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AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

In compliance with the provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act as amended, (33 U.S.C. §§1251 et seq.;
the "CWA"), and the Massachuselts Clean Waters Act, as amended, (M.G.L. Chap. 21, §§26-53),

City of Newburyport
is authorized to discharge from the facility located at
Newburyport Wastewater Treatment Plant

157 Water Street
Newburyport, MA 01950

to receiving water named

Merrimack River {Merrimaek River Watershed - 84)
in accordance with effluent limitations, munit_nring requirements and other -;:nnditiﬂns set forth herein. L
This permit shall become effective on {See ** below)
This permit and the autha-rizatiun to discharge expire at midnight, three (3) years from the effective date.

This permut supersedes the permit issued on Scptember 17, 1998,

This permit consists of 9 pages in Part I including effluent limitations, monitoring requirements,
Attachment A and 35 pages in Part 1] including General Conditions and Definitions.

'Signed this  day of

Director : Director

Office of Ecosystern Protection Division of Watershed Management

Environmentaj Protection Agency Department of Environmental Protection

Boston, MA Commuonwealth of Massachusetts
Boston, MMA

** This permit will become effective o the daie of signature if no comments are received during public
notice. Jf comments are received during public notice, this permilt will become effective 60 days after
signature.
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Footnotes:

L

For fiow, report maxitnum, and minimum daily rates and total flow for each operating date. This 1s
an annual average limit, which shall be reported as a rolling average. The first vajue will be
catculated using the monthly average flow for the first full month ending after the effective date of
the permit and the eleven previous monthly average flows. Each subsequent month’s DMR will
report the anaual average flow for the previens 12 months.

The Facility must submit a report by July 1 of each vear documenting the annual calibration of the
influent and effluent Venturi flow meters. Thisrequirement will be reconsidered should the facility. -
install new flow meters. )

Samples taken 1n compliance with monitoring requirements specified in this permit shall be taken
ata representative point prior 1o mixing with the receiving water. Any change in sampling location
st be reviewed and approved in writing by EPA and MADEP. All samples shall be tested using
the analytical methods found in 40 CFR §136, or alternative methods approved by EPA in
accordance with the procedures in 44 CFR §136, All samples shall be 24 hour composites unless
specified as a grab samnple in 40 CFR §136,

Sammpling required for influent and efflnent.

A 24-hoyr composite sample will consist of at least twenty four (24) grab samples taken during one
working day. :

Monitoring for Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) shall be continwous. TRC shall be continuously
monitored both before and after dechlorination. The highest daily discharge during the calendar
month shall be reported as the maximum daily discharge. (A daily discharge for a continvous
measurement is the average of the measurements during a calendar day). The average of the daijy
discharges during the calendar month shall be reported as the average monthly discharge. The
penmities shall codlect and analyze a minimum of two prab samples per day for calibration purposes,
one before dechlorination and one after dechlorination. The resvlts of the grab samples and a
compatison to the continuous chlorine analyzer reading, including the time of the grab sample, shall
beinciuded with the monthly DMRS. Eight (8) continuous recording charts, one chart per week with
weekly data, (one sel of four {4) for before dechiorination and one set of four (4) for after
dechlorination) shall be included with the monthly DMRs.

Due to the proximity to shellfishing resources, the facility must work with the Massachusetis
Division of Marine Fisheries to develop an immediate warning system. notifying DMF of a
disinfection failure or if TRC concentrations exceed the permit liemit,

This is a State certification requirement. Fecal coliform bacteria discharges shall not exceed a
monthly gevimetric mean of 200 colony forming units per 100 mi, nor shall they exceed 400 cfu per
100 ml as a daily maximvm.  This monitoring shafl be conducted concumently with the TRC

sampling.

The permiites shall perform modified acute toxicity tests four times per year. The tests must be
petformed in accordance with test procedures and protocols specified in Attachment A of this
pesmit,
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Test Dates | Sabmit TestSpecies Acute Limit
Second Results LTy
Tuesday in | By: F

February | March31® | Mysid Shrimp z 100%
May June 30* Inland Silverside

Aupgust September 30™

| November | December 317

After submitting four consecutive sets of WET test results, all of which demonstrate compliance with
the WET permit limits, the permittee may request a reduction in the frequency of required WET
testing. The permittee is required to continue testing at the froquency specified in the permit until
notice is received by certified mail from the EFPA that the WET testing requireinent has been

changed,

9. The LC,, is the concentration of effluent whick causes mortality to 50% of the test organisms.
Therefore, 2 100% limit means that a sample of 100% effluent (no dilution) shall cause no more than

a 50% mortality rate.

Part 1.A.1. (Continued)

a.

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

The pH of the effluent shall not le less than 6.5 nor greater than 8.5 at any time and not more
than 0.2 units outside the normally ocourring range, unless these values are exceeded due to
natural cangses,

The discharge shall not cause objectionable discoloration of the receiving waters.
The effluent shall contain neither a visible oil sheen, foam, nor floating solids at sny thine.

The permitiee's treatment facility shall maintain a minimum of 85 percent removat of both
total suspended solids apd bicchemical oxygen demand, The percentremoval shall be based
on monthly average values, o

When the efflucnt discharged for a period of 90 consecutive days excecds 3G percent of the
designed flow, the penniftee shall submit to the permitting authorities a projection of
loadings up to the timme when the design capacity of the irealment favility will be reached,
and a program for maintaining satisfactory treatment levels consistent with approved water
quality management plans.

The permitiee shall minimize the use of chlorine while maintaining adequate bacterial
conirol,

The results of sampling for any parameter above iis required frequency must also be
reparted.
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2. All POTWs must provide adequate nolice fo the Director of the following:

a. Any new introduction of poliutants into that POTW from an inditect discharger i a primary
industry category discharging process water; and

b. Any substantial change in the volume or charzcter of pollutants being introduced inio that
POTW by a source introducing polintants into the POTW at the time of issuance of the
permit. ot

C. For purposes of this paragraph, adequats notice shall include information on:

(1) the quantity and quality of effluent introduced into the POTW,; and

{2} any anticipated impact of the change on the guantity or quality of effluent to be
discharged from the POTW.

3. Prohibitions Concerning Interference and Pass Through:

a. Pollutants introduced into POTW's by & non-domestic source {user) shall not pass through
1he POTW or interfere with the operation or perfonmance of the works.

b, If, within 30 days after notice of an interference or pass throngh vielation has been sent by
EFPA to the POTW, and to persons or groups who have requested such notice, the POTW
fails to commence appropriate enforcement action to corect the violation, EPA may take
appropriate enforcement action.

4. Toxice Conirel

8. The permities shall not discharge any pollutant or combination of pollutants in toxic
amounts.
b Any toxic components of the effluent shall not result in any demonstrable harm to aquatic

life or violale any state or federal water quality standard which has been or may be
promulgated. Upon promulgation of any such standard, this permit may be revised or
amended in accordance with such standards.

5. ‘Nuﬁerica] Effluent Litnitations for Toxicants

EPA or DEP may use the results of the toxicity tests and chemica! analyses conducted pursvant to
this permit, as well as national water quality critena developed pursvant to Section 304{a){1) of the
Clean Water Act (CWA), state water quality criteria, and any other appropriate jnformation ordata,
to develop numerical effluent limitations for any pollutants, including but not limited fo those
pellutants listed m Appendix D of 40 CFR Part 122.

C. DNAUTHORIZED DISCHARGES

The permittes is authorized to discharge only in accordance with the terms and cenditions of this permit and
only from outfalls listed in Part I A.1. of this permit. Discharges of wastewater from any other point sources,
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including sanitary sewer overflows {350s} are not suthorized by this permit and shall be reported in
accordance with Section D.1.e. (1) of the General Requirements of this permit (Twenty-four hour reporting}).

D. OPERATION ARD MAINTENANCE OF THE SEWER SYSTEM

Cperation and maintenance of the sewer system shall be in compliance with the General Requirements of Part
Il and the following 1erms and conditions:

t. Maintenance Staff

The permittee shall provide an adequate staff to carry out the operation, maintenance, repair, and
testing funetions required to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit.

2. Preventative Maintenance Program

The permittee shall maintain an ongoing preventative maintenance program to prevent overtlows and
bypasses cansed by malfunctions or failures of the sewer system infrastrzcture. The program shall
include an inspection program designed to identify all potential and actual unauthorized discharges.

3. Infiltration/Inflow Control Plan:

The permittee shall develop and implement a4 plan to contro! infiltration and inflew {I/I) to the
separate sewer systemi. The plan shall be submitied te EPA and MA DEP within six months of the
effective date of this permit (see page 1 of this permit for the effective date) and shall describe the
penmittee’s program  for preventing infiltration/inflow refated effluent limit violations, and al
unautherized discharges of wastewster, including overflows and by-passes doe to excessive
infillration/infiow.

The plan shall include:

’ Anongoing program to identify and remove sources of infiitration and inflow. The program
shall include the necessary funding level and the source(s) of funding.

. An inflow -identification and conteol program that focuses on the disconnection and
redirection of iliegal sump pumps and roof down spouts. Priority should be given to removal
of public and private inflow scurces that are upstream from, and potentially contribute to,
known areas of sewer systern backups and/or overflows,

. Identification and prioritization of areas that will provide increased aguifer recharge as the
resuit of reduction/elimination of infiltration and inflow to the systent.

. An educational public outreach program for atl aspects of I/1 control, particularly private
inflow.

Reporting Requirements:
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A summary report of all actions taken to minimize I/ during the previous caiendar vear shall be
submitted to EPA and the MA DEP annually, by the anniversary date of the effective date of this
permit. The summary report shall, at 2 minimum, include:

. A majp and a deseription of inspection and mamtenance activitics conducted and comrective
actions taken during the previous year.

