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PETITION FOR REVIEW

Pursuant to 40 CI'R § 124,19, Timothy A. Watts and Douglas H. Watts
("Petitioncrs") submit to the Invironmental Appeals Board (the"Board") this Petition for
Review ("Petition™} to review or otherwise contest the May, 11 2005 final permit
decision of the United States Environmental Prolection Apency (the" EPA"} to issue a
permit to the City of Brockton (the "City” or the "Permittec™) for a five year renewal for a
National Pollutant Drischarge Elimination System Pormit {ssued jointly by the EPA
pursuant to the T'ederal Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C.§ 1251 et seq. {lhe "CWA™), and the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (the "DEP"} undce the

Massachusetts Clean Waters Act, MLG.L. ¢. 21, § 26 et seq., (the "Act"y, Permit




No.MAD01001010 (the "Permit™).

Any permit issued by EPA and DEP fo the Permillee must provide for compliance
with the applicable requirements of the CWA, the Act and regulations thereunder, See 40
CFR §122.4(g); 314 CMR § 3.07(1). Any such permit issued by EPA and DEP must also
ensure campliance with the applicable watcr quality requirements of all affected states.
40 CIR §122 4(d};, 314 CMR 3.07(4). The DEP also has affirmalive obligations
that must be satisfied in issuing any CWA certification. Specifically, any certification of
a permit by the DEF must ensure that the permit imposes conditions adequate to assure
compliance with the applicable provisions of the CWA, including state water quality
standards. 33 U.5.C. § 1341, 40 CI'R § 124.53.

Petitioncrs assert there are certain conditions included in the Permil, and certain
conditions omitted from the Permit, based on "a finding ol [acl or conclusion of law
which is cleatly erroneous” or on "an exercise of discretion or an impertant policy
consideration which the [Board] should, in its discretion, review™. 40 CFR § 124.19(a).

The Petitioners seek review of ¢ertain Permit conditions on the grounds that these
conditions are based on erroneous findings of fact ot conclusions of law (a) whether the
conditions of the Permit and Certification adequately conform to the Massachusetts water
qualiry requirements, specifically the antidegradation, anticutrophication, Class B, odor,
color and turbidity water quality reguirements, and the minimum criteria applicable to
all surface walers, (b} whelher the conditions of the Permit and Certification adequately
ensure compliance with the CWA, the Act and repulations promulgated thereunder, and
{c) whether the Permit contains and the Cextification requires adequale control

mechanisms necessary to mect the conditions of the Permit that prohibit the




Permittce from causing violations of the water quality standards in the Receiving Watcrs,

1. Description of Petitioners

Timothy A. Walls and Douglas H. Watts are citizens of the United States of
America whe are disgusied by the ongoing gross and blatant pollution of the Salisbury
Plain River, the Matficld River and the Taunton River by this Facility. As a direct result
of the discharge of the Facility the whole of the Salisbury Plain River below the Facility,
and its parent stream, the Matficld River, are unusable and unsale [or public recreation
and unsuitable habitat for these nvers' native aquatic species. In June 20(4, Petitioners
filed timely writtcn comments on the drafl permit for the Facility (Cxhibits A,B).

This Petition addresses issues discussed in detail by both Petitioners in their previous

comments to EPA.

2. Recciving Waters and Facility

Salisbury Plain River (Segment MAG2-06) Location: From the Brockton
Wastewater Facility discharge, Brockton to the confluence with Beaver Brook forming
the Matficld River, East Bridgewater,

Segment Length: 2.3 miles

Classification: Class B, Warm Water Fishery

The drainage arca of this segment is approximately 21.3 square miles. Land-use
eatimates (top three} for the subwatershed:

Restdential............ 45.7%

Forest, . .ooovvveeenet. 24 5%




Open land. ............9.3%

The impervious cover area for this subwatershed is 25.7%.

This segment is on the Massachusetts Year 2002 Integrated List of Waters — Category 5
for not meeting water quality standards for pathogens and causes unknown (MA DIiP
2003 Exhibit I).

The Brockton Wastewater Treatment Facility (Facility) discharges pollution into
the Taunton River watershed, the largest watershed in southeasien Massachusetts and the
largest undammed coastal watershed in southern New England. The Taunton River
watershed is the largest wributary to Mount Hope Bay and Narragansctt Bay in
Massachusetts and Rhode Island. Prior to the onsct of severe pollution, the Taunton River
Watcrshed supported nearly all of the diadromous fish species native to the northeastern
Uniled States and Canads, including Atlantic siurgeon, shorinose sturgeon, striped bass,
sea lamprey, American shad, blueback herring, alewife, anadromous brook trout, white
perch, American eel, rainbow smelt and tomcod. The eastern portion of the Taunton
River watershed iz fod by a connceted serics of freshwater ponds - Assawompset, Great
Quitlicas, Tittle Quittacas, Nanapocksha and Apponequet Ponds -- the largest natural
{reshwater lakes in Massachusetts. The western portion of the Taunton River watershed is
fed by the Hockomock Swamp, a 6,000 acre array of swamps and meadows which
comprise the largest freshwater wetland complex in Massachusetts.

The Taunton River watershed has been home to humans for more than eight
millennia. The richness and diversily of its native aguatic fauna have systained humans
since the last Iee Age. In less than one century, the native aquatic fauna of the Taunton

River has been nearly destroyed by the pollution of its waters, The Taunton River is one




of the most scverely polluted rivers in New England. The largest source of pollution in
the Taunton River watershed is human and industrial sewage from the City of Brockton,
Massachusetts. Mount Hope Bay, the coastal embayment which receives all of the
water of the Taunton River, is the most degraded coastal embayment in Now England.
One of the largest contributors of pollution to Mouni Hope Bay is the Facility,

Beeanse the Facility is located in the uppermost headwaters of the Taunton River
watershed, the pellution from this plant degrades and impairs the health of the entire
length of the Taunton River and its cstuarial complex in southeastern Massachusetts and
Rhodg Island. Native fauna -- from brook trout in the Taunton River's headwaters to
winter flounder and quahogs in Narragansetl Bay -- are severely harmed by ongoing
pollution from the Facility.

Decds of record from the 17th century show the Nalive American name for the
Salisbury Plain River and its parent, the Matfield River, is Aquanissiwamissco. Historic
accounts show the native fisheries of Aguanissiwamissoo inchuded an abundance of
native brook trout, American eel and American shad. The Aquanissiwamissoo is a
medium to high gradient stream, with pumerous rapids and riffles. The
Aguanissiwamissoo ig primarily fed by groundwater and springs, resulting in
water lemperatures and habilat favored by native brook trout (Salvelinus [ontinalis).
Much of the native brook trout habitat of the Salisbury Plain and Matfield River
watersheds has been destroyed by urban and residential development. This habitat can be
physically restored, but restoration elforls will be fruitless if the waters of the Salisbury
Plain and Matfield Rivers are severely pollutcd from effiuent discharges by the Faeility.

Historic records (Belding 1925} show the Aguanissiwamissoo was an important




breeding ground for the native American shad of the Taunton River watershed. Severe
potlution from the Faeility is now preventing native American shad from reestablishing
themselves in the Taunton River watershed. A rempant run of native American shad
persisls in the Palmer River, a Mount Hope Bay tributary adjacent to the Taunton River
in Rehoboth, Massachusetis. Despite the close proximily of this remnant population, the
Taunton River, Matficld and Salisbury Plain Rivers do not support any American shad.
Amcrican shad will not be able 1o recolonize their native habitat in the Taunton River
watershed 50 long as the Taunton River remains severely polluted due to effluent from
the Facility.

Today, the Facility discharges the waste of more than 100,000 people into a
spring-fed nalive brook trout stream less than 30 feet in width. Since the Cily of Breckton
began discharging its sewage into the Salisbury Plain River, the City's discharge has been
in viclation of the United States Clean Water Act.

The City of Brockton's discharge of sewage inio the Salisbury Plain River has
been in violation of the United States Clean Water Act since the discharge began nearly
30 vears ago. Today, the City of Brockton's discharge of sewage into the Salisbury Plain
River is in viclation of the United States Clean Water Act, The Draft Permit issucd by U3
EPA on May 11, 2003 will allow the City of Brockton's illegal discharge of sewage o

continue indefinitely, These facts have forced this Petition.

3. The Facility Discharge is the Primary Cause of the Degraded Condition of the

Receiving Waters.

“Many commenters requesled that language restricting new sewer connections




and limiting the Towns of Abington and Whitman to IMGD be deleted from the drafl
permit.” (Comment #19 Page # 7 Response to Public Comments Exhibit [}

“We understand that several communities near the treatment facility are faced
with difficult deeisions relative to water and wastewater management, however, the
Salisbury Plain River can nol support an increasc in flow. As stated in the fact sheet, the
facitity frequently exceeds ils design flow of 18 MGD and high flows have caused the
lacility to be out of compliance with their existing NPDES permit. The Salisbury Plain
River, is an effluent dominated river (the Salisbury Plain River at the poinl of the POTW
discharge is about 98 percent effluent under 7Q10 conditions) and does not meet the
Siale’s Water Quality Standards for Class 3 Waters. 1t ig also on the State’s 2004
Integrated List of Waters as a Catergory 5 water {water requiring a TMDL), for
pathogens.” (EPA Response 10 Comment # 19 Page # 7 Kxhibit D)

In a June 2003 press release EPA made the following slalement regarding the
Facility “The citv's treatment plant, which discharges to the Salisbury Plain River, has
consistently failed to meet pollution discharge limits in ils lederal permit over the last
dceade. Inspections by EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection {DEP) and the plant's own reports document cquipment failures, operator
envors, chemical feed problems and chronic bypassing of treatment equipment at the
plant. This has lcd to cxcessive discharges of sewage solids, bacteria, ammonia and
chlorine into the river, which flows Lo the Matfield River which downstream beeomes the
Taunton River.” (Exhibit F)

The Petitioners assert that these statements by EPA are an acknowledgement

bv EPA that the Facility is the primary cause of the receiving waters not meeting




MAWOQS. Furthermore, since the above statements were made MA DEP has released
2005 draft rcassessment of the 303d list for the receiving waters. The draft for the
zegment from the Facility discharge, Brockton to the confluence with Beaver

Brook forming the Matfield River, Cast Bridgewater segment Length: 2.3 miles
slates the following “Sewage odors, turbidily, filamentous green algae and
trash/construction materials were observed in the Salisbury Plain River near Belmont
Stecct, West Bridgewaler by both DWM and LSS staff in 2001 and 2002.” (MA DEP
2005 Exhibit I}

“The Primary Contact Recreational Use is assessed as impaired because of
elevated bacteria counts. The Secondary Contact Recreational and Aesthetics uses are
also agsessed as impaired because of the objectionable conditions (odors, turbidity,
filamentous green algae and trash and dcbris). These uses are impaircd as a result of the
Brockion Advanced Watcer Reclamation Facility discharge as well as nonpoint source
pollution in this urbanized subwatershed.” -

“The Aguatic Life Use is assessed as impaired for this segment of the Salisbury
Plain River based primarily on the resylts of the benthic macroinvertebrate community
analysis and the limited water quality data, Low dissolved oxygen/saluration and elevated
tota! phosphorus concentrations were both documented and are associated with the
Brockton Advanced Waler Reclamation Iacility discharge as well as nonpoint source
pollution in this urbanized subwatershed. Acule and chronic toxicity in the Brockton
Advanced Water Reclamation Facility effluent are also of concern.” (MA DEP Exhibit [)

This segment was previously listed on the Massachusetts Year 2002 Integrated

List of Waters — Categoery 3 for not meeting water qualily standards for pathogens and




causes unknown only (MA DEP 2005 Exhibit K),

The Salisbury Plain River segmenl upsirean: of the Facility was reassessed as
welk. This scgment runs from the confluence of Trout and Salisbury brooks, Brockion to
the Facility discharge, Brockion, Segment Length: 2.4 miles, This segment is
on the Massachusetts Year 2002 Intcgrated List of Waters — Category 5 for not meeting
waler quality standards for siltation, pathogens, suspended solids, and other habitat
alterations {MA DEP 2005 Exhibit J).

“This segment of the Salisbury Plain River is assessed as impaired for both the
Primary and Secondary Contact Recreational nses because of elevated levels of bacteria
during both wet and dry weather sampling conditions.” {Ma DEP 20035 Exhibit I} The
Aesthetics Use 15 not assessed. The draft 2005 assessment for this segment remained
unchanged lrom the MA DEP 2002 assessment.

In 8 letter dated August 9, 2002 EPA made the following statement to the City
of Brockton regarding the Facility. “The receiving water for Brockton's wastewater
discharge 1 dominated by the elfluent during low flow conditions. Thete 13 evidence that
the receiving waler does not support aquatic life uses designated in the Massachusetts
Water Quality Standards. Toxicity and nutrient loadings are a primary concern relative to
water quality. The existing permit contains a 1.0 mg/l phosphorus limit but future limits
will be much more stringent. The new national criteria recommendation for receiving
water concentrations of lotal phosphorus is (.024 mg/l. The existing permit expires in
2004 and the reissued permit will almost certainly contain a much more stringent water
quality based phosphorus limit.”

