
respect to facilities, capital and operating costs, discharge loadings as well as water
quality impact data.

As we discussed at the close of the last workshop, it would be helpful to memorialize our
thinking at appropriate stages of this on-going process and, as such, I have attached a
copy of the Power Point presentation used at the above referenced meeting. This letter is
WASA’s attempt to document our approach and progress to date and I would request that
you comment in writing on USEPA’s feelings with respect to the path we are pursuing
and to offer any thoughts the Agency feels would be helpful as we move forward.

General Manager

Attachment
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. UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
m REGIONN
1650 Arch Street ‘
e m:ﬂ‘ Philadelphia, Pennsyivania 19103-2029
" Mr, Jerry N. Johsison ' JUL 28 2008

_General Manager ' o

District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority

5000 Ovezlook Avenue; S.W.,

Was n, D.C. 20032
m&%: ’

The Envuonmenta] Protection Agency (EPA) has carefully-reviewed the proposals set
forth in your Jetter of May 5, 2005 and clarified in Walter Bailey’s e-mail of July 1, 2005.
Provided below are EPA’s injtial comments and requests for further information. EPA cannot
provide a final determma’uon, either verbally or in writing, on whether any of these three
proposals is acceptable to EPA until a formal, well documented, proposa] is submitted to EPA
and undergoes any necessary public review., The propasals may require a modmcahon ofthe .
Consent Decree and/or of the NPDES permit.

'Proposal 1 Reduce the peak flow factor at Blue Plams from 2 0to 1.5 (740 million gallons
per day (MGD) to 555 MGD). }

‘The current Blue Plams Permit requires peak flows of up to 740 MGD for up to 4 hours to be
treated by the full plant and discharged through Outfall 002. Excess flows are dlscharged
through Outfall 001 as a CSO-related bypass. WASA proposes to reduce this requirement so that
it needs only to treat peak flows up to 555 MGD for up to 4 hours through the full plant. Any

. flows above that amount would be directed through a minimum of primary treatment,
chlorination and dechlarination, and then discharged through Outfall 001 as a CSO related
bypass. WASA has identified the following potential benefits of this proposal:

» . Greater operational stability;
Improved weatment efficiencies; .
Improved adaptability of the Blue Plains facility to accommodate further total nitrogen
.controls; and

o Reduced cost,

In order for EPA to fully evaluate this proposal, we néed the following from WASA:

]. An analysis of how the increased discharge from Outfall 001 would quahfy asa
CSO-related bypass, in accordance with the CSO Pohcy, ‘

Printed on 100% }eqvcled/mcyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber und process chiorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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2. Information on the quantity and quality of these additional discharges through
Qutfall 001; and . : : .

3. Ancstimate of the total pollutant loading from the plant, if this proposal were

" adopted. : ' : ,

WASA provided a table of pollutant loadings to the Potomac River that analyzed loads at various
peak flows and treatment scenarios. Thit table did not reflect unnel pump-omt, We would like
to see that table exparided to include pollutant load estimates for tunnel pump-out as well,

Proposal #2:'Usc Enhanced Clarification as a substitute for conveptional primary
treatment in treating excess flows for discharge through Outfall 001.

The current Long Term Control Plan (I TCP) énd the LTCP Consent Dectee require the
construction of four conventional ¢larifiers to treat the excess flow entering the Blug Plains
Facility. WASA proposes substituting enhanced clarifiers for treatment of excess flows prior to

+ discharge through Outfall 001. During dry weather, these enhanced clarifiers will also provide
improved primary clarification of flows trested through the entire plant, WASA has identified
the following potential benefits of this proposal; - '

* Moderate reductions (20-40%) in total nitrogen, total phosphorus, BOD, and TSS
levels to the biological processes: ' '

* Significant reductions (35-90%) in total nitrogen, 1otal phosphorus, BOD, and
TSS to Outfall 001; and R . -

e Much improved disinfection of Outfal} 001.

It would be helpful to receive a separate assessment of the polJutant load reductions
expected under this praposal for both Outfall 00] and Outfall 002. EPA needs to assure that the
enhanced clarification performs better than conventional primary treatment. Also, please
confirm that WASA is proposing to use ballasted floc in its enhanced clarification.

Proposal#f3: Direct the CSS tunnel pump out to the enhanced clarification facility and then
to Outfall 001 instead of routing this wastewater through the entirc biological plant.