- Expendrtures for any infiltration/inflow related maintenance activitics and corrective actions
taken dunng the previous year,

. A map with areas 1dentified for I/-related investigationfaction in the coming year.
- A caleulation of the annual average I/, the maximum month /] for the reporting year.
. & report of any infiltrationfinfiow related corrective actions taken as a result of unauthonzed

discharges reported pursvant to 314 CMR 3. 19{212!) and reported pursuvant to the
Unauthorized Discharges section of this permit,

3. Altcrnate Power Source

In order to maintain compliance with the {erms and conditions of this permit, the permittce shall
continueto provide zn alternative pawer source with which to sufficiently operate its treatment works
{as defined at 40 CFR §122.2). .

4, Qutfa)i Inspection and Report

E.

1.

2

Within 12 months of the effective date of the permit, the permittee shail conduct an inspeetioh ef'the
diffuser. The inspection is necessary to achieve several objectives: confinm the diffuser was installed
as designed, gather important details of the diffuser design, including the diameter of jets in the
orifice plate, and evaluate the current condition of the diffoser.

The inspection report will detail the information gathered during the inspection including rectifying
the installation details and conditions with the design plans. The report shall also address the corrent
condition of the cutfall and prioritize maintenance activities so the design dilution can be achieved.

SLUDGE CONDITIONS ' s

The permittee shall comply with all existing federal and state laws and regulations that apply to
sewage sludge use and disposal practices and with the CW A Section 405(d) technical standards.

The permittee shall comply with the more siringent of either the state or federal {40 CFR part 503),
requirerngnis.

The requirements and technical standards of 40 CFR part 503 apply to facilitics which perform one
ot more of the following use or disposal practices.

2. Land application - the use of sewage sludge to condition or fertilize the soil
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" excluded under 40 CFR 503.6,

b. Surface disposal - the placement of sewage shudge in a sludge only fandfill
¢. Sewage shudge mcineration m a shudge only incinerator

The 40 CFR part 503 conditions do not apply to facilities which place sludge within a municipal sohd
waste landfill. These conditions also do not apply to facilities which do not dispose of sewage
sludge during the life of the permit but rather treat the sindge (lagoons- reed beds), or are otherwise

A

The permitice shall use and comply with the attached compliance guidance document to determine
approprate conditions. Appropriate conditions contain the following elements.

- General requirements

. Pollutant limitations

. Operational Standards (pathogen reduction requirements and vecior attraction reduction
requitements)

. Management practices

. Record keeping

. Monitoring

. Reporting '

Depending upon the guality of material produced by a facility, all conditions may not apply o the
facility.

The permittee shall menitor the pollutant concentrations, pathogen reduction and vector attraction
reduction at the following frequency. This frequency is based upon the volume of sewage sludge
generated at the facility in dry metzic tons per year

less than 250 H year
25§ to less thani 500 1 /quarter
1500 to less than 1 500D & fyear
15400 + } /month

The perrnittee shall sample the sewage shudge using the procedures detailed in 4¢ CFR 503.8.

The permittet shalt submit an annual report containing the information specified in the guidance by
February 19. Reports shaii be submitted to the address contaiped in the reporting section of the
permit. Sludge monitoring is not reguired by the permittes when the permittee is not responsible for
the ultimate sludge disposai. The permittee must be assured that any third party contractor is in

‘complisnce with appropriate regulatory requirements. In such case, the permitice is required only

to submit an anougl report by February 19 containing the following information:

. Mame and address of contractor responsible for shudge disposal
. Quantity of sludge in dry metric tons remeoved from the facility by the sludge contracter

F. MONITORING AND REPORTING

1.

Reporting
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Monitoring results obtained during each calendar month shall be summarized and reported on
Discharge Monitoring Report Form(s) pestiarked no later than the 15th day of the foliowing month.

Signed and dated originals of these, and al other 1eporis required herein, shall be submatted to the
Director and the State at the following addresses:

Environmental Protection Agency
Water Technical Unit {SEW}
: P.O. Bow 8127
Boston, Massachusetts 52114

The State Agency is:
Massachusetts Depariment of Environmental Protection
MNortheast Regional Office
295A Lowell Street
Wilmington, MA 01887

Signed and dated Discharge Menitorng Report Forms and toxicity test reports required by this .
permit shall also be submitted to the State at:

mMassachugetts Department of Environments] Proiection
Division of Watershed Management
Surface Water Discharge Pormit Program
627 Main Strect, 2nd Floor
Waorcester, Massachnsetts 01608

G. STATE PERMIT CONDITHONS

This Discharge Perinit i5 issued jointly by the 1. 5. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Massachusetts Department of Environmentai Protection (DEP) under Federal and State law, respectively.
As such, 2}l the terms and conditions of this permit are hereby incorporated into and constitute a
dischai'ge permit issued by the Commissioner of the. MA DEP pursuant to M.G.L. Chap.21, §43.,

Each Agency shall have the independent right to enforce the terms and conditions of this Permit. Any
modification, suspension or revecation of this Fenmit shall bé éffective only with respect to the Agency
taking such action, and shal] not affect the validity or status of this Permit as issued by the other Agency,
uniess and until each Agency has concumed in writing with such modification, suspension or revocation.
in the event any portion of this Permit is declared, invalid, itlegal or otherwise issned in violation of Siate
law such permit shall remain in foll force and effect under Federal law as an NPDES Permit issued by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Inthe event this Permit is declared invalid, illegal or othetwise
issued in violation of Federal law, this Permit shall remain in fuil force and effect under State law as a
Pertit issued by the Commoenwealth of Massachuselts,
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
NEW ENGLAND - REGION 1

ONE CONGRESS STREET, SULTE 1100
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023

FACT SHEET

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

NFDES PERMIT NO: MA0I01427
PUBLIC NOTICE DATE:
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT:

City of Newburyport
157 Water Sireet
Newburyport, MA 01950

NAME AND ADDRESS OF FACILITY WHERE DISCHARGE OCCURS:

Newburyport Wastewater Treatment Plant
157 Water Street
Newhuryvport, MA 01950

RECEIVING WATERS: Merrimack River (MA-84A-06)
CLASSIFICATION: SB-Warm Water, C50

I. PROPOSED ACTION
The above named applicant has applied to the U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agency for the re-
issuance of jts Nationai Pollutant Discharge Blimination Systern (NPIXES) permit to discharge into
the designated receiving water, The curent permit was issued on September 17, 1998 and became
eifective 30 days from the date of signature. [t expired on October 17,2002, A tmely re-application
was received on February 13, 2002 and the permit was administratively continued as provided for
it 40 CFR 122.6, This draft permit, after it becomes effective, will expire three years from the
effective date of issuance ta be syncheonized with the Mémimack River Watershed permitting cycle.

", TYPE OF FACILITY AND DISCHARGE LOCATION ;
The facility is a 3.4 million gallen per day wastewater treatment plant which was originally built in
1964 and upgraded to a secondiry treatment faciiity in the 1980s. The facility discharges from a
" multiport diffuser approximately 1120 feet offshore on the bottom of the Merrimack River (See
Figure 1). This facility serves a population of more than 17,000, The system is a separate sewer
system with no combineéd sewers. Wastewater is composed of domestic sewage and twelve (12)
mdustria} dischargers {5 categorical}. '
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The facility’s discharge outfall is listed beiow:
Owfall  Description of Discharge Dutfail Logation

001 Treated Effluent Memmack River

DESCRIFTION OF DISCHARGE

A quantitative description of the discharge in terms of significant effluent parameters based onrecent
discharge manitering reports {DMRs), Mareh 2000 through Avgust 2602, and the February 2002
application, is shown on Tables 1 and 2 of this fact sheet. '

LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS
The effluent limitations and monitoring requirements may be found in the draft NPDES permit.

PERMIT BASIS AND EXPLANATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATION DERIVATION

Al PROCESS DESCRIPTION

The Newburyport Wastewater Treatment Plant is engaged in the collection and ireatment of
municipal wastewater. The systemn provides secondary treatment. The wastewater ireatment is as
follows (See Figure 2):

1. Headworks

2. Primary Clarifiers

3, Aeration Tanks

4. Secondary Clanfrers

5. Chiorine Contact Tank /Dechlorination
6. OurfailDiffuser

At the headworks, influent passes through a mechanical bar screen and comminutor. [t is then
pumped to the primary clarifiers for settling and then flows to the aeration tanks and then to the
secondary clanfiers. Treated wastewater from the secondary ciarifters then flows to the chlorine
contact chamber. Chlorination is fiow paced with a feedback loop from the contintious analyzer,
The effluent is then dechlorinated with sulfur dioxide. Shadge is dewatered on site and transported
to AgreSource, Inc: composting facility in Ipswich, MA.