“In addition, nitrogen loadings to Mt. Ilope Bay ar¢ a significant concern, A Total




Maximum Daily Load (TMLD) will be cstablished for Mi. Hope Bay in the next few
years that will tikely require signilicant reductions in current nitrogen loadings. Given
that the Brocklon wastewater treatment facility has been estimaled to contribute as much
as 30% on the nitrogen loading to Mt. Hope Bay, there is high likelithood that the total
nitrogen limils will be incorporated in future NPDES permits.” (EPA letter to City
2002, Exhibit G ).

The Petitioners assert that these statements by LPA and MA DEP are an
acknowledgement by EPA and MA DECP that the Facility is the primary cause of the
receiving waters not meeting MAWQS, “The Treatment Facility Discharge is the
Primary Cause of the Degraded Condlition of the Reeciving Waters” Thesc
statements also establish that the impacts of the Facility’s discharge are nol limited to the
Salisbury Plain River alone. EPA acknowledges the impacts of the Facility’s flow on
the wholc aquatic ecosystem of the Salisbury Plain River, Mathield River, Taunton River
and Mount Hope Bay.

The Tollowing list of submilted exhibits further support the Petitioners assertion
that, “The Facility Discharge is the Primary Cause of the Degraded Condition of the
Recciving Waters.”

The Petitioners offer the following exhibits as attachments in support of our
asserfion that, “The Facility Discharge is the Primary Cause of the Degraded Condition of
the Receiving Waters.”

Exhibit C Page 1, 2, Taunton River Watershed Alliance public comments regarding 2002
flows.

Exhibit L, Bridgewater State College public comments.




Exhibit M, Taunton River watcrshed 1996 and 2001 Biological Assessment MA DEP.
Lxhibit N, ESS Group Matfield and Salisbury Plain River Watcrsheds Nonpoint Poltution
Asscssment Report and Management Plan MA DEP 2003,

Exhibil N, Part A, Sample Site Locations.

Exhibit M, Part B, Field Data Sheets

Cxhibit N, Part C, [icld Reconnaissance Observations.

4. Compliance With Statutory Water Quality Standards.

For EPA to issue a NPDES permit for the discharge of pollutants by the City
Facility into the Salisbury Plain River, the EPA must show this discharge of pollulants
will nol cause the receiving water, the Salisbury Plain River, to fail to meet 113 statutory
minimum water quality standards, 33 U.S.C. § 1341, 40 CFR § 124.53. This s
demonstrated in EPA's Permit for the Facility, which contains the following mandatory
compliance requirement ai page 6, Parl LAI Line A: (Exhibit E}

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

In the EPA's "Responses to Public Comments” which accompanies the
Permit, EPA siaies: "The Salisbury Plain River is an effluent dominated river (the
Salisbury Plain River at the point of the POTW discharge 15 aboul 98 percent efflucnt
under 710 conditions) and does not meet the State's Water Quality Standards for Class
B Waters."{LPA Responsc to Comment 19 Exhibit I))

The Permil provides no evidence its proposed cffluent limitations will allow




the Salisbury Plain River to meet its minimum statutory water guality standards,
In its response to Comment 47, EPA indicates the proposed effluent limitations will not
allow the Salisbury Plain River to meet its statutory water quality standard: "CPA
and MA DEP believe these measures in conjunction with the plant upgrades will
contribute toward minimicing the further degradation of the Salisbury Plain River and
maove closcr toward meeling the State's Water Quality Standards during this five year
permit eycle." (EPA Response to Comment 47 Exhibit D)

EPA is assuming that future upgrades and future permit limitg *will contribute
toward minimizing the further degradation of the Salisbury Plain River and
maove closer toward meeting the State's Water Quality Standards during this five vear
permit eycle," Water quality based effluent limitations require otherwise as pointed out
by EPA in their response to comments by the Town of Hudson during the public
comment period on the Hudson Wastewater Treatment Facility “The establishment
of water quality based limits, unlike technology bascd limits, are not based on trecarment
capabilities.” (Assabet River NPDES Permits-Response to Comments, page #3 response
#4 Exhibit ITy US EPA further states on Page # 7 Comment # 3, “In addition o
technology based controls, permils must contain any mere stringent limitations for
particular polluianis that are necessary to meet MAWQS. A water quality bascd effluent
limitation must be calculated at levels to ensure achievement of MAWQS, regardless of
the availability or effectiveness of lechnologies or the cost dischargers would incur to
meet those limits (Assabet River NPDES Permits-Response to Comments, page #7
responsc #3 Exhibit H).” EPA {urther states on Page # 18, 19 Response # 12 lasi

sentence, “Fipally, The Agencies note that permits must include limits as stringent as




necessary to meet Massachusetts WQS irrespective of technological feasibility.”
(Assabet River NPDES Permits-Response to Comments, page #19 response #12 Exhibit
H) The effluent limits in this permit are not in keeping with this EPA standard by the

EPA’s own admission.

In ils response to Comment 30, EPA suggests the proposed effluent
limitations may not allow the Salisbury Plain River to meel its statutory watcr quality
standard: "Many variables can contribute to a water body not achieving its assigned water
quality standards. Large scale reductions in dry weather and wet weather point source
pollutant loadings will be necessary to achieve Standards in the Salisbury Plain River
This permit as well as the Phase 1 stormwater permit, will result in significant reductions
in dry weather and wet weather pollulant loadings but if further reductions are necessary
the permit may be modified or revoked and reissued with inore stringent limils if cause

exists, pursuant to 30 CTR 122.62." (EPA Responsc to Comment 50 Exhibit D)

Here again EPA is assuming that thal this permit and a yet to be estahlished
Phase II stormwater permit will resolt in significant reductions in dry weather and wet
weather pollutant loadings. “But if further reductions arc neccssary the permit may be
modified or revoked and reissued with more stringent limits if cause exists.” Water
quality hased effluent limitations do not allow for But ifs’. EPA must demonsirate
this Permil as issued will allow the Salisbury Plain River to meet its water quality

standard.

Az shown above, EPA itsclf has stated the Permit for the Facility will continue to

cause the Salisbury Plain River to fail to meet ils statutory water quality standards; and




the Permit will not atlow the Salisbury Plain River to meel its statutory water quality
standards. Without evidence showing the Permit will allow the Salisbury Plain River to

meet its statutory water quality standards, the Permit is illegal.

5. Compliance with Statutory Aesthetic Standards
EPA acknowledges that under existing condilions, the odor of chlorine emanating
from wastewater discharged from the facility is noticeable and objcetionable in the
Salisbury Plain River, the Matfield River and the Taunton River for many miles
downstream from the WWTP outfall (Public Comment 43 Exhibit D). Petitioners
and other commenters have informed EPA that the strong chemical odor emanating
from the water in these rivers due to the Facilily discharge is objectionable and
makes these waters unsuitable for swimming, fishing and boating (Exhibit C Page 3, 4).
In response to these comments, EPA states: "The Massachusetls Water Guality Standards
for Class B waters prohibit odor in concentrations or combinations which are
aesthetically objectionable, that would impair use assigned to Class B waters, or cause
tainting in the edible portion of aquatic life,” (EPA Response to Comment 43 Exhibit D)
This EPA response indicates the agency has ignored or does not understand
the issue raised by commenters. EPA states: "The upgrades to the facility which
include improvements for studge storage, the sludge thickening and dewatering process
and the headworks will all contribute lo the elimination of odors emanating from the
facility." (EPA Responge to Comment 43 Exhibit D).
The issue raised by Petitioncrs and other commenters docs not nvalve odors

emantating from the wastewater trealment facility itself. The issue raised by commenlers




is the noticeable and objectionable odor of the watcr of the Salisbury Plain, Matfield and
Taunton Rivers due to large amounts of chemicals used in the wastewater cffluent
discharged by the Facility. As noted by the EPA, Petitioners and other commenters,
the waters of the Salisbury Plain, Matfield and upper Taunton Rivers now smell like a
sewage treatment plant due o waslewater from the Brockton WWTP, The odor of
chemicals in the water of these rivers is as strong as thal from laundromat for many miles
below the WWTP discharge. This is lurther confirmed by the ficld data sheets of the ESS
Nonpoint Study. Field personal noted sewage odors emanating from the waler at every
sample site on the Saiisbury Plain River and Matfield River downstream of the Facility.
They noted no sewage odors at samplc sites on the Salisbury Plain River up stream of the
Facility. (Exhibit N, Parts A, B, C)

These observations should not be surprising because the EPA itsell describes
the Salisbury Plain River as an "effluent dominated river” and states that during low flow
conditions more than 98 percent of the water in the Salisbury Plain River consists of
efflucnt from the Facility. (US EPA Response io Comment 19 Exhibit I).

EPA provides no evidence or assurance its Draft Permit will climinaie ihe
strong and objectionable odor in the receiving waters below the Facilily. Unless this odor
is eliminated from these receiving waters, the Draft Permit is not in compliance with
Massachusetts statutory watcr quality standards and 15 iHegal.

“Tn addition 10 technology based controls, permits must contain any more
stringent limitations for particular pollutants that are necessary to meet MAWQS. A
water quality based efflucnt limitation must be calculated af levels to ensure achievement

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




dischargers would incur to mect those limits™ {Assabet River NPDES Permits-Response
to Comments, page #7 response #3 Exhibit IT). Unless and until a Use Attainability
Analysis justifies a downprading of the use classification of the Salisbury Plain, Matfield
and Upper Taunton Rivers” the Permit must provide controls to climinate the fou! odors
which clearly violate the MAWQS in the Salisbury Plain, Matficld and Upper Taunton
Rivers’.

Because the Taunton River is in the final stages of designation by the National
Park Service as a Wild and Scenic River, and because the Matfield and Salisbury Rivers
have been recognized as signilicant tributaries of the same, it is highly unlikely that a Usc
Atlainability Analysis would result in the uses of these rivers being downgraded.
{(Wational Park Service Comments Lxhibit O}

The Facility disinfeets human sewage and wastewater with chlorine, an
clement highly toxic to life. Other methods exist 10 disinfect buman sewage which do not
vequire the use of chlorine. One of these methods i= ultra-violet (V) radiation.
Disinfection of human sewage with UV radiation is a common practice in wastewater
treatment facilitics across the United States of America. Several commentors requested
the EPA require the Facility convert from its use of chlorine as a disinfectant to UV
treatment because it would eliminate the discharge of toxie chloring into the Salisbury
Plain, Matfield and upper Taunton Rivers (EPA Comment 34). In its Response, the
US EPA states: "The permit includes cxtensive new requirements on chlorine monitoring
to ensure that discharges of regidual chlerine are consistent with permit limits." (EPA
Response to Comment 34 Exhibil D).

This Response evades the questton. EPA provides no reason or explanation why it




is not requiring the Facility to convert to ultra-violet disinfeetion and eliminate

the discharge of chlorine into the Salisbury Plain River, Conversion of the Facility

to ultra-violet disinfection would eliminate the discharge of toxic chlorine into the
Salisbury Piain, Matfield and Taunlon Rivers by the Facility. The technology to

achieve this conversion is readily available and affordable. As noted by EPA, the
existing objectionable odor from the disinfection proccss which spoils the receiving
waters for many miles downstream is a violation of Massachusetts Water Quality
Standards. EPA provides no evidence or assurance its permit restrictions on the discharge
from the Facility will resull in compliance with the statutory water quality standards.

EPA's assurance that the discharge of residual chloring into these rivers will
be “consisient with peemit limits” is tantological. Discharge of residual chlorine into the
Salisbury Plain River must be consistent with permit limits. This statement is not relevant
to the issue of why any discharge of chlorine is allowed in the Permit when
technological methods are available to eliminate the use of chlorine at the Facility.

If the EPA required the facility to convert to UY disinfection angd eliminate the of
use of chloring as disinfectant, there would be no need for EPA to roquire extensive
monitoring and permit limitations on this highly toxic clement. EPA provides no
explanation for its refusal to require the Facility to convert to ultra-violet disinfection and
to climinatc the discharge of chlorine into the Salisbury Plain, Matfield and Taunton

Rivers.

5. Lack of Dilution Flows

In its "Responses to Public Comments,"EPA states: "The Saligtry Plain




River is an effluent dominated river (the Salisbury Plain River at the point of the POTW
discharge is about 98 percent effluent under 7Q 10 conditions) and docs not meet the
Statc's Water Qualily Standards for Class B Waters." (EPA Response to Comment
19 Exhibit D)

Despite this statement, EPA's Draft Permit requires no reductions in the
amount of wastewater effluent discharged by the Facilily into the Salisbury Plain River.
The severe impact of the existing volume of elfluent on the receiving waters from the
Brockton WWTP is cited by US EPA as the reason for its refusal to allow additional
communities to send their wastewater to the facility. EPA states: "Increasing flow to the
(aecility by allowing new sewer conncetions would inevitably contributc to Turlher water
quality impairment of the Salisbury Plain River .... We believe increasing the flow at the
Brockton facility by having additional communities send their wastewater to the facility
will cavse further degradation of the Salisbury Plain River." {EPA Response to
Comments 19 and 20 Exhibit D)

There are a number of methods available to the Facility to reduce its
discharge volume into the Salishury Plain River, especially during dry weather periods.
These include land based application {spraying), consiruction of storage lagoons and
recycling of wastewater for industrial uscs. These methods are now being used in many
parts of the United States. EPA provides no explanation as to why nong of these
methods have been explored or required so as to reduce the severe impact of the
Facility effluent discharge on the Salisbury Plain, Matlield and Taunton Rivers.
This failure is puzzling because EPA itself concludes that the sheer volume of

effluent discharged by the Vacility 15 a principal reason for the river's [ailure to




mect its statotory water quality standards. Statements by EPA show il has scant
confidence that allowing the existing volume of wastowater 1o continue, ¢ven wilh
improved treatment, will allow the Satisbury Plain River to meet its statulory water
quality standards. This is shown by EPA's statement that: "EPA and MA DEP

believe these measures in conjunction with the plant upgrades will contribute toward
minimizing the further degradation of the Salisbury Plain River and move ¢loser toward
meeting the State’s Water Qualily Standards during this five year permit cycle.” (EPA
Response to Comment 47 Exhibit D) LPA's statement, "will contributc toward
minimizing further degradation of the Salisbury Plain River and help the river move
closer toward meeting the Slale's Water Quality Standards" are maleria! admissions the
EPA believes the conditions in the Permit will not allow the Salisbury Plain River (o
meet ils statutory water quality standards during the five year permit evele.