The cumrent LTCP requires that the after-storm pump out from the CSS tunnels be treated
through the entire Blue Plains Plant and discharged through Outfall 002. WASA proposes to
direct the pump out flow through the enhanced clarification facility (and chlorination and

. dechlorination) and then through Outfall 001. WASA has identified the following potentia)
benefits of this proposal: " - '

* The dilute tunnel wastewater could be treated by enhanced clarification to very low
nutrient levels approaching 3 mg/! tota) nitrogen and 1 mp/l total phosphorus;

* _ Reduce stress, increase stability, and increase performance at the biological-treatment
units; and .

» Reduced overflows during wet years due 10 quicker pump out of the tunnel,

WASA has nbt provided the legal basis for less then full treatment for these flows, Based
on information presented, this proposal would not be acceplable.

Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-cunsumer fiber and process clﬂotlnc free.
Customer Service Hotline; 1-800-438-2474
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Other issues of concern

The Bay Partners, including Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia, agreed to
nutrient allocations for each jurisdiction to achieve the water quality objectives of the
Chesapeoake Bay. The Blue Plains Facility is already achieving the phosphorus NPDES permit
limits (0.18mg/l 12 month average, 0.35mg/l 1 month average, and 1080 pounds per day 1 month
average). While these limits were developed for the protection of the Potomac River, they also
would ‘appear to be, adequate phosphorus controls for the protection of the Chesapeake Bay.
Therefore, it is likely that the current phosphorus limits for Blue Plains will be retained. o

Both Maryland and Virginia have identified their portion of Blue Plains as needing to

~ achieve a total nitrogen Joading equivalent 1o 4.0 mg/1 for that jurisdiction’s portion of the flow
to the Blue Plains WWTP. In order to achicve the cap loading for lotal nitrogen assigned to the
District of Columbia, EPA calculates the entire Blus Plains Facility’s arinual load to be 4.766
million pounds per year (EPA’s analysis is enclosed), Ata flow of 370 million gallons per day
this Joading equates to about 4.2 mg/] total nitrogen. EPA intends to place a total nitrogen annual
loading limit of 4,766,000 pounds per ysar (rather than a concentration Jimit) in the pemit to

_ protect the Chesapeake Bay. This preliminary determination will be the subject of further review
by the District of Columbia, downstream states and the public as a part of an official notice of the
NPDES permit modification.

- Further, based on the Chesapeake Bay Permitting Approach, developed by EPA and the
Bay States, EPA intends to include nuirient limits for the protection of the Bay when the Blue
"Plains permit is recpened for any modification. This could occur before the scheduled 2008
renewal date of the permit. ' ) :

I hope that the above information provides you with some insight on BPA’s thoughts and
needs with respect to each of these proposals. If you have any questions, please call me or have
your s1aff contact Bob Koroncai at 215-814-5730. '

Sincerely, . .

n M. Capacasa, Director .
" Water Protection Division

cc:  Robert Summers, MDE
Ellén Gilinsky, VA DEQ
James Collier, D.C. DOH

Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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BLUE PLAINS NITROGEN REQUIREMENTS TO MEET
THE CHESAPEAKE BAY CAP LOAD

Summary: The Allocated Load to the Blue Plains facility (full flow) necessary to attain the
nitrogen allocations for the Maryland, Virginia, and District of Columbia Portions of the
Potomac River is 4,766,000 pounds/year.

Tota] Nitrogen Loading Calculation:

1) Total Nitrogen Allocation to the District of Columbia: 2.4 Million pounds/year

2) Total Nitrogen Load Allocated to non-point sources (DC): 280,000 pounds/year

3) Total Nitrogen Load Allocated to CSO’s (DC, after implementing the LTCP): 5,300
pounds/year '

4) Total Nitrogen Load Allocated 1o Blue Plains (DC): 2,115,000 pounds/year

5) Maryland portion of Blue Plains Allocation: 2,070,000 pounds/year

6) Virginia portion of Blue Plains Allocation: 581,000 pounds/year

7) Total Blue Plains Allocated Load: 4,766,000 pounds per year total nitrogen

8) Total Blue Plains concentration equivalent; 4.2 mg/l

Sources: _ _
1) April 28,2003 Memo from Tayloe Murphy to the Principals’ Staff Committee .
2) District of Columbia Nutrient and Sediment Strategy )
3) District of Columbia Nutrient and Sediment Strategy
4) (1)-(2)-(3) ‘ _
5) Md Trib Strategy: 4 mg/l x 8.34 x 170 MGD x 365 days/year
6) Virginia Water Quality Management Regulation Co
7). B+(S)+(6)
8) (7)/8.34 /370 MGD /365 days/year
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