Significant caplta] improvements have been undertaken over the pest years and a five-year Capital
Projects Plan is in place. Recent activities include continued improvements to the WWTF and the ™
collection system. Inflow and infiltration (I77) removal and sewer replacetnent activities have been
prieritized by a city wide M study and SSES. Improvements arc being mads based on net flow
reductions, Facility improvements include npgrading the aeration tanks and adding a final third
ciarifier to improve treatment. Other recent ot planned improvements include:

Completed

Retrofit four Lift stations

Sludge Conditioning System Upgrade

Upgrade Plant Water System

Retrofit Belt Filter Presses

Clean Water and Merrimack Street Interceptors
City-wide VT and 33ES study
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Replace Grit Pump and Chamber
Replace Avtomated Samplers

Lnderway

Mapping of the City's wastewater system
O&M at selected sewers/wet wells including cleaning to improve capacify
Sewer replacement, based on 8SES priorities,

Future

Replace Storey Avenue Interceptor (Design complete)

Replace Traffic Circle Lift Station with Interceptor (Design complete}
Retro-fit aeration tanks (Design complete)

B. FLOW/CAPACITY ISSUES

There has been sipnificant concem regarding the capacity of the wastewater treatment plant to treat
additionai wastewater flows from a propesed sewer extension to Plum Island. The proposed sewer
extension would add an annual average flow of approximately 0.3 mgd and a peak flow of
approximately 1.2 mgd to the treatment plant flow. Discharge monitoring repozts show that over the
last year, the monthly average flows to the treatment plant ranged from 1.9 mgd to 2.4 mgd, far
below the permit limit of 3.4 mgd.

Since the permittee has hot requested an increase in the permit's flow limit, nor requested that EPA {\ .
relax any permit condition, the decision of whether to allow a sewer extension to Plum Island is not

an NPDES permitissue. The sewer extension project was reviewed and approved by Massachusetts '
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) program, and a certificate was ssued by the Massachusetis |
Secretary of Environmental Affairs. The MADEP has worked with the proponent throughout the |
process 1o assure that the WWTF is technically capabie of acheiving the effluent limits in the |
NPDES permit. MADEP has issued the permits necessary for this project to proceed includinga
sewer extension permit, l

It showld be noted, however, that the City of Newburyport is respongible for assuring that any flow
increase will not lead to violations of NPDES permit limits. Furthermore, the draft permit includes
a condition, that when the effluent discharged for a period of 90 consecutive days exceeds 80 pereent
of the designed ow (2.72 mgd), the permitiee is required to submit to the permitting authorities
a projection of loadings up to the time when the design capacity of the treatment facility will be
reached, snd a program for maintaining satisfactory treatment levels consistent with approved water
quality management plang,

Infilirgtion/Inflow
The City of Newburyport has made efforts o address extraneous flows such as inflow and infiltration

(/1) into the municipal wastewater system. In 1999, the entire ¢ity was smoke tested. Following
smoke testing, suspected problen areas were TV'd. The city'scensultant has developed a sewer and
manhole rehabilitation progratn and estimated removal rates range from 259,475 to 518,950 gpd.
Two additional sections of city have been added as part of the rehabiiitation project but infiliration
removal estimates were not made.

As of February 2003, nearly 70% of the planned /1 work was completed. The city has recently
increased the scope of the profect by 10%. It is anticipated that the entire project will be completed
by Sumwmer 2003. Actual reductions have yet to be quantified, however, the average flow measured
in 2001 was 2,97 mgd and 2002 was 2.1 5 mgd,
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The City has a 3:1 I/1 reduction program, which requires any proponent that proposes to add
additicnal flow to the system must remove 3 gallons of YT for every 1-gatlon of proposed wastewater
flow, If 2 proponent chooses, they may opt for an alternative program in which they pay a one time
fee of $3.00/gpd of additional wastewater flow in place of performing the work necessary to comply
with the I/I reduction program.

Additionally, the City has included mn its eperating budget, funds to perform approximately 10,000
linear feet of TV inspection per year, and sewer manhale frame and cover replacement work.

Flow Exceedance

Back in March and Apeil 2001, the facility exceeded its permitted monthly average flow of 3.4 mgd
with flows of 4.2 mgd and 4.0 mgd, respectively. It should be noted, however, that the total
prectpitation for March 2001 was 7.46 inches, 3.77 inches above nommal as measured by the National
Weather Service at Boston. Exireine events such as March 2001 cannot be fully addressed in the
design process. It is the city's belief that the conpection of Plum Island flows to the Newburyport
WWTF will not require an merease in the NPDES permitted flow limit and due to the significant [/
work planned, flows may be lower than present. 11 is expected to be virually zero in the Plum
Island system ag it is a vacuwmn sewer system.

Flow hMeasurement
The treatment plant has both-an influent and effluent flow meter. Historically, the flow reported on®
discharge monitoring reporis has been {Tom the effluent meter. The plant operators had noticed
significant differences between the measured and recorded flow rates for the two meters. Tt was
common to for the recorded flow rates to vary by 500,000 gpd.  As part of the planning process to
determine if the Newburyport WWTF could adequately treat flows from the proposed Plum Island
project, the flow meter issve wag addressed. The flow meters were inspected by two separste
consultants. Both consultants concurred that the probabls source of the over-registration of flow was
less than ideal installation conditions. Both the meters have insufficient lengths of straight pipe prior
o and immediate following the meter,

In order to evaluate the problem, severa! studies were undertzken. In the Spring of 2001, a Doppler
ultrasonic meter was installed at the facility, The meter was initially installed near the existing
effluent meter for 12 days and then near the existing influent meter for 15 days. WWTF operators
made recordings of the measured flow rate at the influent and effluent flow indicators/recorders in
the WWTF Contrel Room as well as the flow measurements made by the Doppler ultrasonic flow
meter. The data showed that the Dﬂppler meter better correlated with the influent meter {Table 3}

The influent and efﬂua-nt meters were recaiibrated on May 30, 2001. The influent meter transmitter
was calibrated and readings at the WWTF control room indicater/recorder were confirmed to be less
than 1% error. A significant zero error was found to exist in the effiuent meter transmitter. This was
cortected, and readings at the WWTT contrel toom indicator/recorder were confitmed to be accurate
to fess than 1% emvor,

To further confinm the accuracy of the influent meter, 2 volumetric test was conducted using an
empty aeration basin (Table 4). The average fiow rate recorded by the existing influent meter was
2.73 mgd and the actua] measured average flow rate was 2.47 mgd. Therefore, it was conciuded that
the existing influent meter is recording 1.1 times the actual flow through the meter. Newburyport's
consultant recommended the nse of the influent meter for regulatory reporting.
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MADEFP hasreviewed and accepted the reports and documents subrmitied by the City of Newburyport
and their consultants. Presently, the facility continues to use the influent meter for reporting flow
for regulatory purposes as approve by MADEP. Newburyport has budgeted for the annuai
calibration of both meters. As a condition of the draft permit, the facility wiil be reguired Lo subinit
an annual report documenting the calibration of the influent and efffuent meters, When the famht}'
replaces the meters, this permit requirement will be reconsidered.

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

1. Dverview of Federal and State Repolations

Under Section 301(b)(1} of the Clean Water Act ("CWA"}, publicly owned treatment works
(“POTWs™} must achieve effluent limitations based upon Secendary Treatment by July 1,
1977. The secondary treatment requirements are set forth at 40 CF.R. Part 133,102, In
addition, Section 301(b)(i ¥c) of the CW A requires that effluent limitations based on water
quality considerations be established for point source discharges when such limitations are
necessary to meet state or federal water quality standards that ate applicable to the
designated receiving water,

Putseant to 43 C.F.R. § 122,44 (d), permittees must achicve water quality standards
established under Section 303 of the Clean Water Act {CWA), including state namrative

S critésia for water quality. Additionally, under 40 C'F.R. § 122,44 (d)(1 Y1), "Limitations
must control all poilutants or pollutant parameters which the Director determines are or may
be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or
contribnte to an excursion above any state water quality standard.” When determining
whether a discharge causes, or has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an in-
strearn excursion above a narrative or numeric criterion, the permitting authority shall use
procedures which aceount for existing controls on point and non-point sources of pollution,
and where appropriate, eonsider the dilution of the effluent in the receiving water.

2. Water Quality Standayds:, Desipnated Use: Outfall 001

The Merrimack River in the vicinity of the discharge is cldscified as a Class SB water in the
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.00). Class SB waters are
designated as a habitat for fish, other aquatic life, and wildlife, and for primary and
secondary <ontact recreation. In approved areas, they shall be suitable for shellfish

- harvesting with depuration (Restricted Shellfish Areas), The waters shall have consistently
good aesthetic value,

Section 303{d) of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to identify those
waterbodies that are not expected to meet surface water quahr}r standards after the
implementation of technology-based contrels and, as such require the development of total
maximum daily loads (TMDL). The 1998 Massachugetts Section 303{d) List 6f Waters
states that Mermimack River Segment MA 84A-6 is not attaining water quality standards for
pathogens.

Shellfishing Designation
In the summer of 1997, a dye study was conducted at the mouth of the Merrimack River by

the US Department of Health and Human Services at the request of the Massachusetis
Division of Marine Fisheries. The purpose of the study was to trace the path of effiuent as
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it traveled from the Newburyport WWTF outfall toward the mouth of the Memrimack River.
The resuits indicate that a portion of the growing waters could be congidered conditionally
restricted for depuration. Of primary concern was the relatively short travel time of effluent
fron the WWTF to the growing waters, as iittle as ! hour and 45 minutes. Thersfore,
notification time of a facility mallunction was considered to be very important.

Since the 1997 Study, MA DMF has continued sampling in the area. Currently, the
Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 1s completing a report which is expected to
recommend the opening of shellfish beds in the Memmack River Estuary for restricted
conditional shellfishing.

Awailable Dilotion

Water quality based limitations are established with theuse of a calcuiated available dilution,
The Newburyport WWTF discharge is from a mulii-port diffuser located on the bottom of
the Merrimack River estuary. Dilution calculations are complicated by the dynamic tidal
environment.