Petitioners have repeatedly informed BEPA that significant reductions in flow
volume from the Faciiity, particularly in dry weather periods, are necessary to allow the
Salisbury Plain River 1o meet its statutory water quality standards, This finding is
supported by EPA's conciusion that increasing flow volume of the Facility, even with
proposed improvements in effluent treatment, will result in “further degradation” and
"further water quality impairment" of the Salisbury Plain River. (EPA Response 1o
Comments 19 and 20 Exhibit D). In short, US EPA has concluded that
increase in flow velume or continuation of the existing [low volume at the Faeility will
cause the Salisbury Plain River to fail 1 meet its statutory water quality standards,
Despitc these findings, the Permit requires no reductions in flow volume at the Facility.

I June 2004, Petitioners provided EPA with exiensive documentation of




recently issued NPDES permits from the State of Maine lor wastewatcr treatment plants
on rivers of a size similar to the Salisbury Plain River. This documcntation

shows (hat EPA and the State of Maine routinely require wastewater reatment plants

to sharply curtail or eliminate dircet discharges to simall rivers to prevent effluent from
dominating the natural Mow of a sireaun.

NPDES license data from the State of Maine shows the maximum allowable daily
discharge of treated wastewater into small rivers and streams in Maine is less than 1.0
million gallons per day (MGD) with one exception. In contrast, the maximum daily
discharge in the proposed NPDES permit for the Facility is in excess of 18 MGD.

In this one exception in Maing (Town of Sanford POTW), the NPDES license
forbids any discharge at stream flows lower than 20 ¢fs. The NPDES permit for the
Unity, Maine POTW forbids any discharge al stream flows lower than 15 cfs;
the NPDES permit for the Canton, Maine PGTW forbids any discharge at stream flows
lower than 20 cfs; and the NPDLES permit for the Norway, Maine POTW forbids any
discharge at stream flows less than 31 ¢fs, Tn all of these cases, the roeeiving waters for
these POTWs (Great Works River, 25 Mile Stream, Whitney Brook, Little Androscoggin
River) are similar or larger in drainage size and flow volume than the Salisbury Plain
River, vet the NPDES permits for these streams prohibit any discharge into them during
low-flow conditions and require mindmum dilution ratios of 20:1 or more during periods

when discharge is allowed,

This 14 why when Petitioner Douglas Watts imformed Mr. Gregg Wood, P.E. of the Maine

Depariment of Environmental Protcetion of the dilution ratios at the Facility, Mr. Wood




physically grimaced and said:
"It sounds like they need 1o find a new receiving water,"

In i1s "Response to Comments” EPA provides no meaningful reply lo the
above documentation or Petitioners’ request that flow volume from the Facility be sharply
curtailed during dry weather periods o ensure compliance with statulory water quality
standards cstahlished for the Salisbury Plain, Matfield and Taunton Rivers.

Despite the obvious need of flow limits in the Permit higher flows are likcly in the
future. Camip Dresser Mckee (CDM) asserts in public comments that, “In general, there
are many references (0 a design flow of 18.0 mgd, which is the comrect flow for the
Facility upgraded in the 1970°s. However, over the coming five vear permit duration, this
design flow rate will be increased to 20.48 mgd. (CDM public comments Page # 1
Exhibit D} The Towns of Abington and Whitman wiil also be allowed to sell their unused
flow if an abutting Town with a completed Comprehensive Wastewater Management
Plun demonstrates that a tie in to Abington or Whitman is an appropriate option. (Permit

footnotes page 4 # 3 Exhibit ) This is unacceptable.

6. Closing Commengts,

The Salisbury Plain River has not met its MAWOQS at anytime in the history of
The Facility. By the late 1970s, this plant was nearing the end of its 20-year design life,
and a major plant expansion project was completed in the mid- 1980s. Since that major
expansion, the Brockton WWTF has nol undergone a major plant-wide upgrade program.
Shortly after completion of this major plant expansion project the upgraded and

expanded plant was failing to meet permit limits, and in 1988 the City of Brockton




entered info a consent decree with the regulating authorities. On November 14, 2001
Ma DEP issued a notice of non-compliance te the City of Brockton. Fiftecn vears ago
the City’s newly updated and expanded Facility was failing to meet permit limits less
than five years after the update was completed.

Today in 2005 we are presented with a similar situation ag in 1980°s. The
Administralive Consent Decree agreed to 1988 has been ingflective and a Judicial
Consent Decree is now being negotiated between regulaling authorities and the Cily. The
initial phase of a major Facility expansion and upgrade has begun and this Permit has
been finalized,

The Petitioners recognize that all of these events appear (0 complicate matters
regarding this Permit. However, when this whole affair is boiled down to its essence
it 15 not the least bit complicated. What it boils doewn to is a simple standard clearly
defined in the permit, in the Federal Clean Water Act and in Massachusetts State Law:
"a. "The discharge shall not cause a violation of the water gquality standards in the
receiving waters,”

The Pelitioners asserl that the limits placed in this permit will in large part determine the
terms of the pending Judicial Conscnt Decrce and guide the proposed upgrade and
expansion process. If issued as written this Permit will nol allow Salisbury Plain River to
mcet its8 MAWQS, and therefore the rest of the process will be doomed to failure. The
mistakes of the mid 1980°s will be repeated. This Pormit as currently written is illegal

and must noet be issued.

STATEMENT OF RELIEF REQUESTED

The Petitioners incorporate all paragraphs above and exhibits, as if fully set forth there in.




For the reasons set forth above, the Pctitioners request the following:

g. that the Board hold that EPA’s actions and decisions in regard to the

Contested Permit Conditions and the Omitted Permit Conditions concerning the
discharge of by the Treatment Works were clearly erroneous;

b. that the Board review EPA’s permit action for the additional reason that

EPA’s exercise of discretion raises important issucs of policy and discretion that the
Board should review, and

¢. that the Board reverse and remand those decisions to EPA Region | [or

aciion consistent with the Petioners contentions.

IX. SUBMISSION OF DOCUMENTS

In addition to the materials submitted herewith, the petitioners reserve their right to
submit additional material as may appear necessary and appropriate during the pendency

of any review proceedings.

Respectfully Submitled,

Timothy A Watts
633 Wareham St.
Middleboro, Ma 02346

(508) 946-W
-==7—-:~

Douglas H Watts
38 Northem Avenue
Augusta, ME 04330
(207) 626-8178

Qe Bihoe—

Dated: May 28, 2005
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U5 EPA

Office of Ecosystem Protection

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (CPE)
Bogton, MA 02114-2023

Public Notice Number: MA-033-04
Permit Number: MA010101(: Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Facility

The process which we use to atfain the goals set forth in the Clean Water Act has been twisted
into an unrecognizable mess in regard to this plant and more importantly the river system
which receives its toxic flow. Toxic flow is an appropriate term in regard to this plants
discharge. In fact EPA recognized and acknowledged this in their own 2003 press release, “
Inspections by EFA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection {(DEP) and
the plant's own reports document equipment failures, operator errors, chemical feed problems
and chronic bypassing of treatment equipment at the plant. This has led to excessive discharges
of sewage solids, bacteria, ammonia and chlorine into the river, which flows to the Matfield
River which downstream becomes the Taunton River,” In 2001 when all of the above was
taking place an employee of the MA DEP, Lakeville office, who is intimately familiar with the
plant told me in a phane conversation, “that’s good water coming out of the plant.” In the
spring of 2003 while at the Lakeville MA IDEF office | had the privilege of conversing with a
cifferent mid Ievel DEP employee who was “familiar” with the Brockton Sewer Plant and
Salisbury Plain River. It was an enlightening conversation. He explained to me that more
“water” from the plant was better for the river, “Without the plants discharge of “water” the
river below would dry up and become a trickle.” (As if pumping your septic system into your
neighbors well would be considered a charitable act,) This is merely a sample of the idiocy one
has to deal with when entering the Ma DEP regulatory hall of mirrors surrounding the
Brockton Sewer Plant.

Page #4 NPDES Permit # MAQI101010 paragraph #3; Flows originating from the Towns of
Abington and Whitman are limited each to TMGD, The permitte shall not accept any new
sewer connectons in other communities from facilities not currently connected to the WWTP.
Increased flows from facilities currently connected to the WWTP shall be offset, to the extent
teasible, in order to minimize any net increase in How to the WWTP.

“The permitte shall not accept any new sewer connections in other communities from facilities
not currently connected to the WWTP.” We feel flow is the essence of this permit. If EPA does
not incorporate this one sentence, and this simple language into the final permit it will gut the
Federal Clean Water Act, hamstring it, and hang it from a gin pole to rot. This language must
be accompanied by flow limits which will reduce the flow pf effluent into the receiving waters.
At what point does a river cease to be a river to become a sluiceway for effluent? Naturally,
being the simplest language in the draft permit, it also appears to be the most controversial.

The cry of foul has been heard emanating from the bowels of surrounding commmmities whom
are eager to hook up to the Brockton Sewer Plant. East Bridgewater, Easton and West
Bridgewater, Oh woe, we need the services of the Brockton Sewer Plant to solve our septic
problems.




. At what point does a river cease to be a river ko become a siniceway for effluent?

August 2002 Salisbury Plain River flow above plant 1.94 MGD (ESS NPS study 2002
Attachment 1 8/7/02 sample site SPR2), Plant flow “good water Ma DEP 2001”7 14.28 MGD,
Beaver Brook 0.01 MGD, Meadow Brook 1.18 MG, Satucket 1.6 MGD below Satucket there are
no tributaries of any significant size or flow until the Matfield’s conflnence with the Town
River, This is approximately eight miles of river. River water 4.73 MGD, Effluent 14.28 MGD,
are Salisbury Plain and Matfield, rivers, or are they sluiceways for effluent?

Projected future flow 2025, (City of Brockton Facilities Assessment Report, Camp Dresser
McKee 2002, Page 8 Attachment #2) 22,2 MGD. (This figure assumes no additional hockups ta
- outside communities and does not consider 4 MGD of additional water to Brockton from
proposed freshwater de sal plant.) Plant flow August 2025, 22.2 MG {probably still “good
water” Ma DEP) Salisbury Plain River flow above plant 1.94 MGD, Beaver Brook 0.01 MGD,
Meadow Brook 1.18 MGD, Satucket 1.6 MGD below Satucket there are no tributaries of any
significant size or flow until the Matfiekl’s confluence with the Town River. This is
approximately eight miles of river. River water 4.73 MGD, Effluent 22.2 MGD, are Salisbury
Plain and Matfield, rivers, or are they sluiceways for effluent?

Upon completion of this plants proposed EXPANSION and upgrade it will have a capacity of 20.5
MGD. There is no, and will be no capacity for additional flow at this plant from outside
communities unless it is expanded beyond what is currently proposed! The following is a quote
from David Norton, Brockton's interim Department of Public Works commissioner. It's from a
June 2004 Brockton Enterprise article regarding the septic woes of the above mentioned towns.

“Expanded connections with other towns would offer some benefits to the city, Norton said, If
the regulatory agencies approve a regional system, federal funding may come easier, and it
could open the door to other funding scurces. Even so, the city's current plant, even with the
planned upgrades, would have to be expanded, he said.”

What, exactly are the towns of East Bridgewater, Easton and West Bridgewater planning to do?
What are their projected future flows? What parts of their towns are going to be sewered? How
lacge will the plant have to be to accommodate their flows into the year 2025 and beyond? Ii's
ridiculous to even be going through this mind numbing exercise thirty odd years after the
passage of the Federal Cleann Water Act.

The most fundamental concept of the Federal Clean Water Act and a concept embraced by most
everyone from the greenest cub scout to Neanderthal Man is that you don't crap upstream of
your campsite. Furthermore, in the case of the environmentally enlightened hamlet of Easton,
you should not, out of common courtesy, crap upstream of your neighbors campsite. Despite
these seemingly simple realities and courtesies these communities seem hell bent on defecating
all over themselves and their neighbors.

Ower the past several years the City of Brockton has been pulling every political string possible
to have a freshwater de sal plant built in Dighton at the base of the Taunton River. This plant
will supply the city with drinking water, a well of sorts? Over the past several years the City of
Brockton has also been pulling every political and legal string possible to expand and
regionalize their sewer plant at the top of the Taunton River, a toilet of sorts?