The 1997 hydrographic stedy approximated a dilution facior of 38. This is slightly less than
the dilutjon value of 39:1 estimated in 1993 by EPA. EPA alse applied the CORMIX
madeling system to further confirm a dilution factor, however, model results were
inconchusive becavse of the limited cngineering details available for the diffuser. The draft
- permit uses the conservative value of 30:1 since it is suppsrted by field data. e T

Flow - The flow himit is based on the design flow of the weatment plant, which iz 3.4 mgd. The flow
limit is now expressed as an annual average, rather than a rnonthly average as in the current permit,
This change is being made to all PGTW permits in MA at the request of MADEP. The purpose of
this change was to allow some vanation in POTW flows in response to wet weather, and in
recognition that the flow raté used as the monthly average is in most cases presented in the treatment
plant planning documents as an apnual average. As part of this change in how flow limits are
written, DEP and EP A agreed that mass limitations for BOD and TSS should be included as permit
conditions to ensure that exisfing controls on mass discharges of BOD and TSS wete mafntained,
in order to prevent degradation of the receiving water.

To provide some background, every treatment plant has any number of design flows. The design
engineer could provide a design flow fer any time period, including yearly, monthly, daily, and
hourly, A design flow is simply the flow rate which the designer establishes can be adequately
treated over a given time period, Typically, a treatment facility can provide adequate treatment for
higher flow rates for short periods than it can for long periods, meaning that design flow increases
as the time period decreases. The annual average design flow is almost always provided in the
planning documents for POTWs. Other design flow rates are not as consistently caleulated or
provided in planning documents. The Newburyport facilities plan, vpdated Febroary 1974,
estimates the annual average flow of 3.4 mgd and a peak flow of 9.45 mgd.

Therefore; the previous use of an annual average flow as a menthly average limit provided some
conservatism to the permit by not allowing the facility to operate at its maximum menthly hydraulic
capacity. We believe that this was the intention of EPA and MADEP in iimiting the flow in this
manner. We have now decided to relax the flow limit somewhat, but have sought to balance this
action by imposing mass limitations on the discharge of BOD and TSS to ensure that the easing of
the flow restriction does not result in a significant increase of pollutants during months when the
monthly average discharge flow exceeds the limit established in the current pernmit. We have also
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strengihened the V1 requirements of the permit to ensure that the pormittee maintains efforts to
minimize extrancous flows to the collection system. -

QUTFALL 001 - CONVENTIONAL POLLUTANTS

Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD,) - The draft petmit cavries forward the average monthly and
average weekly limits in the previous permit. The limits are bascd on the requirements set forth at
40 CFR 133.102 (b)(1}, (2) and 40 CFR 122 45 (f). The secondary treatment limitations are monthly
average BOD, concentrations of 30 mg/l, weekly average concentrations of 45 mg/l. The permittes
shall continue to report the maximum BOD vahie monthly. The mass imitations for BOD are based
on a 3.4 MGD design flow. The monitoring frequency is three times per week.

Total Suspended Selids (TS5} - The draft permit carries forward the average monthly and average
weekly limits in the previous permit. The limits are based on the requirements set forth at 40 CFR
133,102 (B)(1), (2) and 40 CFR 122.45 {f). The secondary treatment imitations are monthly average
TSS concentrations of 33 mg/l, weekly average concentrations of 45 mg/l. The permittee shall
continue o report the maximum TSS valve monthly. The mass limitations for TSS are based on a
3.4 MGD design flow, The monitoring frequency is three times per week.

BOD, and TSS Mags Loading Calculationg:

Caleulations of maximwvm allowable loads for maximum daily, avérage weckly, and average monthly
BOD; and TSS are based on the following equation:

L=CxDFx 834 or L=C x DF x3.79 where:

L = Maximum allowable load in Ibs/day.

C = Maximum allowable effluent concentration for reporting pedod in mg/l,

Reporting periods are average monthly and weekly and daily maximum.

IF = Diesign {flow of facility in MGD.

.34 = Factor {0 convert effluent concentrdtion in mg/l and design flow i MGD to 1bs/day.
3.79 = Factor to convert effluent concentration in mg/l and design flow in MGD to kgs/day.
(Concentration limif) [45] X 8.34 (Constant) X 3.4 {design flow) = 1276 lbiday
{Concentration limit) [45] X 3.79 (Constant) X 3.4 (design flow) = 580 kgfday
(Concentration limit) [30] X 8.34 {Constaat) X 3.4 (design flow) = 851 Ib/day
(Concentration limit) {307 X 3.79 (Constant) X 3.4 {design flow)} = 387 kg/day

Eighty-Five Fercent (83%) BOD, and TSS Removal Requirement - the provisions of 40 CER
§133.102(3) requires that the 30 day average percent removal for BOD and TSS be not less than
£5%. These limits are maiatained in the drafl permait.

pH - The draft permit includes pH limitations which are required by state water quality standards,
and are af least as stringent as pH limitations set forth at 40 C.F.R. §133.102(c). Class SB waters
shail be in a range of 6.5 through 8.5 standard vnits and not more than 0.2 standard units entside of
the normally oceurring range (314 CMR 4.0 (4){(a)3). There shall be no change from background
conditions that would impair any use assigned to this class. The monitoring frequency is daily.



DRAFT Fact Sheet No, MAOID1427
' 2003 Reissuance Page 8 of 14

Fecal Coliform Bagteria - The draft permit includes fecal coliform bacteria limitations which are in
accordance with the Massachusetts Surface Water Guality Standards 314 CMR 4.05 (4)(b).

Currently, the Merrimack River o the vicinity of the discharge Is ¢losed to shellfishing, Therefore,
the limits on fecal coliform are maintained as 200/ 100 m! average monthly and 400/100 ml maximum
daily. The monitoring frequency for fecal coliform continues to be daily and samples must be
collected concurrent with samples for Total Residval Chlorine.

If the waters in the vicinity of the discharge are approved for conditionally restricted shellfishing,
fecal coliform bacteria shall not exceed a median or geometric mean MPN of 82 per 100 mi nor shail
10% of'the samiples exceed a MPN of 260 per 100 ml. EPA will modify the permit when this occprs.

Dissolved Oxygen - The dissolve oxygen levels reported by the ity in the 2002 appiication are
significantly lower than the minimal requirement in the Massachusetis State Surface Water Guality
Standards 314 CMR 4.05. DO levels shall not be less than 5.0 mg/] unless background conditions
are lower. The monitoring frequency for dissolved oxygen is daily.

QUTFALL 001 - NON-CONVENTIONAL POLLUTANTS

Total Residual Chlorine C) - The draft penmit includes proposed total residual chloring
limitations which are celculated based on national recommended water quality criteria. Chionne
coimpounds praduced by-the chlorination of wastewater can be extremely toxic to aquatic life. The
water quality standards established for chlorine are 13 ug/l daily maximum and 7.5 ug/l monthly
average in a saliwater receiving water. Given the dilotion factor of 30, the total residual chiorine
limits have been calculated as 0.3%9 mg/! maximum daily and .23 mg/i average monthly. Inorder
to ensure that this facility consistently maintains appropriate disinfection and dechlonination, and due
to the the proximity of shellfish beds and the potential impact of toxicityon these resources, the
monitoring frequency has been increascd to continuous, The penmitiee shall monitor total residual
chlorine concentration prior to dechlorination to assure adequate bacterial control and then sample
following dechlorination to assure discharge cenceniration do not excecd permit limits and cause
toxic eonditions.

Total Besidaal Chlorine Limitations:

{(acute criteria * dilution facter} = Acute (Maximum Daily)
(13 ugdl x 30)= 350 ug/l = 0.39 mg

{chronic criteria * dilution factor ) = Chronic (Monthly Average)
(7.5 ug/l x 30) =225 ug/l = 0.23 ma/)

Copper - Certain metals like copper can be toxic to aquatic life. The maximum daily discharge of
copper reported by this facility in the 2002 application was 0.037 mg?. This vahue is less than the
acute limit, therefore there is no reasonable potential.

Chronic (chronic criteria * dilution factor)feonversion factor = Chronic (Monthly Average)
{3.1ug/l *30)/0.83 = 112 ug/l = 0.112 mg/

Acute (acute criteria * dilution factor)/conversion factor = Acute (hMaximum Dazily)
4.8 ug/l *30) /.83 = 173.5 ug/l = 6.174 mg/!
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Zine - Zinc can be toxic to aquatic life. The maximum daily discharge of zinc reported by this
facility in the 2002 application was 0.09. This value is less than the acute limit therefore there is no
reasonzble potential.

Chronic {chronic critera * dilution factor)/conversion factor = Chronie (Monthly Average} -
(81 ug/l * 30) 7 0.946 = 2568.7 ug/l = 2.569 mg/)

Acute facute criteria * dilution factor)/conversion factor = Acute (Maxinum Daily)
{90 ugl * 300/ 0.946 = 2854.]1 ugdl = 2.854 mg/l

OUTFALL 001 - WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY (WET)

Under Section 301 {01} C) of the CW A, discharges are subject to effluent limitations based on water
quality standards. The Massachuséuts Surface Water Quality Standards include the following
narrative statement and requites that EFA critena established pursuant to Section 304(a)(1) of the
CWA be used as guidance for interpretation of the following namative criteria; All surface waters
shall be free from pollutants in concentrations or combinations that are toxic to humans, aquatic life
or wildlife.

National studies conducted by the EPA have demonstrated that domestic sources contribute toxic
congtituents to POTWs. These constituents include ietals, chlorinated solvents, aromatic

A hydrocarbons and others. Based on the potential for texicity-from domestic, the state narrative water
quality critedon, the level of dilution at the discharge {ocation, and in accordance with EP A national
and regional policy and 40 CE.R. § 122.44(d), the draft permit includes a2 whole effluent acute
toxicity {LC50} limitation. {See also "Policy for the Development of Water Quality-Based Pennit
Limitations for Toxic Pollutants”, 49 Eed, Reg, 9016 March 9, 1984, and EPA's "Technical Support
Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control”, September, 1991.}

The Massachusetis Department of Envirenmental! Protection's Division of Watershed Management
has a current toxics policy which requires toxicity testing for all major dischargers such as the City
of Newburyport WWTF. In addition, EPA recognizes that toxicity testing is required to assure that
the synergistic effect of the pollutants in the discharge does not cause toxicity, even though the
peilutants may be at lew concentrations in the effluent. Thus, the draft permit includes a whole
effluent toxieity limitation requirement for the 001 outfall, to assure that the facility dogs not
discharge combinations of toxic compounds into Massachnsetis Bay/Atlantic Ocean in amounts
which would affect aquatic or human life, ) '

- The draft permit carries forward a requirement for quartery Acute toxicity tests using the specie
Menidia Beryilina. The tests must be performed in accordance with the test procedures and protocols
specified in Permit Attachment A, The tests will be conducted four times a year.

The LC,; of 2 100% is.established by EPA/MADEP poiicy for facilities with less than 100:1 dilution.

As a condition of this permit, the testing requireraents may be reduced if certain conditions are met.
The permit provision anticipates that the permittes may wish o request a reduction in the WET
testing, After four conseculive WET tests, demonstrating compliance with the permit limits for whole
effluent toxicity, the permittes may submit a written request to the EPA seeking a review of toxicity
test resuits. The EPA will review the test results and pertinent information to make 2 determination.
The permnittee 15 required te continue testing at the frequency and species specified in the permit until
the permit is either formally medified or until the permittes receives a cerfified leter from the EPA
indicating a change in the permit conditions.
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INDUSTRIAL PRETREATMENT PROGRAM

The penmittee is required to administer a pretreatment program based on the authority granted
under 40 CFR §122.44(]}, 40 CFR Part 403 and section 307 of the Act. The Permitee’s
prefreatment program received EPA approval on Seplember 28, 1984 and, as a result, appropriate
pretreatment progran: requirctnents were incorporated into the previous permit which were
consistent with that approval and federal pretreatment regulations in effect when the permit was

issued,

The Federal Pretreatment Regulations in 40 CFR Part 403 were amended in October 1988, and
again in July 1990, Those amendments established new requirements for implementation of
pretreatment programs. Upon reissuance of this NPDES permit, the permittee is obligated to
modify its pretreatment program to be consistent with current Federal Regulations. Those
activities that the permittee must address include, but are ot limited to, the following: (1)
develop and enforce EPA approved specific effluent limits (technically-based local limits); {2)
revise the local sewer-use ordinance or regulation, as appropriate, to be consistent with Federal
Regulations; (3) develop an enforcement response plan; {4} implement a slug conirol evaluation
programy; (3) track significant noncompliance for industrial vaers; and {6) establish a definition of
and track significant industriat users.

These requirements are necessary to ensure continued compliance with the POTW's NPDES
permit and its sludge use or disposal practices.

Lastly, the permittee must continue to submit, annuaily by March 1, a pretreatment report
detailing the activities of the program for the twelve month period ending 60 days prior to the due
date,

INFLOW/INFILTRATION REQUIREMENTS

As described in Section V.B. Infiliration/Inflow, the city of Newburyport has an ongoing 1/1
program, the draft permit includes requirements for the permittee to continue to control
infiltration and inflow (I'1}. Infiltration/inflow is extraneons water entering the wastewater
collection system through a variety of sources. The permittee shall develop an I/1 remaoval

. progratn commensurate with the severity of the /T in the collection systemy. Where portions of

the coliection system have little 11, the control program will logically be scaled down.

Infiliration is groundwater that enters the collection systemn though physical defects such as
cracked pipes, or deteriorated joints. Inflow is extraneous flow entering the coliection' system
through point sources such as roof leaders, yard and area drains, sump pumps, manhaole cnvers
tide pates, and cross connections from storm Water“S}’StEmS

Significant I/ in a collection system may displace sanitary flow reducing the capacity and the
efficiency of the treatment works and may cause bypasses to secondary treatment, It greatly
increascs the potential for sanitary sewer overflows ($50) in separate systems, and cormbined
scwer overflows in combined gystems,

The permit standard conditions for "Proper Operation and Maintenance® are found at 40 CPR
§122 41(e). These require proper operation ind maintenance of permitted wastewater systems
and related facilities o achieve permit conditions. Similarly, the permittee has a *duty to
mitigate” as stated in 40 CFR §122.41 {d), This requires the permiltee to take all reasonable steps
to minimize or prevent any discharge in viclation of the permit which has a reasonable likelthood
of adversely effecting buman health or the environment. EPA 20d MADEP maintzin that an U]
removal program is an integra! component to insuring permit compliance under both of these
provisions.

AT
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The MADYEP has stated that inclusion of the 11 conditions in the draft permit shall be a standard
State Certification requirement under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR
§124.55(b).

SLUDGE INFORMATION AND REQUIREMENTS

Section 405{d) of the Clean Water Act requires that sludge conditions be included in all POTW
permits. The Newburyport Wastewater Treatment Facility presses its sludge, which is
transported to the AgreSource Inc. Compasting Facility in Ipswich, MA. The annual quantity of
dry sludge is approximately 698 tons. Sludge requirements for the facility are ovtlined in the
permit and defined in the slodge attachment. If the vltimate sludge disposal method changes, the
permit requirements pertaining to siadge monitoring and other conditions would change
accordingly.

ANTI-BACKSLIDING

Anti-backsliding as defined at 40 CFR §122 44{1)(1) requires reissved permits to contain
lirnitations as stringent or more stringent than those of the previons permit uniess the
cireumstances allow application of one of the defined exceptions to this regulation. Anti-
backsliding does not apply when changes to limits are based on new information not available at
the time of the previous permit reissuance (40 CFR §122.44 (D2)IXB)(1)) or when limits are
changed as a result of material and substantial additions or aiterations to the pemmitted facility
which occurred after pernit issuance which justify the app]matuun of lcss stringent limitations, as
defined 40 CFR § 122.44 (N(2)(i}(A).

ANTI-DEGRADATION

The Massachusetts Anti-degradation Policy is found at Title 314 CMR 4.04. Al existing uses of
Merrimack River must be protected, This deaft permit is being reissued with allowable discharge
limits a5 or more stuingent than the current permit with the same parameter coverage except for
the removal of the settleable solids limitation which is no longer required for state certification,
There is no change in outfall location. The public is invited to participate in the anti-degradation
finding through the permit public notiee procedure.

spacing

XI.

XIL.

UNAUTHORIZED DISCHARGES

The permittee is not authorized to discharge wastewater from any pump station emergency
overflow. Qverflows must be reported in accordance with reporting requivements found in
Section D.1.e. of Part IT of the permit (24-hour reporting). 1f a discharge does oceur, the permittee
must notify the EPA, the MA DEP, and others, as appropriate {i.e, Jocal Public Health
Drepartiment}, both orally and in writing as specified in the draft permit.

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

Under the 1996 Amendments (PL 104-267) to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (16 U.S.C. § 1801 ¢t seq.(1998)), EPA is required to consult with the MNational
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) if EPA’s action or propesed actions that it funds, penmits, or
undertakes, “may adversely impact any cssential fish habitat,” 16 U.5.C. § 1855(b). The
Amendments broadly define “essential fish habitat™ (EFH) as: “waters and substrate necessary 1o
fish for spawning, brecding, feeding, or growth to mannty,” 16 U.S.C. § 1802(10), “Adverse
iropact” means any impact which reduces the quality and/or quantity of EFH, 50 CFR. §
600.910(a). Adverse effects may include direct (e.g., contamination or physica! disruption),
indirect (e.g., loss of prey, reduction in species’ fecundity}, site-specific or habitat-wide impacts,
inclading individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. Id,
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Essential fish habitat is only designated for fish species for which federal Fisheries Management
Plans exist. 16 U.S.C. § 1855(B)(1)(A). EFH designations for New England were approved by
the U.S. Department of Commerce on March 3, 1999,

EFH Species
The following is & list of the EFH species and appiicable lifestage(s) for the area that includes
Atlantic Oeean waters around Newburyport, MA.

Summary of Essential Fish Habitat (EXH) Designations
Mame of Estuary/ Bay/ River: Merrimack River, Massachuseits

10* x 10 Jatitude and lengitade squares included in thiz bay or estoary or river (southeast corner bovndzviesy:
4250/ 7040, 4250/7050; 424077040, 4240 T050; 424067100, 4247110

Species " Bgps | Larvae | Juveniles | Adults | Spawning Adulis
Lﬁitlantiv.‘.: salmen (Salme selar) F Fhd
pollock (Poffackius vivens) M %] M
ﬂiting iMeriuecius bifinearis) M
L.-.rhite hake (Liraphpos :‘e.-aur'.r,i ' C M " B
winter Mounder (Plenromectes americanus) M M- M M %) 3
yellowtail flounder (Plewronectes ferrugimeg) 5 8
’_ﬁ;]anlic halibut (Hippaglassus hippogiessuc) 3 ] s 5 g
Allantic sea herming (Clupes haremaus) M M
Atlantic mackerel (Scoember soonptbras) M

Massachusetts Bay in the vicinity of the Newburyport Wastewater Treatment Facility discharge
is designated essential fish habitat (BFH) for 9 species of finfish. Based on the amount and
frequency of the discharge, as well as effluent limitations and other permit requirements
identified in this Fact Sheet that are designed to be protective of all aquatic species, including
those with designated EFH, EPA has determined that 2 formal EFH consultation with NMFES is
not required because the proposed discharge will not adversely impact EFH. .
COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT (CZM) CONSISTENCY REVIEW

40CFR §122.49 (d) states: The Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 US.C. 1451 et seq. section
307(c) of the Act and implementing regulations (15 CFR pari 930} prohibit EPA from fssuing a
permit jor an activity affecting land or water use in the coastal zone until the epplicant certifies
that the proposed activity complies with the ‘State Coastal Zone Management program, and the
State or its designated agency congwrs with the certification (ov the Secretary of Commerce
averrides the State's nonconcurrence). )

The discharge is within the defined CZM boundarics. The penmittes has subimitted a letter dated
Febrvary 27, 2002 to the Massachnsetts Coastal Zone Management Propram stating their
intention to sbide by the CZM water quality dnd habitat policies. The CZM shall review the draft
permit and it will only be issued after CZM certification.”