Salisbury Plain and Matfield Rivers are the largest rivers in East Bridgewater. They run through
the heart of the town. Since the Brockton Sewer Plant was built, and to this very day East
Bridgewater and it's largest river have been and continue to be the City of Brockton’s toilet.
Today rather than being offended by this indignity and trying to clean up the this toilet of
Brockton, East Bridgewater has apparently chosen to elbow their way onto this porcelain
throne alongside their neighbors. What a disgusting spectacle.

These communities have options, EPA has indicated that large centralized sewer plants
emptying into small river systems were mistakes. The Brockton plant is a classic example of
such a plant. One only needs to spend some fime in the waters of these rivers, through a season,
to see the havoc that has been wreaked on a ence diverse and bountiful ecosystem, The towns
of East Bridgewater, Easton and West Bridgewater can build their own plants. Better yet they
could partner with Brockton to build modern, smaller regional plants which would recycle the
effluent or put it back in the ground. All of these communities have streams which suffer the
consequences of heavy water withdrawals. Canoe River, Queset Brook, Stump Brook, Satucket,
Beaver Brook, West Meadow Brook, all have dried up in seasons past. Today in 2004 we need to
be looking forward in cur quest for water, in both its use and disposal. The Brockton Sewer
Plant “sclution” may be economically attractive, however its mwmnrnenfa‘[ impacts have been
and will continue to be devastating in the future.

Much of the above may be irrelevant to this permit process. I don’t know? It's really not meant
to be offensive either, although it will sound that way to many. In many ways the Clean Water
Actis an act to pretect us from our own ignorance. Who would argue that our practices
regarding our water before the Clean Water Act were not ignorant? We must begin reducing
tfiows here. To do otherwise would be unconscionable and an affront to the Federal Clean
Water Act and to the Public Trust in which all our rivers are held,



NPDES Permit #MA0101010 Page #6 Part LAl Line A

a. “The discharge shall not cause a violation of the water quality standards in the receiving
waters”.

This permit requirement clearly states that this plants discharge will not cause a violaton of the
water quality standards in the receiving waters. If the final permit is reflective of this draft
permit if will clearly cause a violation of the receiving waters Class B standard. This has been
the case for twenty odd years and will be the case for twenty more if EPA continues issuing
permits like this one.

* Is the above language required by law to be in the final permit?

» If s0, will the plants flow violate the water quality standards of the receiving waters
upon issuance of this final permit?

o According to this plants 1999 NFDES Permit (Attachment 3} the instream 7Q10 flow of
the receiving waters is 0.39 MGD at the plant. Can a stream with a flow of 0.39 MGD
assimilate an effluent flow of approximately 20 MGID?

® Considering MA EOEA has approved an npgrade and expansion of this plant which
will increase its discharge by 2.5 MGD to total capacity of 20.5 MGD, does EPA feel this
draft permit contains limits stringent enough to allow the receiving waters to attain its

assigned standard?

’ Does this draft permit lay the groundwork to move incrementally closer to attaining this
standlard in a timely fashion?

. EPA has indicated through personal communication that the receiving waters will

probably not attain their assigned standards for 50 or 100 years, While we fully
recognize that achieving the goals of the Clean Water Act is an incremental process, we
do not believe it is reasonable to wait eighty or one hundred and thirty years after
passage of the Clean Water Act for attainment to be realized,

. Does EPA feel that fifty or one hundred years is a reasonable amount of time to achieve
attainment?

o Does EPA feel the intent of the Clean Water Act was to maybe achieve attaininent
eighty or one hundred and thirty years after its passage?

. If EFA does not feel this is a reasonable amount of time then how does EPA justify
issuing a permit which does not bring us incrementally closer to attainment?

L What does EPA consider a reasonable amount of time to achieve attainment?




Neither this draft permit or the proposed upgrade to the plant will allow Salisbury Plain River
to meet its Class B water quality standard. More disturbing is the fact that this permit and the
proposed upgrade offer no hope of it meeting this standard in the foreseeable future or beyond.
Whether or not line (a) is 2 requirement of this permit is irrelevant, the broader laws clearly
dictate that Salisbury Plain must at some point in time meet its attainment goal of a Class B
waterway.

Flow is the primary limiting factor. Without significant flow reductions the Salisbury Plain will
not meet its assigned standard.

August 2002; Salisbury Plain River flow above plant 1,94 MGD. (Actual flow above sewer plant
as recorded by the ES5 Group, Matfield and Salisbury Plain Non Point Source Pollution Study
2002 Attachment 1)

August 7 2002 Brockton WWTP discharge; 14.28 MGD. (From Brockton AWRF records for 2002-
2003 Attachment 4)

Dilution (stream flow; plant discharge): 1:7.36

Aungust 2002 Salisbury Plain River flow above plant plus tributaries entering Matfield River
below plant: 4.73 MGD (Actual flow above sewer plant as recorded by the ESS Group, Matfield
and Salisbury Plain Non Point Source Pollution Study 2002 see CD #1 and Bridgewater State
College Watershed Access Lab Overnight Nutrient Studies 2002 see CD #2)

August 2002 Brockton WWTP discharge: 14.28 MGD (From Brockton AWRF records for 2002-
2003 Attachment 4)

Dilution in Matfield River (stream flow: plant discharge): 1;3.22

Using the EPA 7Q10 figure of 0.3% combined with the future estimated plant flow of 20.5 MGD
provides the following figures.

Salisbury Plain River flow above plant 0.39 MGD (City of Brockton WWTP199% NPDES Permit
Attachiment 3} ’

Brockton WWTI discharge 20.5 MGD
Dilution {stream flow: plant discharge) 1:52.5

. What possible chance does this stream have of meeting its assigned standard with this
dilution?
. Does EPA agree that this is unacceptable dilution?

b At what point does a river cease to be a river to become a sluiceway for effluent? This is
a serious and relevant question given the flow figures above.




. This formula of increased plant flow coupled with &I reduction has serious
implications for the future of the receiving waters.

When you review the actual daily effluent flows from the plant as opposed to the average flow,
there appears to be a significant drop in plant effluent flows during periods of low water. In
effect the plants flow appears to fluctuate with the rising and lowering of groundwater levels.
In periods of high groundwater the plants flow goes up due to infiltration, In periods of low
water the flow appears to drop significantly (see attached daily plant flows, Attachment 4).
According to Brockton WWTP flow data 2002-2003 between the months of June and mid
September actual plant effluent flows dropped well below 18 mgd for significant periods of
time. If this infiltration flow is reduced and then replaced by a constant year round flow of 20.5
MGD it could have a devastating impact on the alveady failing aquatic ecosystem of the
Salisbury Plain, Matfield and Taunton Rivers. Again, according to actual daily plant flows the
plant’s flow drops below 13 MGD during low summer flows. If in the future flow becormes
steady at 20.5 MGD there will be up to an additional 7 MGD of effluent entering the river
system when it is most stressed, This would be the equivalent of adding six new treatment
plants about the size of the Middleboro WWTP.

One could reasonably argue that during low flow periods the headwaters of the Matfield and
Upper Taunton Rivers are the Brockton WWTP. While the physical discharge of the plant is at
the plant site, the overwhelming dominance of its flow has the effect of turning the Salisbury
Plain River into an extended sluice way comprised of 99% efflzent. This in turn becomes the
Matfield River and then further down stream the Taunton River.

“USGS partial recording station stream flow data for similar-sized streams in the Taunton River
Basin suggest that the naturally occurring 702 at the site locale without augmentation by the
City of Brockton AWRF would be approximately 1.7 cfs. The 7010 at this point on the Salisbury
Plain River would be approximately 0.6 cfs. USG5 Iong-term monitoring of streams throughout
the basin suggests a naturally-occurring minimum monthly mean flow of 0.8 cfs in this segment
of the Salisbury Flain River.” {Epsilon Associates, inc 1998 water resources

28298/ deir /Sech.8water.doc Attachment 5)

According to Brockton Advanced Wastewater Treatment Facility Upgrades Environmental |
Notification Form September 2003 {Attachment 6} average historical flow (98-02) is 19.79 MGD.
Projected flow (2025) is 20.49 MGD. Based on the figure 19,79 the following summarizes the
amount of effluent in the receiving waters.

(98-02) equals 19.79 mgd or 30.5 cfs there is a mixture of 927 thousand gallons of river water {0.6
cfs divided by .647 = 927 TGD) £t 19.79 million gallons per day of effluent during periods of
low flow. In other words the Salisbury Plain below the Brockton AWRF is a river of effluent.
Unfortunately the Brockton AWRF impacts do not end with the Salisbury Plain. According to
USGS Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 84-4283 the Salisbury Plains major
tributary Beaver Brook has a 7Q10 of .6 cfs or 463 thousand gallons per day, Where the




Salisbury Plain and Beaver Brook conjoin is the beginning of the Matfield River. Therefore at
the beginning of the Matfield River the approximate mix of effluent to water is 1.4 mgd water
to 19.79 mgd effluent during low flows, Therefore at this point 2.2 miles downstream of the
Brockton AWRF the river is little more than a river of effluent. The next significant down
stream tributary (in terms of flow contribution) to the Matfield River is the Satucket River,
Satucket is approximately 3 miles downstream from the confluence of the Salisbury Plain and
Beaver Brook According to USGS Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 84-4283
Satucket's 7Q10is 1,3 ofs or approximately 2 mgd. Therefore at this river junction the ratio of
water to effluent is approximately 3.3 mgd water to 19.79 mgd effluent during periods of low
flow, Therefore at this point approximately 5.2 miles downstrearn of the Brockton AWRF the
river is little more than a river of effluent, Down stream of Satucket approximately 8.2 miles
from the Brockton AWRF the Matfield River joins the Town River to become the Taunton River.
According to USGS Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 84-4283 the Town River's
7Q101s 2.7 cfs or 4.1 mgd. Therefore at this river junction the ratio of water to effluent is
approximately 7.4 mgd water to 19.79 mgd effluent during low flows. Therefore at this point
approximately 8.2 miles dowrnstream of the Brockton AWRF the river is little more than a river
of effluent. The next down stream tributary is the Winnetuxet River which is several miles
below the corfluence of the Town and Matfield River. According to TJSCS Survey Water-
Resources Investigations Report 84-4283 the Winnetuxet has a Y310 of 7.8 cfs or 5 mgd.
Therefore at this river junction some 14 miles from the Brockton AWRF the ratic of water to
effluent is approximately 12.4 mgd water te 19.79 mgd effluent.

For comparison we will compare actual Brockton dilution to the minimurm dilution ratios

required by the State of Maine.

e Before embarking on this futile exercise we would like to make note of this and request
clarification on how EPA calculates dilution ratios. It is our understanding that EPA
assumes the effluent discharge dilutes itself upon discharge into the receiving waters, In
other words they add the effluent flow to the stream flow and then calculate dilutior,
rather than taking the actual stream flow and dividing it by effluent discharge.

Is the above a fair all be it simplified representation of EPA methods?

If 50 the evidence of its effectiveness is clear in the filthy polluted water that fouls the
receiving waters.

How can effluent dilute itself?

If the stream flow is 0.39 MGD, and plant flow is 20.5 then the dilubion rafio is
{stream flow: plant discharge) 1:52.5 period.

. Did Joseph Heller write the EPA formmuaa for calculating dilution?

The lowest allowable dilution rate we found for plants on small streams i3 5.2:1 (stream flow
rplant flow) at 7Q10 (10-year drought conditions) at the Limestone, Maine WWTE. At normal
flows, the dilution rate for that plant is 13,3:1, Limestone Stream is about the size of the
Salisbury Plain.




To achieve even a 5:1 dilution ratio on the Salisbury Plain River at August 2002 flows (stream
flow = about 2 MGD), the total Brockton plant discharge would have to be reduced to 0.4 MGD
— which is 2.8 percent of existing plant flows, representing a 7.2 percent REDUCTION in
existing plant flows.

The minimum dilution ratfos required in the Maine permits for small streams range from 11:1,
13:1, 18:1, 20:1, 3211, 501, 75:1, 100:1 or 130:1 {stream flow: plant flow).

Based on the above, let's use a 20:1 dilution ratio as the 'average' minimum dilution ratio for the
Maine WWTPs located on streams of similar size as the Salisbury Plain River. For August 2002
data {Salisbury Plain flow at 2 MGD),the total Brockton plant discharge would have to be
reduced to less than 0.1 MGD ~ which is 0.7 percent of existing plant flows, representing a 99.3
percent recluction in existing plant flows.

Flow Limits and Pilution Requirements Included Tn
Recently Issued NPDES Discharge Licenses for
State of Maine POTWs Discharging into Small Rivers and Streams

Source: NPDES Licenses on file at Maine Department of Environmental
Protection, State House Station 17, Augusta, ME 04333,

1. Mars Hill POTW, Mars Hili, Maine.

Receiving water; Prestile Stream (Class B waterway}

MEPDES ID No.: ME0101079

License issued: Decemnber 10, 2002,

Maximum allowed discharge: 1.0 MGD

Flow limitations:

50:1 flow dilution from March 1 to May 31 and Oct. 1 to Nov. 30.
751 flow dilution from June 1 to Sept. 30 and Dec. 1 to Feb. 28.