MONITORING AND REPORTING
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The permittee is obliged to monitor and report sampling results to EPA and the MADEP within
the time specificd in the permit. The effinent monitoring requirements have been established to
vield data representative of the discharge by the awthority under Scction 308(a) of the CWA in
accordance with 40 CFR 122.441()), 122.44, and 122.48.

The remaining general conditions of the pennit are based pnmarily on the NPDES regulations 40
CFR 122 through 125 and consist primarily of management requirernents cominon to all permits,

XV,  STATE PERMIT CONDITIONS
The NPDES Permit is issued jointly by the 1. 5. Environmental Protection Agency and the
. Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection under federal and state law, respectively.
As such, all the terms and conditions of the permit are, thetefore, incorporated into and constitute
a discharge permit issved by the MA DEP Commissioner.

X¥]. GENERAL CONDITIONS
The general conditions of the permit are based en 40CFR Parts 122, Subparts A and D and 40
CFR 124, Subparns A, D, E, and F and are consistent with management requirements comimen {o
other perimits.

XVII. STATE CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

The staff of the Massachusetts Depariment of Environmental Protection ("MADEP") has
b reviewed the draft permit. EPA has requested permit certifization by the State pursuant to'40
CFR § 124.53 and expects that the draft permit will be certified.

XYIIL PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PROCEDURES FOR FINAL DECISION
All persons, including applicants, who believe any condition of the draft permit is inappropriate
must raise all issves and submit all available arguments and all supporting materiai for their
arguments in full by the close of the public comment period, to the 1.5, EPA, Office of
Ecosystem: Protection, MA Unit, One Congress Street, Svite-1100, Boston, Massachusetts 02114,
Any person, prior to such date, may submit a request in writing for a public headng to congider
the draft pérmit to EPA and the Stale Agency. Such requests shall state the nature of the issues
proposed 1o be raised in the hearing. Public hearings may be held after at 1east thirty days public
notice whenever the Regional Administrator finds that response o this notice indicates a
significant public interegt, In veaching a final decision on the draft permit, the Regional
Administrator will respond to all significant comments and make these responses available to the
public at EPA's Boston office,

Foliowing the close of the comment period and after a publie-hearing, if such a hearing is held,
the Regional Administrator will issue a final permit decision and forward a copy of the final
decision tix the applicant and each person who has submitted written comments or requested
notice,

XIX. EPA CONTACT

Additional information concerning the draft permit may be obtained between the hours of 9:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday threugh Friday, exciuding holidays from:

Michele Cobban Barden
Office of Ecosystemn Protection

U8, Environmental Protection Agency.
One Congress Street, Snite-110{ {CPE)
Boston, MA 02114-2023
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Telephone: (617 918-1539
Barden.Michele@cpa.gov

Linda M. Murphy, Director
November 19, 2003 Office of Ecosystem Protection
Date U.S, Environmental Protection Agency

dvn
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CiTYy 0oF NEWBURYPORT
MASSACHUSETTS

OrreICE OF THE SEWER DEPARTMENT
157 WaTER STREET
MNewsuryrorr MA o1950
TeL: 978-465-4461 + Ter: o78-465-4422
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August 27, 2003

AvaN B LaveNDER
Mavor U.8. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Ecosystetn Protection -- NPDES Permit Unit
Brenoan B, O'REGAN 1 Congress Street — Suite 1100
SUPERINTENDENT Mail Code: CPE
Boston, MA 02114-2023
Attn: Michele Cobban Barden

Re:  City of Newburyport’s Comments on Draft NDPES Permit

Dear Ms. Barden:

Thanks in large part to the dedication and expertise of plant staff, the City of
Newburyport Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) has a long, consistent,
and proven track record of performance in maintaining a high level of
treatment efficiency, ensuring adequate disinfeciion of the effluent prior to
discharge, and in ensuring the protection of fisheries and wildiife habitat in
the vicinity of the WWTF. Qur commitment is to continuing this tradition of
excellence, as well as to providing our ratepayers with a cost-effective
maintenance, capital improvement and monitoring program. In accordance
with the Joint Public Notice dated June 12, 2003, we respectfully subemit the
following comments on the Draft NPDES permit and fact sheet issued on June
11, 2003 for NPDES Application No. MA0101427 for the Newburyport
Wastewater Treatment Facility.

Our comments fall into four sub-categories; (1) comments on effluent
limitations; {2} comments on monitoring requirements; (3) comments on
reporting requirements; and (4} comments on schedule requirements.

The Newburyport Sewer Department respectfully requests the following
medifications to the Draft NPDES permit;

« That the dissolved oxygen efftuent limitation of 5 mg/l be
eliminated from the permit,

+ That the outfall diffuser dilution factor be maintained at 39:1 as
currently accepted and vsed in the existing WWTF NPDES permit.
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I average monthly and maximum daily total chiorine residual Hmitations are
imposed, they should be set at 0.3 mg/l and 0.5 mg/l, respectively, based upon
the 39:1 dilution factor. Otherwise, the maximum daily total residual chlorine
effleent limitation should be maintained from the existing permit as 0.3 mg/l
(as based upon the 39:1 dilution factor).

That the requirement to install additional monitoring equipment to measure
and continuonsly record chlorine residuals prior to the dechlorination process
be removed from the final permit.

That the requirement for nse of continuously recorded chlorine residuals for
permit compliance be removed from the final permit.

That the timeframe for submission of an infilirationfinflow (11} contro! plan
(Part 1.C.3 of the draft permit) be adjusted from within six {6) months of the
effective date of the permit to within twelve (12) months of the effective date
of the permit.

The City requests that a clarification be added to the request for I control
plan information to ensure that the City is permitted to provide existing
information cost-cflectively.

That the timeframe for conducting an inspection of the diffuser be adjusted
from within twelve (12} months of the effective date of the permit to within
twenty-four (24) months of the effective date of the permit. Additionally, the
City requests that the permit allow for submission of the inspection report
within thirty (30) months of the effective date of the permit (the draft permit
does not specify a schedule for submission of the outfall inspection report).

The sections below describe in further detail the rationale used in making our requests.

Al — ¢ Limi

Proposed Dissolved Oxygen Efffuent Limitation

The City does not belicve that a dissolved oxygen (DD} effluent limitation shonld be
incorporated in the WWTF’s final NPDES permit.

As indicated in Table A 1. of the draft permit, EPA is proposing that the average monthly
DO concentration in the discharge be maintained at a level greater than 5 mg/l. EPA’s
rationale for adding a new effluent limitation, as presented on page 8 of 14 of the Fact
Sheet, states the following:

Dissolved Oxygen — The dissolved oxygen levels reported by the cily in the 2002
application are significantly lower than the Massachusetts State Surface Water
Quality Standards 314 CMR 4.05. DO levels shall not be less than 5 mg/1 unless’
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background conditions are lower. The monitoring frequency Jor dissolved oxygen
is daily.

The City questions the need for implementing 2 DO limitation in the Facility’s NPDES
permit. The Massachusetts State Surface Water Quality Standard for Class SB Waters
requires that the ambient dissolved oxygen level not be less than 5 mgfl, but there is no
Federal or State technology-based reguirements establishing end of pipe dissolved
oxygen levels prior to effluent discharge through a multi-port diffiiser. In addition, the
City is not aware of any recent data (i.e., data following construction of secondary
wastewater treatment facilities throughout the Merrimack River Basin) suggesting that
the background dissolved oxygen concentrations in the Merrimack River Estnary would
ever be less than the Massachusetts State Water Quality Criteria under any conceivable
flow condition. Finally, review of the Massachuseits Section 303(d) list of impaired
waters does not indicate that any portion of the Merrimack River is in violation of State
Water Quality Criteria for DO.

In light of the above, the City evaluated the possibility that the discharge from the
WWTF could canse 2 violation of State Water Quality Criteria, and concluded that it
could not. The analysis was based on the following assumptions:

1. Ambient or background dissolved oxygen levels in the Merrimack River Estuary
typically exceed 7.5 mg/l in the victnity of the diffuser, and would not drop below
6 mg/l at any time.

2. The muki-port diffuser yields a dilution factor of at Ieast 39, and likely higher
values during the majority of the tidal cycle.

3. Available diluition in the immediate vicinity of individual discharge ports will
exceed a factor of 110 and will increase with increasing distaace from the outfall.

4, The dissolved oxygen concentration following iniiial dilution can be calculated
based on the following mixing relationship:

DOy = POty + 118 { DOgs - DOyarnti)
Where:

DOqmiyy = dissolved oxygen concentration following initial dilution (mg/1)
DOty = ambient receiving water dissolved oxygen concentration (mgfl)
DOgm = effluent dissolved oxygen concentration (mg/T)

8 = dilution factor following initial niixing

Conservatively assuming the ambient dissolved oxygen concentration in the Merrimack
River Estuary approached 6.0 mg/l and that the dissolved oxygen concentration of the
effluent approached 0 mg/, the resulting dissolved oxygen concentration in the
immediate vicinity of the diffuser (assuming a dilution factor of 110) would be projected

Page 3 of 9



to be approximately 5.9 mgfl. Assuming a dilution factor of 39, the dissolved oxygen
concentratioh in the receiving water would be projected to remain above 5.8 mg/l.

Based upon this analysis, the City believes it is unreasonable to expect that the discharge
from the Newburyport WWTF could potentially result in a violation of the State Water
Quality Criteria for dissolved oxygen. Further, the City notes that a requirement to meet
the minimum dissolved oxygen level in the draft permit covld adversely impact treatment
plant performance for other parameters (i.e., limit the Facility’s ability to ensure adequate
dechlorination). Therefore, we believe that inclusion of a dissolved oxygen limitation in
the final NPDES permit is not appropriate, and the City requests that the proposed
effluent limitation for dissolved oxygen be removed from the final permit.

As discussed during our meeting on July 30, 2003, DO measurements have historically
been taken at the down gradient end of the chlorine contact tank, pror to discharge over
the effluent weir into the siilling basin at the head end of the outfall pipe. Although only
a limited data base is currently avatlable, monitoring of DO in the stilling basin indicates
that DO increases at this point and that the effluent DO is greater than 5 mg/l prior to
entering the outfall pipe. Therefore, the City requests that the effluent lmitation for DO
be removed from the permit, and that additional data be collected from the stilting basin
during the period of this permit to more accurately characterize effluent DO entering the
outfall pipe.

Proposed Total Residual Chloring (TRC) Efffuent Limitafion

The City does not believe that the proposed new TRC efflnent limitations shonld be
incorporated in the WWTF’s final NPDES permit.

The Newburyport WWTF uses chlorine as a disinfectant followed by dechlorination
using sultfur dioxide to minimize potential impacts of residual chlorine on receiving water
biota. As part of its commitment of ensuring appropuiate levels of disinfection without
excessive discharge of chlorine, the City has voluntarily spent in excess of $75,000 for
equipment upgrades and modifications to the chlorination and dechiorination processes at
the WWTF. The chlorination/dechlorination process at the WWTF is regulated through
flow proportioning. By continuously monitoring flow and adjusting chlorine and sulfur
dioxide feed rates, the facility has consistently maintained compliance with technology
based fecal coliform levels (i.e, number of colony forming units per E0Q ml) as well as
discharge limitations for TRC.

Under the draft permit, EPA proposes to modify the existing maximum day permit limit
for totel resitval chlorine of 0.3 mg/, and replace it with an average monthly discharge
limitation of 0.23 mg/l and & maximum daily Limit of 0.39 mg/l. The City respectfully
disagrees with the proposed revisions to the TRC effluent limitation for the following
TeRSONS:

s The key factor used in deriving the TRC effluent limitations contained in the diaft
permit is the available dilution. As described in the draft NPDES permit fact
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sheet (page 6), a dilution factor of 30:1 was chosen by EPA for use in the draft
permit, apparently based solely upon interpretation of an initial dilution estimate
provided in a 1997 hydrographic study conducted by the U.S. Department of
Health & Human Services. This initial dilution analysis is described in the draft
permit as having “approximated a dilution factor of 30.” Because CORMIX
model results were inconclusive, this approximated difution factor was then used
to back calculate an average monthly limitation using EPA’s chronfc toxicity
criteria for saltwater.

The City has initiated a review of the report dated August 8, 1997, and wishes o
note that it is a preliminary draft edition. The City has been unable to ascertain
whether a revised draft or final version of this report has been prepared.

The City notes that the dye study conducted in 1997 appears to have used the
WWTF efffucnt flow meter to estimate dye feed rates for the analysis. Use of the
effluent flow meter, however, wouild not have been accurate for this purpose,
because it has been shown to overestimate the quantity of flow through the
treatment facility. By adjusting dye addition rates using the effluent flow meter
measurements, as suggested in the report, excess dye would have been added to
the discharge resuliing in an underestimation of initial dilution at the outfall site.

Notwithstanding the fact that the 1997 report is a preliminary drafl, the City notes
that the study verifies the previously established dilution factor of 39:1. The first
conclusion states that “the minimum initial dilution was in the 27 to 40:1 range
determined at high tide near stack water. The dilution was greater afier the tidal
current began.” Measured dilution with distance from the outfall is illustrated in
Figures © and 16 of the draft report, which clearly demonstrates that dilution
factors increase with increasing distance from the outfall. Accordingly, the City
disagrees with EPA's interpretation of the 1997 preliminary draft study as a basis
for establishing the 30:1 dilution factor, and thus the TRC effluent limitations
contained in the draft permit. The City requests that the previously established
dilution factor of 39:1 be maintained and used for the purpose of establishing the
TRC fimitations.

The revised average monthly total residual chlorine concentration of 0.23 mgfi
will increase operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for dechlorination, but is
not anticipated to have any beneficial impact on receiving water quabity.

Reducing the TRC level at the down gradient end of the chlorine contact tank may
adversely impact disinfection effictency of the treatment facility. At the NPDES
permit flow rate (3.4 million gallons per day), it has been calculated that an
additional 33 minutes of detention time is achieved in the outfall pipe prior to
discharge to the receiving waters through the multi-port diffuser. Reducing the
TRC level prior 1o entering the outfall pipe would reduce the concentration of
disinfectant available over the 33-minuie contact time in the outfall pipe. The
potential impacts of reducing the TRC effluent concentration on disinfection
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effectiveness must be considered prior to modifying/reducing the existing effluent
limitation for TRC. The lower average daily flows experienced at the WWTF
would reduce the sbove-referenced contact time.

By definition, chronic toxicity implies comtinued or continnous low-level exposure to a
toxicant over a long duration. Given the tidally dynamic mixing characteristics of the
receiving water in the vicinity of the diffuser, and the “relatively fixed” benthic location
of most shellfish over the tidat perfed, long term continsous exposure of shellfish to low
levels of Total Residual Chlorine in the discharge is ualikely. In fact, the 1957 dye study
resufts show that dilution factors in excess of 100:1 are found in close proximity to the
diffuser as the discharge plumee is advected away from the discharge point during each
tidal exchange. As shown on Figure 9 and Figure 15 of the draft study, rapid dilution
cccurs in the near field area within a few hundred yards of the diffuser. Figure 25 of the
draft report illustrates the location of the 1000:1 dilution factor within the Merrimack
River Estuary,

Considering these factors, and seeing that the 1997 study could be interpreted as
supporting the existing effluent limits, the City requests that if EPA chooses to modify
the existing effluent limits for TRC, then a minimum dilution factor of 39:1 should be
applied. The TRC limits should be set at 0.3 mg/! and 0.5 mg/t for average monthly and
maximum daily, respectively.

Part LA, 1 -~ Monitoring Requirgments
Proposed Total Residual Chiorine {TRC) Continuous Monitoring Requirement
The draft permit proposes the following with respect to compliance monitoring:

Monitoring for Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) shall be continwous. TRC shall be
monitored both before and after dechlorination. DMR reporting, however, applies
to the final efffuent only... ... The permitiee shall collect end analyze a minimm of
two grab samples per day for calibration purposes, one before dechlorination and
one after dechlorination. The resulls of the grab sampies and a comparison (o the
contintous chlorine analyzer reading, including the time of grab sample, shall be
included with the monthly DMRs. Eight (8) continwous recording charts, one
chart per week with weekly data, (one set of four (4) for before dechiorination
and one set of four (4) for after dechlorination} shall be inclyded with the monthly
DMRs.

Due to the proximity to shellfishing resources, the facility must work with the
Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 1o develop wn immediate warning
system notifying DMF of a disinfection failure or if TRC concentrations exceed
the permit limit, '
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The City will continue to work with the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries in
developing a suitable notification procedure if shellfish restrictions are removed from the
Merrimack River Estuary. For the following reasons, the City does not believe that
continuous monitoring for TRC is necessary or appropriate.

» Continuous monitoring equipment was installed during the past year to track
TRC effluent concentrations prior to discharge, Plant operators are continuing
to develop experience with its operation. Continuous monitoring equipment is
not available to assess TRC levels prior to dechlorination.

¥ Continuousty monitoring chlorine levels prior to dechlorination offers only an
indirect measure of disinfection capability, since disinfection effectiveness
also depends on contact time and the total suspended solids concentration of
the effluent.

¥ The Newburyport WWTF has not had a history of chlorination failures in the
past and this performance can be expected in the future.

» Operation of continuous chlorine monitors/analyzers cannot be performed
reliably without daily grab sampling for calibration purposes. Under the
curent permit, daily grab sampling is used to conftrm total residual chlorine
concentrations in the effluent. Since daily grab sampling results are required
by either system, and noting that analytical data is more accurate than
condinuous monitors, the City feels that the additional O&M expeanditures
required for continuous monitors does not enhance overall
chlorination/dechlorination system reliability or effectiveness.

» Existing internal feed-back systems are already in place to identify if there are
problems with either the chlorine feed system or the dechlorination system.

# According to our review of continuous chlorine analyzers, we are informed
that are viewed as “secondary instruments,” meaning that they require regular
calibration from a standard method or primary laboratory instrument. Our
supplier recommends that the daily calibration sample for the analyzer is a
better data source to determine chlorine residual compliance.