2. Sanford POTW, Sanford, Maine

Receiving water: Mousam River (Class C waterway)
MEPDES ID No.: MEO100617

License issued; Feb, 2, 2002

Maximurn allowed discharge: 5.5 MGD

Flow limitations:

Tier I discharge limits (prior to fune 1, 2005) ’
a) No discharge allowed when river flow is less than 10 cfs.

b) 5.5 MGD from Nev. 1 to April 30.

c) 3.48 MGD from June 1 to Oct. 31,

Tier II discharge limits (beginning June 1, 2005);

a) No discharge allowed when river flow is less than 20 cfs.
b) 44 MGD from Oct. 1 to April 30.

¢} 3.48 MGD from May 1 to Sept. 30.




Tier III discharge limits {(beginning Jan. 1, 2006)
same as Tier I except discharge of up to 8.8 MDG allowed from Feb. 15 to
April 15 but ONLY if river flow exceeds 100 cfs.

3. Thomaston POTW, Thomaston, Maine,

Receiving water; St. George River (marine estuary)

MEPDES ID> No.: ME0100668

License Issued: March 23, 2003

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.9 MGD

Flow limitations:

Discharge of 0.9 MGD allowed in Jan., Feb., March. only.

No in-river discharge allowed from April 15 to Nov, 15;

Must use land-based, spray irrigation system Apiil - November.

4, Canton POTW, Canton, Maine,

Receiving water: Whitney Brook {Class B waterway}
MEPDES II» No.: MEO102067

License Issued: February 3, 2003

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.25 MGD

Flow lirnitations;

No discharge allowed at stream flow is less than 20 cfs.
Must maintain 5311 dilution ratic at all Hmes.

5. Clinton POTW, Clinton, Maine

Receiving water: Sebasticook River (Class C waterway)
MEPDES 1D No.: MEQ101699

License [ssued: February 14, 2003

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.35 MGD

Flow limitations:

Ne discharge between June 1 and Sept. 30

when river flow is less than 65 cfs,

6. Corinna POTW, Corinna, Maine.

Receiving water; East Branch Sebasticook River (Class C waterway)
MEPDES ID No.: W-002179,

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.2 MGD

Flow dilution at 7Q1D; 11.6: 1

Flow dilution at harmonic mean: 32.7: 1

Note: POTW now in process of converting to land-based,

spray irrigation and cessation of in-river discharge

(Gregg Wood, P.E,, Maine DET, pers. comm. June 16, 2004)

7. Dexter POTW, Dexter, Maine.

MEPDES ID No.; MEUS00830

License issued: December 20, 2002,

Maximum allowed discharge: .273 MGD

Note: Land-based, spray irrigation system, no discharge allowed to surface
waters. Former discharge location was East Branch Sebasticook River.




8. Limestone POTW, Linestone, Maine.

Receiving water: Limestone Stream (Class C waterway)
MEPDES ID Ne.: W-000860,

License issued: January 25, 2001.

Maximurmn allowed discharge: 0.3 MGD

Discharge limited to 0.2 MGD from July 1 to Sept. 30
Dilution ratics: 5.2:1 (7Q10); 13.3:1 (harmonic mear}

9. North Berwick POTW, North Berwick, Maine,
Receiving Water: Great Works River (Class B waterway)
MEPDES ID No.: MEO101BES

License issued: Angust 14, 2002,

Maximum allowed discharge: 1.0 MGD

Flow limitations;

Discharge must be seasonally limited to maintain
minimum dilution of 20:1.

10. Norway POTW, Norway, Maine.

Receiving water: Little Androscopgin River (Class C waterway)
MEPDES ID Ne.: MEO100455

License issued: May 3, 2001.

Maximurm discharge allowed: 0.975 MGD

Flow limitations:

No discharge allowed from June 16 to August 31,

No discharge allowed when river flow is less than 31 cfs.
When river flow is greater than 31 cfs, discharge limits are:
a) 0.947 MGD from Jan. 1 ta May 15

b1 0.755 MGD from May 16 to June 15.

<} 0.755 MGD from Sept. 1 to Dec. 31.

11. Unity POTW, Unity, Maine,

Receiving water: 25 Mile Stream {Class B waterway)
MEPDES ID No.: ME0OLD1150

License issued: August 13, 2002.

Maximaum discharge allowed: 0.5 MGD

Flow limitations:

No discharge allowed when stream flow is less than 15 cfs,
Dilution factor of 100:1 required from March 16 to Dec. 15.
Dilution factor of 150:1 required from Dec, 16 to March 15.

12, Warren POTW, Warren, Maine.

Receiving water: 5t. George River (gstuarine segment)
MEPDES ID No.: ME0102253

License issued: May 15, 2001.

Maxioum discharge allowed: 0.244 MGD

Flow limitaHons:

Discharge limited to 0,0795 MGD from June I to Sept. 30.
Discharge limited to O.244 MGD from Oct. 1 to May 31




13, Farmington POTW, Farmington, Maine.

Receiving water: Sandy River (Class B waterway)

MEPDES ID No.: ME(1(0124%

License issued: November 27, 2001,

Maximum discharge allowed: G.9 MGD

Flow limitations:

From June 1 to Sept. 30: BODS and TS5 fimited to 150 1bs. /day {monthly
average). From Oct. 1 to May 31, BOD5 and TS5 limited to 225 1bs, /day
{monthly average).

Dilution at 7Q10; 18.2:1,

Receiving water drainage size at plant outfall: 268 square miles.

Note: Afl daily discharge bmits {MGD) calculated as monthly average.

. We are not sure how the EPA, MA DEP and City of Brockton can respond to this
disparity, except to say Maine likes clean rivers and Massachusetts prefers effluent, I¥'s
nizts,

EPA must go beyond just prohibiting hockups to outside communities in this permit. Without
significant reductions in plant flow Salisbury Flain and Matfield Rivers have no hope of
attaining,

their assigned standards today or twenty years from now.

To begin the process of incrementally achieving the goals set forth in the Clean Water Act we
offer the following simple suggestions.

* Maintain in the final permit language preventing an increase in hookups to outside
comrnunifies and Facilities,

L Add language to this permit which would prohibit additional flow to the plant as &1 is
reduced. This should be a prohibition on flow from any sources, from within the City of
Brockton and without. If the City and surrounding communities need additional sewer
services let them pariner together and build smaller plants to share the burden. The
Salisbury Plain, Matfield and Taunton Rivers have been our draft animals long encugh.
Its time to put them out to pasture.

There is no middie course in this matter, permit limits and mumbers are a facade in regard to
this plant, they serve no other purpose than to muddy the waters when the solution is clear.
EFA itself has acknowledged that large centralized plants which empty into small river systems
were a mistake. For streams such as Salisbury Plain the only answer is to begin the process of
de-centralizing this plant. This draft permit and the pending expansion and upgrade of this
plant move us in the exact opposite direction. To continue following along this misguided
course is to repeat history at a great expense to the environment and the rate payers.

. Fifteen years ago in 1988 the City of Brockton newly updated and expanded plant was failing to
meet permit limits less than five years after an expansion and upgrades were completed. CDM




states the fellowing on page 1 of attachment 1 in the Brockton Advanced Wastewater
Treatment Facility Upgrades Environmental Notification Form September 2003 (Attachment 7} .
“Wastewater treatment in Brockton first began in the early 1900s, at a site west of the Veterans
Administration Hoespital on Belmont Street. Additional sewer construction and treatment
tacilities were required in the City by 1960, and a new plant was placed into service at the site
of the current treatment facility. By the late 1970s, this plant was nearing the end of its 20-year
design life, and a major plant expansion project was completed in the mid-1980s. Since that
major expansion, the Brockton WWTT has net undergone a major plant-wide upgrade
program.” Shortly after completion of this “major plant expansion project” the upgraded and
expanded plant was failing to meet permit lirnits, and in 1988 the City of Brockton entered into
a consent decree with the regulating authorities. On November 14, 2001 the Ma DEP fssued a
notice of non-compliance to the City of Brockton. If EPA, Ma DEP and the City of Brockton
continue on this course this cycle is certain to be repeated.

The following pages are a synopsis of the current state of the receiving waters, In addition to
this synopsis we are submitting various water quality studies that have been undertaken in the
receiving waters over the past several years, we would like these attachments to be entered as
part of our official comments and as part of the public record.

It is worth noting that several of these studies were overseen or undertaken by Ma DEP, yet Ma
DEP has not used them in their 303 b assessments. In fact the receiving watars although on the
303 d list have not been reassessed in the last two assessment cycles (see Attachment 8 for our
comments on this), This is a disgrace and is an indication of gross incompetence on the part of
Ma DEF. Having been invelved in this process for the past several years it is clear that Ma DEP
through their own incompetence and lack of leadership have enabled the City of Brockton to
continue the gross pollution of the receiving waters. The Ma DEP has and continues to be a
willing obstacle to river advocates perusing the goals set forth in the Federal Clean Waler Act.
In 2004 it is convenient to blame budget cuts for this lack of attention to their responsibilities.
However this has been going on as far back as 1998 (see attachient %) when the DEP was better
funded and staffed.

Water Quality Synepsis

(Attachment 10) The Taunton River Watershed 2001 Biological Assessment at site TRD3
Salisbury Plain River 2 km downstream from the Brockton Sewer Plant was found to be
moderately impaired by the DEP surveyor. He made the following statements about this reach.
“That habitat quality here was found to be highly comparable {actually better) to the reference
condition suggests that water quality limits biclogical potential in this portion of the Salisbury
Plain River. Metric values for the TR03 benthos were strongly suggestive of water quality
degradation related to organic enrichment and low dissolved oxygen levels. Pollution sensitive
EPT taxa, as well as algal scrapers (Tables Al) - generally Iess tolerant of organic pollutants
than filter feeders and gatherer collectors, were virtually absent from the benthos sample taken
here and suggest an oxygen stressed community. Community imbalance also characterized the
TR03 benthic community, the result of the hyper dominance of a single family. Indeed, the
Chironomidae comprise well over half of the assemblage observed at TRO3, The numerical
dominance of the chironomid Polypedilum flavum is particularly significant, as this species is
considered very folerant of organie pollution. It has been associated with sewage “recovery
zones” '




(Attachment 11)The following is from the Dyaft Taunton River Walershed Assesstnent Report 1998,
Taunton River Watershed Benthic Macroinvertebrate Biomonitoring.

The surveyor had the following comments on this sampling site (TRO3) which is also at
Belmont St. East Bridgewater Salisbury Plain River.

"I recommend omitting TRO2 as an upstream reference site and instead using the regional
reference station TR as the primary reference for TRO3, With an EPT index of 1 and a taxa
tichness of only 6, it would seem unconscionable to place TRO3 anywhere near the non-
impaired category. The relatively high habitat assessment score (83% comparable to the
regional reference station) received by TRO3, coupled with its low metric scores, lead me to
believe that impairment to the invertebrate community is primarily due to degradation of water
quality, The Brocktonn WWTP seems the likely pollution source here, although a horse farm
adjacent to the stream at Belmont 5t. may be a possible source of nuirient loading.”

In the Matfield & Salisbury Plain River Watersheds Nonpoint Source Pollution Assessient Report
May 19, 2003 page 45 (Attachment 12} the following was observed at a sampling site at High St,
Bridgewater Matfield River. This site is approximately B miles downstream of the Brockton
AWRF and one quarter mile upstream of the beginning of the Taunton River. “Copious
amounts of macrophytes and algae were observed at this site which could be a result of the
elevated nutrient levels found at this site. Strong chlorine odors were also noted during every
vigit to this site, which can be an indication of over chlorination by a sewage treatment plant or
chemical industry, or discharge of swimming pool. Evidence of prirnary recreation was noted
at this site in the form of a rope swing, It is advised that such activities shoukl be actively
prehibited.”

The following is from the same study at the sampling site at Belmont St. Bridge Salisbury Plain
River East Bridgewater [Attachment 12) this site is about one and a half miles below the
Brockion AWRF.

"SPR1 was sampled on five dates and exhibited elevated levels of bacteria on two out of three
wet weather sampling days, with a peak level of 14,000 col/ 100 ml ont 6/6/02, This site ranks as
number 7 on the “Recommended Priority for Site Management (during wet weather)” list
(Table 9, and number 4 on the “Recommended Priority for Site Management (during dry
weather)” list (Table 10). Which means overall this site was relatively bad in terms of water
quality during wet and dry weather conditions.”

' The following is from summer 2000 over night nutrient studies performed by the Bridgewater
State College Watershed Access Lab on the Upper Taunton River. (See attachment 14 for more
detail)

“Once again, the nutrient foading in the Upper Tauntor River near the confluence of the
Matfield and Town Rivers is mostly due to the contributions from the Matfield River Basin.”