In light of the above, the City believes that it would be maore beneficial to conduct
additional grab sample tests of total chlorine residual both prior to and following the
dechlorination process. The City suggests increasing the frequency of grab sampling
from once per day, as contained in the existing permit, to sampling at points both prior to
and following dechlorination two times per day, as proposed in the draft permit.

Proposed Requirement for Continuous Chiorine Monitor Prior io Dechlorination
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The City does not believe that the requirement should be added to install a contingous
chlorine monitor prior to dechlorination. First, the capital cost of adding a second
continyrous chlorine monitor prior to dechlorination is expected to range from $30,000 to
$40,000. The City contends that this amount of money will be necessary to achieve other
requirements in the permit that will enhance overall treatment efficiency or effectiveness.

In summary, for the reasons described above, the City requests the following:

. That the requirement to install additional monitoring equipment to
measure and continuously record total chlorine residual prior to the
dechlorination process be removed from the final permit.

2. That the requiremnent to continuously record total chlorine residual prior to
discharge to the cutfull diffuser be removed from the final permit.

Part LC — tion and Msainien of th m
Part 1.C.3 — Infiltration/inflow Control Plan

As acknowledged in the Fact Sheet issued by the EPA (pages 3 and 4) for the Draft
NPDES Permit, inflow and infiliration {I/I) removal have been prioritized by a city wide
I/ study, In addition to the city wide I/l study, funding in the capital budget bas been
provided to perform television inspections of sewer pipelines, sewer manhole frame and
cover replacement work, testing and sealing, pipeline lining, and other sewer system
rehabilitation work. Additional I/ control is achieved through the City’s on-going sewer
line maintenance program that results in every sewer line being inspected and cleaned at
a frequency of every 4 to 6 years,

The City requests that a clarification be added to the request for 11 control plan
information to ensure that the City is permitted to provide existing information cost-
effectively.

In addition, ia light of the significant level of sewer line maintenance and I/I work
completed, underway, and planned, the City requests that the timeframe for submission
of an I/1 plan (Part 1.C.3 of the draft permit) be adjusted from within six (6} months of the
effective date of the permit to within twelve (12) months of the effective date of the
permit.  The adjustment to the timeframe is requested in order to provide sufficient time
for the City to essess the cost implications of this permit requirement; to allocate
appropriate funds within the Sewer Department operating budget and obtain approval of
the funding from the City Council; and to procure any needed consulting engineer and/or
specialty contractor services. We are currently in the FY04 Budget cycle (July 2003 to
June 2004). Preparation of the FYOS budget will begin in February 2004 amd be
completed by June 2004, There will also be a reed to dedicate an appropriate amount of
time to assure proper procucement of these services.
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Part 1.C.5 — Cutfall Inspection and Report

The City requests that the timefiame for conducting an inspection of the diffuser be
adjusted from within twelve (12) months of the effective date of the permit to within
twenty-four (24) months of the effective date of the permit, Additionally, the City
requests that the permit schedule submission of the inspection report within thirty (30)
months of the effective date of the permit (the draft permit does not specify a schedule for
submission of the outfall inspection report). The adjustments to the timeframes are
requested in order to provide sufficient time for the City to assess the cost implications of
this permit requirement; assess the condition of the outfall and prioritize any needed
maintenance activities; to allocate appropriate funds within the Sewer Department
operating budget and obtain approval of the funding from the City Council; and to
procure any needed consulting engineer and/or specialty coniractor services.

For the record, the Sewer Department wishes to provide EPA and DEP with further
information regarding the older WWTF outfall pipe. The older outfall pipe was
abandoned when the existing outfall pipe was constructed as part of the secondary
improvements to the WWTF performed in the early 1980s. A television inspection
completed on June 4, 2003, of the old cutfall pipe confirmed that it is walled off from the
end closest to the WWTF and silt exists in the outlet end. A copy of the television
inspection report is available from the Sewer Department.

The City of Newburyport Sewer Pepartment appreciates this opporhunity to comment on
the Draft NPDES Permit,. We look forward to continuing to work with EPA and DEP to
serve the wastewater treatment needs of our community and to protect the important
water resources of our community,

Very truly yours,

NEWBURYPORT SEWER DEPARTMENT

baudl 52—

Brendan B. O'Regan
Superintendent

cc.  Mr. Panl Hogan, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
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CiTYy o NEWBURYPORT

February 23, 2004

Mr. Paui M. Hogan

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Central Regional Office

627 Main Street

Worcester, Massachusetts 01608

Re: Wastewater T Facili

NPDES Permit No. MAQH1427 — Drafi 2003 Reissance
8 te of Activiti

Brear Mr, Hogan:

Thiz letter is semt on behalf of the City ofNewburypmtSewm‘
Department with respect to the referenced Draft NPDES Permit reissuance
(Draft Permit”) for the City quewhxrypmtswastewatuuwmemfacﬂny
CWWTF). Specifically, T am writing to address the issue of limitations in
the Draf.’t Permit for fecal coliform bacteria, . .

As you know, thel)mﬂl’umnmmedfurwbllcmnmtm}me 13,
2003, maintained the current Hmits for fecal coliform bacteria of 200/100 m}
avmgemumiﬂyanddﬂﬁflmmmdaﬂy. These limits were
maintained because at that time, the Merrimack River in the vicinity of the
WWT¥’s discharge was closed to shellfishing,

Om page 8 of 14 in the Fact Sheet that accompanied the Draft Permit, it
was indicated that different limitations for fecal coliform bacteria (“shall not
exceed & median or geometric mean MPN of 88 per 100 ml, nor shall 10% of
the samples exceed a MPN of 260 per 100 mI™) would apply if the waters in
the vicmity of the discharge were approved for conditionally restricted
shellfishing. The Fact Sheet also stated that “EPA will modify the permit
when this occurs,”

After the close of the public comment period on the Draft Permit, the
Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries (“DMF”) announced in a press
release: dated November 24, 2003, that shelifish beds in the Memimack River
estuary were reclassified for conditional re-opening. The press release states
mmmmmmmnmmmmﬁmuh
management plan with affected communities.




The City of Newburyport had expected that the NDPES permit reissuance would
be finalized before any shellfish bed reclassification occurred, In addition, the Sewer
Wmﬁh@uﬂmﬂﬁammmmmﬂdh
required in order to “modify the permit™ to impose the new, fower [imitations for fecaf
coliform; bacteria However, we understand that BPA and PDEP believe that the new fecal
coliform bacterial limitations can be included within the permit upon reissuance,

Despite the City’s belief that under applicable regulations it is entitled to a formal
modification process with respect to these limitations, the City is prepared to undertake
reasonable efforts. upon the effective date of the permit to imsplement a progeam designed
to achieve the lower fecat coliform bacteria limits for the WWTF. We know that in order
to lower the discharge of fiecal coliform bacteria, we will need to increase chlorination
dosages at the WWTF at certain times. Based upon an evaluation of our system
conducted with our consudtants, Weston & Sampson, we believe that otbher itess at the
WWTF need to be evaluated further and certain modifications should be made in order to
mmﬁdemeofwrabmwmmmﬂzwhmmmaﬂ‘wﬂnguﬂﬁ
discharge parameters. Accordingly, we are proposing the following implementation
schedule for compliance with these fimitations:

» Within & moaths after the effective date of the NPDES permit, the Sewer
Department will change the location of the chlorine injection point to a
location further upstream of the existing injection point. This change will
provide for enhanced mixing and distribution of the ¢chlorine in the wastewater
prior o dechlorination and discharge to the outfafl.

> Within 6 months after the effective date of the NPDES permit, the Sewer
Department will make improvements to the existing dechlorination system to
appropriate dechlorination capacity to alfow for the higher dosages of chlorine
needed to achieve the lowered fecal coliform bacteria levels,

» At or about the zsame time the imprevements listed above are made, the
WWTF operations siaff will increase the frequency of monitoring the effluent
mmummm}mmmmmmmmﬁm
that the TRC and bacteria discharge limits in the NPDES permit can be
cousistently achieved without further chlorination/dechiorination system
improvements.

As DEP is aware, the Sewer Department is planning a sipmificant upgrade to the aeration
system which will echance the WWTF s treatment capabilities. At the present time, we
cannot predict what specific steps will be pecessary to implement this upgrade while
maintaining the WWTE"s ability to provide consistent evels of disinfection, However, to

!ll » I n 'lm'm m I Ihl mmm - i I E I'l
and start-up of the new system, we are proposing the following implementation scheduls
for this item:




» Within fifteen (15) months after the effective date of the NPDES permit, the
Sewer Department expects to complete construction and start-up testing of the
upgrade to the WWTF acration systemn Puring this time, the WWTF will
operate with the intent of meeting the proposed lower fecal coliform limits.
become effective thirty {30) days after start-up of the new aeration system.

We atso wish to confirm that the firare revision to the maximmm bmit for fecal coliform
will be based on not more than 10% of samples exceeding an MPN of 260 per 100ml
{znd not on & strict maximum day limit), so that the limit is consistent with the water
quality standards at 314 CMR 4.05{4)(b)}4 a.

Tmcmmmmmmmomﬂimmmhemﬂmmbemmm&wﬁm
NPDES permit when it is fssued scon, As always, we are willing to meet with you and/or
EPA representatives to discuss these mauiers. Please contact me with mny questions you
may have.

Very truly yours,
NEWBURYPORT SEWER DEPARTMENT
fond. 1 OL

Hrendan B. (¥ Regan

Superintendent

.  Mayor Clancy
Newburyport Sewer Commission
Michele Cobban Bardep, EPA
Kent Nichols, Weston & Sampson

Barry P. Fogel, Keegan, Werlin & Pabian