“Surveys of tributaries within the Matfield Basin revealed that most of this load appears to be |
from the Brockion Sewage Treatment Plant by late summer”

It is our understanding that high loads of phosphorus can be a lithiting factor in freshwater




systems, causing algae blcoms which in turn reduce levels of dissolved oxygen. The following
are DO levels found at several sample sites below the Brockion AWRF during the Matfield &
Salisbury Plain River Watersheds Nonpoint Source Pollution Assessment Report May 19,

2003 {see atiachment for more detail Attachment 13)

Salisbury Plain River sample site SPR1 at Belmont St. East Bridgewater (7/24/02/ 24 mg/1)
(8/30/02/ 4.4 mg/T) {6/20/02/ 4.3 mg/1) {8/7/02/ 1.9 mg/1) Mean DO 3.3 mg/1L

Matfield River three separate sample sites MR1 being High St. Bridgewater approximately 8
miles downstream of plant and one guarter mile above the beginning of the Taunton River,

(7/10/02/ 3.6 mg/1) (7/24/02/ 5.6 mg/1) (9/16/02/ 3.9 mg/1} (6/24/02/ 5.0 mg/1) (8/8/02/
54 mg/1ly Mean DC 4.6 mg/1 (Attachment 14)

See Attachment 13 for Bacteriological and Nutrient Data as well,

G eaT—
Tim Watts

Executive Director

Glooskap d the Frog

633 Wareham St

Middleboro Ma (2346
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Exhibit B

B. Written comments submitted by Douglas Watts on draft permit MA0101010 June
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Massachusetts Office of Ecosystern Protection (CMA)
1 Congress 5t., Suite 1100

Boston MA 02114-2023

RE: City of Brockton, Mass. Wastewater Treatment Plant
NPDES Permit No, MA0101010

June 18, 2004
To Whom It May Cencern:

My name is Douglas Watts. [ was born in Brockton, Massachusetts and grew up in
North Easton, Massachusetts. [ now reside in Augusta, Maine. My mother, grandmother
and great-grandparents grew up alongside the Salisbury Plain and Matfield Rivers in
Brockton, Massachusetts.

I would like to provide the following comments and supplemental information to
the record for the U.5. EPA's consideration of a NPDES permit for the City of Brockion,
Mass. wastewater discharge into the Salisbury Plain River in Brockton, Massachusetts.

1. Compliance with statutory water quality standards established for the
Salisbury Plain River.

The 11.5. EPA (as NPDES permit granter) and the City of Brockton (as NPDES
permit holder) have distinct legal responsibilities under the U.S, Clean Water Act. As the
permit granter, the U1.S, EPA is prevented by law from issving a NPDES permiit for a
discharge of pollutants that will cause viclations of statutory water qﬁality standards for the
receiving water. As the permit holder, the City of Brockton is prevented by law from
discharging a pollutant which canses a violation of statutory water quality standards for the
receiving water.

It order for the 1.8, EPA to issue a NPDES permit for the discharge of pollutants
by the City of Brockton treatment plant into the Salisbury Plain River, the U.S. EPA must




prove the discharge will not canse the receiving water, the Salisbury Plain River, to fail to
meet its statutory minimum water quality standards.

'This is demonstrated in U.S. EPA's proposed NPDES pennit for the Brockton
wastewater treatment plant, which contains the following compliance requirement at p. 6,
Part LA.I, Line A:

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

At present, the Brockton treatment plant discharge is causing numerous, ongoing,
and well documented violations of water quality standards in the receiving water, the
Salisbury Plain River,

Upon acceptance of an NPDES permit, the City of Brockton is required by federal
law to comply with all of the conditions of its NPDES permit, including the requirement at
p. 6, Part LAL, Line A, which states:

“a. The discharge shall not cause a viclation of the water quality standards in the receiving
waters.”

For mere than a decade, the U.S, EPA has allowed the City of Brockton to
willfully and repeatedly violate its existing NPDES permit and the Clean Water Act by
discharging pollution into the Salisbury Plain River which causes a violation of the
Salisbury Plain River's statutory water quality standards,

For more than a decade the U.S. EPA has willfully and knowingly refused to
enforce the following condition in its NPDES permit for the City of Brockton's treatment
plant

"a. The discharge shall not cause a violation of the water quality standards in the receiving
waters,"”

As a citizen who wishes to swim, fish, drink from and enjoy the Salisbury Flain

River, myself and my family are now prevented from-engaging in these activities due to the
ongoing and illegal discharge of pollutants into the Salisbury Plain River by the City of

A~




Brockton waste treattment plant. Myself and my family are prevented from engaging in
these activities becanse the U.S, EPA has willfully and knowingly allowed the City of
Brockton to violate the following mandatory condition in its NPDES permit :

"a. The discharge shall not cause a violation of the water quality standards in the receiving
waters,"

II. Are conditions in the draft NPDES permit sufficient to prevent the City
of Brockton wastewater discharge from causing violations of statutory
water quality standards established for the Salishury Plain River?

This question is tautological becanse the proposed NPDES permit states clearty:

"a, The discharge shall not cause & violation of the water quality standards in the receiving
waters,"

This permit condition is of a different logical type than those which limit the amount
of a particular chemical substance in the poflutant discharge. Rather than reguiating what is
in the potlutant discharge, this permit condition regulates the IMPACT of the entire
pollutant discharge upon the health of receiving water; the ability of citizens to use the
receiving water for fishing, drinking and swimming; and the ability of living organisms to
survive and reproduce in the receiving water,

Presumably, the 1.8, EPA believes the discharge limitations its staff have included
in its proposed NPDES permit are sufficient to ensure the City of Brockton's pollutant
discharge will not cause cause violations of statutory water quality standards in the
Salisbury Plzin River. Were this not the case, the U.S. EPA would be willfully and
knowingly issuing a NPDES permit which is illegal on its face. This is because i is
unlawful for the U.S. EPA 1o issue a permit for an activity which it knows will violate
a condition of the permit,

In recent months, my brother, Timothy Watis of Middleborough, Mass., has been
privately informed by various E1.S. EPA and Mass. DEP staff that due to the very large
ftow volume of the City of Brockton poflutant discharge, they believe it is unlikely the
Salisbury Plain River will meet its statutory minimum water quality standards for 50 or
even 100 years,




If true, this means the U.S. EPA is willfully and knowingly proposing a NPDES
permit which wilt allow the City of Brockton's pollution discharge to continne causing
viclations of the statutory minimum water quality standards for the Salisbury Plain River.
Such a NPDES permit would be in direct violation of an explicit condition in the permit
itself, which states at p. 6:

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

If these private staternents by EPA staff are true, the proposed NPDES permit for
the City of Brockton pollutant discharge is illegal on its face, This is because it is
unlawfid for the U.S. EPA to issue a permit for an activity which it knows will vielate
a condition of the permit.

I[H. Dilution

{On a daily basis, the volume of wastewater discharged into the Salisbury Plain
River by the City of Brockton greatty exceeds the stream flow of the Salisbury Plain River
under virtuadly all flow conditions. During low flow coaditions in the Salisbury Plain
River, the volume of wastewater discharged into the river by the City of Brockton
wastewater plant exceeds the fiver's flow volume by a factor of 10:1 or more.

During low flow conditions, the volume of wastewater discharged by the City of
Brockton exceeds the flow volume of the Matfield River and the upper Taunton River as
well, According to recent water quality data, neither of these receiving waters of the City of
Brockton's pollution discharge are in attainment of their statutory minimurn water guality
standards. As such, the City of Brockten's pollution discharge contributes to the son-
attainment of a significant portion of the entire Taunton River, the largest river drainage
wholly within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,

A simple review of flow dilution ratios (stream flow: discharge flow) for the
Salisbury Plain River and Matfield River demonstrates that the volume of poltuted water
discharged into these rivers by the City of Brockton treatment plant consistently exceeds the
flow volume of the receiving waters by a significant margin. In effect, for all or part of




each year, most of the flow in these two rivers consists entirely of effluent from the
City of Brockton's sewer plant.

If, as U.S. EPA has often stated, "The solution to potlution is ditution,” the
receiving water must have a flow volume sufficient to dilute the pellution discharge. If the
volume of the pollution discharge exceeds the fiver flow by a 3:1 or 7:1 or 30:1 margin, as
js the case with the City of Brockton pollutant discharge, there is insufficient water with
which to dilute the pollution.

This fact is demonstrated below:
Salisbury Plain River

In August 2002, Salisbury Plain River flow above the City of Brockton treatment
plant outfall was measured at 1.94 MGD. {(Source: Actual stream flow above sewer plant as
recorded by the ESS Group, Matfield and Salisbury Plain Non Point Source Pollution
Study, 2002.)

In August 2002, discharge of the Brockton treatment plant into the Salisbury Plain
River was measured at 14.28 MGD. (Source: City of Brockton AWRF records for 2002-
2003)

This provides a dilution ratio (stream flow: ptant discharge) of 1:7.36,

This means that in August 2002, the flow volume of effluent by the City of
Brockton treatment plant into the Salisbury Plain River exceeded the flow of the Salisbury
Plain River by a 7 to 1 margin.

Matfield River

In August 2002, flow of Salisbury Plain River above City of Brockton treatment
plant outfall and Matfield River tributaries below the City of Breckton treatment outfall was
estimated at 4,73 MGD. (Source: Actual flow above sewer plant as recorded by the ESS
Group, tributary flow recorded by Matfield and Salisbury Plain Non Point Source Pollution
Stdy 2002 and Bridgewater State College Watershed Access Lab Overnight Nutrient
Studies 2002.)



En Angust 2002, City of Brockton wastewater discharge into the Salisbury Plain
River was measured at 14,28 MGD, (Source: City of Brockton AWRF records for 2002-
2003)

This provides a ditution ratic in the Matfield River (stream flow: plant discharge) of
1:3.22,

This means that in August 2002, the flow volume of efflvent by the City of
Brockton treatment plant into the Matfield River exceeded the non-effluent flow volume of
the Matfield River by a 3 to 1 margin.

Salisbury Plain River under 7Q190 flows

According 1o U.S, EPA calculations, the Salisi:lury Plain River has a 7Q10 flow of
{1.39 MGD above the City of Brockton wastewater ouifall. (Source; U.S, EPA, 1999
NPDES Permit Attachment A Page #15)

It August 2002, City of Brockton wastewater discharge into the Salisbury Plain
River was measured at 14,28 MGD. (Source: City of Brockton AWRF records for 2002-
2003).

These inputs provide & dilution ratio at 7Q10 flow conditions {stream flow: plant
discharge) of 1:36.

This means that at 7Q10 flows caleulated by U.S. EPA, the flow volume of effluent
from the City of Brockton treatiment plant into the Salisbury Plain River will exceed the
flow of the Salisbury Plain River by a 36 to 1 margin.

In its proposed NPDES permit, the ULS. EPA provides no substantive evidence
showing its permit conditions on the City of Brockton pollutant discharge will allow for the
attainment of statutory minimurn water quality standards in the Salisbury Plain River, the
Matfield River, or the upper Taunton River.

Unless the U.,S. EPA provides substantive evidence which shows this, its
proposed NPDES permit for the City of Brockton wastewater discharge into the Salisbury
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Plain River is illegal on it face, since it will allow the City of Brockton to violate the
following section of its NPDES permit:

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

IV, Comparison with the proposed NPDES permit for the City of Brockton
with other NPDES permits for wastewater discharges into small rivers and
streams.

On June 16, 2004 1 met with Gregg Wood, P.E., Senior Environmental Engineer
for Industriat and Municipal Licensing with the Maine Departrnent of Environmental
Protection, Land and Water Quality Bureau in Augusta, Maine. Mr. Wood's job is to write
NPDES permits for wastewater treatment plant discharges in the State of Maine,

I asked Mr. Wood if 1 could review State of Maine NPDES wastewater discharge
licenses for wastewater treatment plants discharging into rivers and streams of similar
drainage size and flow volume as the Salisbury Plain River.

I then informed Mr. Wood that I was seeking this NPDES license information to
compare with a proposed NPDES wastewater discharge in Brockton, Massachusetts where
effluent volume exceeds 15 MGD and the flow volume of the receiving water is often less
than 2 MGD.

Upon hearing these figures, Mr. Wood physically grimaced and said:
"It sounds like they need 10 find a new receiving water."

Mr. Wood then provided me with the NPDES licenses for 13 municipal wastewater
treatment plants in the State of Maine which discharge into small rivers and streams of
similar drainage size and flow volume as the Salisbury Plain River, Pertinent information
from these 13 NFDES licenses are provided below:




Flow Limits and Dilution Requirements In
Recently Issued NPDES Licenses for
State of Maine POTWs Discharging
into Small Rivers and Sireams

(Source: NPDES Licenses on file at the Maine Department of Envirenmental Protection,
State House Station 17, Augusta, ME 04333-0017.}

1. Mars Hill POTW, Mars Hill, Maine,

Receiving water: Prestile Stream (Class B waterway)

MEPDES ID No.: MEQ101079

License issued: December 10, 2002.

Mazimum allowed discharge: 1.0 MGD

Flow limijtations:

50:1 flow dilution from March 1 to May 31 and Oct. 1 to Nov. 30.
75:1 flow dilution from June 1 to Sept. 30 and Dec. 1 to Feb. 28.

2. Sanford POTW, Sanford, Maine

Receiving water: Mousam River (Class C waterway)
MEFDES ID No.: MEO100617

License issued: Feb. 2, 2002

Maximum allowed discharge: 5.5 MGD

Flow limitations:

Tier I discharge limits (prior to June 1, 2005)

a) No discharge allowed when river flow is less than 10 cfs,
b) 5.5 MGD from Nov. 1 to Apndl 30.

¢) 3.48 MGD frem June 1 to Oct, 31.

Tier 11 dischatrge limits {beginning June 1, 2005):

a) No discharge allowed when river flow is less than 20 cfs,
b) 4.4 MGD from Oct. 1 to April 30.

¢} 3,48 MGD from May 1 to Sept. 30.

Tier OI discharge limits (beginning Jan. 1, 2006}

¢




same as Tier IT except discharge of up to 8.8 MDG allowed from Feb. 15 to April 15 but
ONLY if river flow exceeds 100 cfs,

3. Thomaston POTW, Thomaston, Maine.

Receiving water: St. George River {marine estuary)

MEPDES ID No.; MEO100668

License Issued: March 23, 2003

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.9 MGD

Flow limitations:

Discharge of 0.9 MGD allowed in Jan., Feb., March. only.

No in-river discharge allowed from Apnl 15 to Nov. 13,

Must use land-based, spray irrigation system April - November,

4, Canton POTW, Canton, Maine.

Receiving water: Whitney Brook (Class B waterway)
MEPDES ID No.: MEQ102067

License Issued: February 3, 2003

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.25 MGD

Flow limitations:

No discharge allowed when stream flow is less than 20 cfs.
Must maintain 53:1 dilution ratio at al] times.

5. Clinton POTW, Clinton, Maine

Receiving water: Sebasticook River {Class C walerway)
MEFDES ID No.: ME0101699

License Issued; February 14, 2003

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.35 MGD

Flow limitations:

No discharge between June 1 and Sept. 30

when river flow is less than 65 cfs.

6. Corinna POTW, Corinna, Maine.

Receiving water: East Branch Sebasticook River (Class C waterway)
MEPDES [D No.: W-002179.

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.2 MGD

Flow dilution at 7Q10: 11.6: 1




Flow dilution at harmonijc mean: 32.7: 1

Note: POTW now in process of converting to land-based,
spray irrigation and cessation of in-river discharge

(Gregg Wood, P.E., Maine DEP, pers. comm, June 16, 2004)

7. Dexter POTW, Dexter, Maine,

MEPDES I} No.: MEUS00830

License igsned; December 20, 2002,

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.273 MGD

Note: Land-based, spray irrigation system, no discharge allowed to surface waters, Former
discharge location was East Branch Sebasticook River.

8. Limestone POTW, Limestone, Maine.

Receiving water: Limeastone Stream (Class C waterway)
MEPDES ID No.: W-000860.

License issued: January 25, 2001.

Maximum allowed discharge: 0.3 MGD

Discharge limited to 0.2 MGD from July 1 to Sept. 30
Dilution ratio at 7Q10 flow: 5.2:1

Dilution ratio: 13.3:1 (hanmnonic mean}

9. North Berwick POTW, North Berwick, Maine.
Receiving Water: Great Works River (Class B waterway)
MEFDES ID Ne.: MEO101885

License issued: Angust 14, 2002

Maximurn altowed discharge: 1.0 MGD

Flow limitations:

Discharge st be seasonally limited to maintain
minimum dilution of 20:1.

10. Norway POTW, Norway, Maine.

Receiving water: Little Androscoggin River (Class C waterway)
MEPDES ID No.; MEQLOO455

License issued: May 3, 2001.

Maximum discharge altowed: 0.975 MGD

Flow limitations:
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No discharge allowed from June 16 to August 31,

No discharge allowed when river flow is less than 31 ofs.
When river flow is greater than 31 ¢fs, discharge limits are:
a) 0.947 MGD from Jan. 1 to May i5

b) 0.755 MGD from May 16 to June 15.

¢) 0.755 MGD from Sept. 1 to Dec. 31,

1E. Unity POTW, Unity, Maine.

Receiving water: 25 Mile Stream {Class B waterway)
MEPDES ID No.: ME0101150

License issued: Angust 13, 2002,

Maximum discharge allowed: 0.5 MGD

Flow limitations:

No discharge allowed when stream flow is less than 15 ofs.
Dilution factor of 100:1 required from March 16 to Dec. 15,
Dilution factor of 150:1 required from Dee. 16 to March 15,

12, Wammen POTW, Warren, Maine.

Receiving water: St. George River (estuarine segment)
MEPDES ID No.: ME(102253

License issued: May 15, 2001.

Maximum discharge allowed: ¢.244 MGD

How limitations:

Discharge limited o 0.0795 MGD from June 1 to Sept. 30.
Discharge limited to O.244 MGD from Oct. 1 ta May 31.

13. Farmington POTW, Farmington, Maine.

Receiving water: Sandy River (Class B waterway)

MEPDES ID Neo.: ME0101249

License issued: November 27, 2001.

Maxirmpm discharge allowed: 0.9 MGD

Flow limitations:

From June 1 to Sept. 30: BODS and TSS limited to 150 Ibs./day (monthly average). From
Oct. 1 to May 31, BODS and TSS limited to 225 ths./day (monthly average).

Dilation ratio at 7Q10: 18.2:1,

Receiving water drainage size at plant outfall: 268 square miles.
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As the lepal conditions in the above NPDES licenses show, the State of Maine does
not allow the discharge of wastewater into small rivers and streams unless there is
sufficient stream flow to provide a dilution ratio (stream flow: discharge flow) in excess of
5.2:1. Further, numerous NPDES licenses recently issued by the State of Maine for
wastewater discharges into small rivers and streams require minimum dilution ratios of
20:1, 50:1,75:1, 100:1 or 150:1 in order to prevent violations of statutory water quality
standards in the receiving waters. Further, many of the NPDES licenses recently issned by
the State of Maine for wastewater discharges into small rivers and streams probibit all
wastewater discharges when strean flows fall below ceriain established points, ie. 10 ¢fs,
20 cfs, 30 cfs or 65 cfs. Further, the State of Maine is now actively working with
municipal wastewater treatment plants to eliminate wastewater discharges into small rivers
and streams via conversion of the plants to land-based, spray irvigation treatment methods
in cases where in-stream flows are too small to suffictently dilote the effluent.

Ta illustrate the enormous discrepancy between flow limitations in NPDES licenses
recently issued by the State of Maine (and approved by U.S, EPA) for wastewater
discharges into small rivers and streams, and flow limitations in the proposed NPDES
permit for the City of Brockton's discharge into the Salisbury Plain River, let us examine
the following NPDES permit data:

In the State of Maine, the lowest allowable dilution rate for wastewater discharges
into smatl rivers and streams is 5.2:1 {streamn flow: plant flow) at 7Q10 flows at the
Limestone, Maine wastewater treatment plant.

To even achieve a 1:1 dilution ratio on the Satisbury Plain River at 7Q10 flows
(stream flow = 0,39 MGD), the total Brockton wastewater plant discharge would have to
be reduced from 14-18 MGD to 0.39 MGD.

To achieve a 5,2:1 dilution ratic on the on the Salisbury Plain River at 7Q10 flows
(stream flow = 0,39 MGD), the total Brockton wastewater plant discharge would have to
be reduced from 14-18 MGD to 0.075 MGD.

Now let us compare the proposed NPDES permit for the City of Brockton with that
issued August 14, 2002 by the State of Maine (and approved by U.S, EPA) for the North
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Rerwick, Maine POTW discharge into the Great Works River, which is of similar size, if
not larger, than the Salisbury Plain River. In the North Berwick, Maine POTW license, the
State of Maine forbids a daily effluent discharge greater than 1.0 MGD and requires
seasonal discharge limitations to ensure a dilution ratio {(stream flow: plant discharge) of at
least 20:1.

First, we note that the maximum daily discharge proposed for the City of Brockton
plant is 18-20 times larger than the maximum atlowed for the North Berwick, Maine
POTW (18-20 MGD vs, 1.0 MGD) for receiving waters of similar or larger drainage size
and flow volume, Second, we note the following comparison of minimum dilution ratios:

In August 2002, Salisbury Plain River flow above the City of Brockton treatment
plant outfall was measured at 1.94 MGD, (Source: Actual stream flow above sewer pldnt as
recorded by the ESS Group, Matfield and Salisbury Plain Non Point Source Pollution
Study, 2002.) In August 2002, discharge of the Brockton treatment plant inte the Salishury
Piain River was measured at 14.28 MGD (Source: City of Brockion AWRF records for
2002-2003). This provides a dilution ratic (stream flow: plant discharge) of 1:7.36.

For the City of Brockton POTW to meet a minitnum dilution ratio of 20:1 (as
required for the North Berwick, Maine POTW), the fiow volume of the Brockton plant
would have to be reduced from 14 MGD to 0.097 MGD.

The above NPDES license data show the maximum allowable daily discharge of
treated wastewater into small rivers and streams in the State of Maine is less than 1.0 MGD
with one exception (5.5 MGD into the Mousam River by the Sanford POTW between Nov,
1 and April 30 onty). In contrast, the maximum daily discharge in the proposed NPDES
perniit for the City of Brockton treatment plant is in excess of 18 MGD.

In this one exception in Maine (Sanford POTW), the NPDES license forbids any
discharge at stream flows lower than 20 cfs. The NPDES permit for the Unity, Maine
POTW forbids any discharge at stream flows lower than 15 cfs; the NPDES permit for the
Canton, Maine POTW forbids any discharge at stream flows tower than 20 ofs; and the
NPDES permit for the Norway, Maine POTW forbids any discharge at stream flows less
than 31 cfs, In all of these cases, the receiving waters for these POTWs (Great Works
River, 25 Mile Stream, Whitney Brook, Little Androscoggin River) are similar or larger in
drainage size and flow volume than the Salisbury Plain River, yet the NPDES permits for
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these streams prohibit ANY discharge into them during tow-flow conditions and reguire
minimum dilution ratios of 20:1 or more during periods when discharge is allowed.

This is why when I informed Mr. Gregg Wood, P.E. of the Maine Departmient of
Environmental Protection of the difntion ratics at the City of Hrockton treatment plant, Mr.
Wood physically grimaced and said:

"It sounds like they need to find a new receiving water."

The flow volumes and dilution ratios in the NPDES permit proposed by the U.S.
EPA for the City of Brockton are far too divergent from those recently approved by the
U.S. EPA for wastewater discharges in small rivers and streams in the State of Maine to
have any basis in fact or law, There is no rational way for the 1.8. EPA to explain its”
conditioning of a wastewater permit for the North Berwick, Maine POTW with a minimum
dilution ratio of 20:1 and its proposed dilution ratios ranging from 1:7 to 1;30 for the
Brockton, Mass, POTW,

The only conclusion ore can draw from this divergence is that the U.5. EPA's
proposed NPDES permit for the City of Brockion wasiewater discharge is illegal, is not
supported by any evidence in the record, and is arbitrary and capricious.

The wastewater from a city of 100,000 people cannot be discharged into a stream as
small as the Satisbury Plain River without causing a violation of statutory minimum water
quality standards for the river. The laws of physics mandate that such an enormous input of
wreated human fecal matter into such a smalf receiving sireamn must massively degrade the
health of the receiving water for many mites downstream,

The Salisbury Plain River is the home of native brook trout. Its principal tributary is
called "Trout Brook."

Common sense dictates we cannot discharge the treated fecal matter of 100,000
people into a 25-foot wide, spring fed native brook trout stream.,

By law, the U.S, EPA must prepare a final NFDES permit for the City of Brockion

wastewater discharge with conditions which will provably allow for attainment of statutory
minimum water quality standards in the Salisbury Plain River. If the U.S. EPA does no?
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produce substantive evidence which proves this, the U.5. EPA must deny the City of
Brockton's NPDES permit application and immedtatety order the the City of Brockton to
cease its discharge of pollution into the Salisbury Plain River.

It is unlawful for the U.S. EPA to issue a permit for an activity which it knows
will violate a condition of the permit.

Sincerely,

Douglas H. Watts
38 Northern Avenus
Augnsta, ME 04330
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Taunton River Watershed Alliance, Inc.

PO Box 146 Bridgewater, VLA 02324
Telephone (508) 697-5700

Internet: hitp:/tauntonriver.tripod.com
E-mail: trevabrdg@ma,ultranet.com

0.5. EPA i8 June, 20049
office of Ecosystem Protection

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (CPE) oy

Boston, MB D2114-2023 MEC@EHVE@
.

Public Notice Humber: M&-033-04 JUN 2

Permit Number: MA0101010: Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Facility 22 2004

NPDES PEAMIT UNIT

Flow

The cutside hookup cap in this permit, which prohibits additional hookups too outside communities
as specified on page 4 # 3 of the permit is a vital component of this permit. While it is physically
possible to expand the capacity of the plant to accommodate twenty, thirty, forty or fifty million
gallons per day, the receiving water, Salisbury Plain River and the river systern which receive it,
simply does not have the capacity to receive and assimilate such a large flow and maintain its
biological integrity as a river, (let us not forget that the purpose of this whole exercise is to bring
Salisbury Plain and the river systern which receives it up to their assigned water quality standards).
In fact it is common knowledge that the plant’s current design capacity of 18 mgd is far more than
this river system can assimilate (attached water quality data}. Even, assuming completion of the
proposed upgrade of the plant and its treatment processes in 2008, this river system will likely stil}
not meet its assigned Class B standard at a flow of 18 mgd. Therefore, without a specific flow limit
of X amount per day it is vital that the plants fiow be limited to the City of Brockton proper and the
communities of Abington and Whittman whom are currently under contract for one million mgd
each,

The language used in the above cited section is also important and must be maintained in the final
permit. It is our understanding that only the towns of Abington and Whitman are contractually
committed as towns to the Brockton Plant. All other hookups are hooked up as individual facilities.
As an examnple, Stonehifl College is hooked up to the Brockton plant but the Town of Easton as a
town entity is not. Therefore, the language in the permit which reads “The permittee shall not accept
any new sewer connections in other communities from facilities not currently connected to the
WWTP.” is important and must be maintained as such in the final permit. It is also our
understanding that the town of West Bridgewater has some individual facilities with minor hookups
but has no contractual agreement with Brockton as a town. The fact that these minor individual
facility hookups exist in West Bridgewater should not entitle the town of West Bridgewater proper
to add any additienal hookups.

The following flow figures are from water quality sampling preformed by Bridgewater State College
and the ESS Group summer 2002. Using the flow data from the plant for that day (August 7, 02)
provides the following flow figures for the significant tributaries to the Salisbury Plain, Matfield and




Upper Tauaton River.

The flow figures for Satucket, Meadow Brook and Beaver Brook are from the ESS Group Matfield
River NPS data and were taken on August 8, 2002, All others are from Bridgewater State Coliege
Watershed Access Lab (August 7, 02). Flows are million gallons per day (mgd).

During periods of low sunmer flows the plants discharge ofien drops to between 13 and 15 mgd,
because there is little Inflow and Infiltration into their sewer delivery infrastructure.

Beginning at the plant and moving downstream.

Plant flow to Salisbury Plain 14,28 mgd

Salisbury Plain flow above plant 1.94 mgd

Meadow Brook 1.18 mgd

Beaver Brook 0.01 mpd

Satucket 1.6 mgd

Matfield at High St. Bridgewater 18 mad

Town River Haywood St. 4.0 mgd

Winnetuxet .4 mgd

Nemasket 5.0 mgd

Taunton River Titicut St. 32 mgd

Below are the same figures showing how dominant the plants flow will be if Brockion eliminates
their k&I and replaces it with their requested 20.5 mgd flow.

Plant flow to Salisbury Plain 20.5 med
Salisbury Plain above plant 1,94 mgd
Meadow Brook 1.18 mgd

Beaver Brook 0.01 mgd

Satucket 1.6 mgd

Matfield at High St. Bridgewater 18 mgd
Town River Haywood St. 4.0 mgd

Winnetuxet 4 mgd




Nemasket 5.0 mgd

Taunton River Titicut St. 32 mgd

Prohibiting additional hook ups as outlined in this draft permit is both a reasonable and prudent
action to insure future permit compliance and to meet the Salisbury Plain River's water quality
attainment goal of a Class B river. The current plant design capacity will remain at 18 mgd
throughout the five-year cycle of this draft permit. Until the eity significantly reduces their &1
problems and completes the proposed expansion and upgrade of the plant their will be no additional
capacity at the plant to accommodate additional hookups from outside communities, Furthermore,
given the itherent difficulty of reducing current 1&I[ sources and controlling those that will arise in
the future it is highly unlikely that the expanded and upgraded plant could accommodate the sewer
demands of surrounding communities. Beyond the [&] issues Brockton is planning on receiving up
to 4 mgd of drinking water from the proposed freshwater desalinization plant in Dighton which will
further reduce capacity to outside communities.

While it may be cost effective and convenient for surrounding communities to solve their septic
woes by hooking up to the existing plant, neither the city nor the regulatory authorities are bound by
any obligation to accommaodate thern. The language in this draft permit regarding additional hookups
simply insures that one additional hookup will not lead to another and then another and 30 on and so
forth until ten years from now we our back to square one with an overburdened plant and more
importantly a grossly polluted river.

Chlorination/Dechlorination

The use or better yet misuse of chlorine at this plant has been a chronic probiem for many years. The
fact that the plant has probiems with bacteria violations and chlorine vielations indicate cither poorly
trained operators, inadequate equipment or a combination of the two(most likely the latter),
According to plant records the maximum daily limit for total residual chlorine, 0.019 mg/l was
exceeded during the month of July 2002 (0.192 mg/L} August 2002 (0,066 mg/L) November 2002
(0.17 mg/L) and May 2003 (0.86 mg/L)

Chlerine, which is used to sterilize bacteria in the effluent, is equally effective at sterilizing aquatic.
life in the stream, Stream sterilization is not good. As we have pointed out this plants effluent
becomes the flow of the stream during low flows. A single annuai chlorine violation of significant
magnitude represents more than a simple permit violation. It can sterilize the streams aquatic
ecosystem.

Constder this, if once or twice a veat a local manufacturing plant sent forth a toxic plume from its
smoke stack which left the ground littered with dead birds, would we simply shrug our shoulders and
write it off as viclation? NO! The difference iz nobody is there to witness the results of such an event
in the Salisbury Plain River. These chlorine violations are no small matter and must stop. We feel
the addition of continuous chlorine monitoring in this permit is essential to both identifving and
eliminating future violations,

Another repulsive aspect of the chlorine/de chlorination process, is the smell. The odor from this
process persists not only in the water of the Salisbury Plain River but in the Matfield and Taunton




Rivers as well, The flow of this plant is so dominant in this river system that it can be smelt twenty
miles downstream of the plant at Vernon St. on the Middleboro, Bridgewater town line, While we
recognize that for the time being this chiorine/de chlorination process will continue, it must be done
within the safe limits of the permit.

We suggest that as part of the proposed expansion & upgrade and as part of the pending judicial
enforcement order that both the City of Brockton and regulatory agencies consider climinating this
chlorination process, and replace it with a modern uitra violet effluent disinfection system. This
change alone would be a significant step forward in protecting the river systems aquatic life and
aesthetic value.

[&] Reduction

The inflow and infiltration reduction plan outlined in this draft permit is an improvement and one we
support. Although significant [&1 reductions could probably be realized in a shorter period, this
schedule coupled with the impending judicial enforcement order will not oniy send the city a clear
message, it will compel them in an enforceable manner to fix their neglected sewer delivery
infrastructure.

The benefits of this 1&I reduction are two-fold and far-reaching. First, it will prevent the plant and
river system from being overwhelmed during high flows. Second, it will go along way toward
cleaning up the river system above the plant.

If water from extraneous sources is leaking into the scwer system during high flows, it stands to
reason that sewer leaks out into the city’s streams during low flows. The Matfield & Salisbury Plain
NPS Study of 2002 shows that this is the case at several sample sites in the city. This studies water
guality sampling revealed that many sample sights had elevaied levels of bacteria during low flows
(see attachment). A well supervised and an enforceable [&I reduction plan will in time improve
water quality in tiver reaches above and below the plant,

Phosphorus & Nitrogen

The facitity description notes the facility offers seasonal nitrification and phosphorus removal
though this draft permit appears to institute year-round phosphorus removal. We highly support a
year-round concentration and loading limit for phosphorus. The effluent is often 2 majority of the
flow in the receiving water and the receiving water is tributary to a larger, sensitive system including
the Wild and Scenic study area of the Taunton River, A vear round phosphorus limit will kelp limit
the accurnulation of phosphorus in the sediments in the river system and at least help reduce some of
the impacts associated with artificially elevated phosphorus limits in a fresh water svstem.

The Fact Sheet states both the EPA and MA DEP require tertiary treatment for this facility. We
support the this requirement and believe the effluent discharged into the Salisbury Plain River should
be of the highest quality practicably achievable and should be of the smallest volume achievable
given the negligible dilution available in the Salisbury Plain River.

The flow design capacity of this facility is listed as 18 mgd in the Fact Sheet. The discharge
monitering data provided indicate this facility routinely exceeds 18 mgd on a daily basis and as a
monthly average. The institution of a rolling average in determining the monthly flow average is a
marked backsliding. The New England region is noted for many things, most certainly our diverse
seasons. Having a monthly flow average that is ‘flattened” by annual averaging means the flow




contribution in relation to seasonal aquatic activity and flow regimes is a significant logs to the
ability to assess impacts and understand the operating issues at a facility. We feel this change in
caleulation method for monthly average flows violates the anti-degradation requirements contained
in the Clean Water Act,

The 60 day rolling average for phosphorus is atypical as mest POTWs with nutrient monitoring and
limitations have monthly averages. Why has a 60 day rolling average been chosen for this facility?
How is the monthly average for P currently determined? The start date of April 1 is alse not
explained; shouldn’t the averaging stact 60 days afier the NPDES permit renewal is finalized?

As the Fact Sheet indicates, the phosphorus load in the Satisbury Plain River is well above the EPA
recommendations for this ecoregion. The elevated concentrations are not limited to the Salisbury
Plain River, the monijtoring done by the TRWA and the Water Access Lab at Bridgewater State
show problems continuing downstream, Given this data, the year round phosphorus limit and
reporting requirement is a sound decision and one that will help protect the water quality of the
receiving waters,

Toxicity testing

The addition of an additional two sets of toxicity tests for flow events above 30 mgd is a valuable
addition to the permit requirements as this facility has had several flow events in excess of 30 mgd.
The toxicity testing, while unable to capture all of the impacts possible from an effluent discharge, is
able to integrate all factors including those constituents that are not monilored and the effects of
different interactions between pollutants, The renewal of the test solutions are done daily but effluent
collection is done en days 1, 3 and 5. This infrequent collection of test water could result in some
changes to the effluent including reductions in concentration of volatile pollutant such as TRC, a
consideration when reviewing the toxicity test results for this facility which has had historic
compliance problems with its TRC concentrations.

The Fact Sheet has a summary of DMR data in Table 1. The data for the toxicity tests list only three
dates. The EPA’s on-line data base has test results for several additional dates in the recent past. The
facility has a more problematic compliance report when this on-line data is considered. The LCSQ of
1/03 was listed as 58.6%, 12/02 was listed as both 70% (report designator B) and 72.5% (report
degignator T). The results for the NOEL went as low as 12,5% in 9/03 to 25% in 12/02 and 50% on
4/30 and 6/02. The facility appears to have a significant acute and chrenie toxicity probler, Testing
is not done monthly so one or two noncompliant tests translates to 25 or 50% failure rate. Has the
facifity attempted to determine the cause of toxicity? Given seme of the low survival numbers from
some of these tests, (12.5%, 25%) in-strearn monitoring of the aquatic community would provide
insight into the impacts the effluent has on in-stream aquatic organisms.

Sincerely,

Robert Davis W. Davis
Technical Advisor/Advocacy Director
Board of Directors
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC M

From May 18, 2004 to June 19, 2004, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Massachusetts Department of Environments! Protection {MA DEP) solicited Public Comments on a draft
NPDES permit, developed pursuant to 2 reapplication from the City of Brockion for reissuance of the
City’s NPDES permit to discharge wastewater to the Salisbury Plain River. A public hearing was held on
August 25, 2004 where additional comments were accepted and the public comment period was extended
until August 27, 2004, After a review of the comments received, EPA has made a final decision to issue
the pertit authorizing the discharge. The following response to comment describes the changes and
briefly describes and responds to the comments on the draft permit. A copy of the final pertnit may be
obtained by writing or calling Betsy Davis, United States Environmental Protection Agency, ! Congress
Street, Suite 1100 (CMA), Boston, Massachusetts 02114-2023; Telephone {617) 918-1576.

Comments submitted by Camp, Dresser and McKee on behalf of the City of Brockton on June 19,
2004,

Comment #1:  In general, there are many references to a design flow rate of 18.0 mgd, which 15 the
correct flow for the facility upgraded in the 1970's. However, over the coming five year
permit duration, this design flow rate wil! be increased to 20.48 mgd. Language should be
added to the permit noting this design flow change.

Response: The references in the fact sheet to the design flow of 18 MGD accurately reflect the
current design flow of the facility, which was used in conjunction with the 7Q10 to
caleulate the water quaiity-based effluent limits in the draft permit. This is the same
design flow used to caleulate the water quality-based effluent limitations in the current
permit. The final permmit does not contain a flow limitation, but there is a requirement in
footnote 2, page 4 of te final permit which requires the permittee to report the quantity of
flow discharged from the facility.

We understand that the City's current plans are to construct upgraded facilities with a
design flow of 20.48 MGD. However, the facilities plan which proposes this design flow
increase has not yet been approved by MADEP, it has not been shown that Class B water
quality standards can be attained at the increased flow, nor has the state conducted a
review which demonsirates that this increase can be authorized under its antidegradation

policy.

An increase in design flow at the facility may be reflected in the City’s permit after their
facility’s plan has been approved, it has been shown that the Class B water gquality
standards can be achieved at the increased flow and that the increased discharge can be
authorized under the MADEP antidegradation policy. Limitations in the permit based
upon 2 ditution factor [metzls] wouid need to be adjusted to reflect the change in dilution
at the low flow conditions.




Comment #2

Response:

Commert #3:

Response:

On page 2 and 3 of the permit, both mass loading and concentration limnits are provided.
This iz problematic and the City requests that only concentration limuts are included in
the permit for the following reasons.

The propased Ib/day discharge limitations for average monthly, average weekly and
average daily loads are all based on the average aimual plant flow of 18.0 mgd, and
applied to permit concentration limits, The permit is written such that mass limits govern
during flow periods greater than the annual average, Concentration limits govern during
flow periods less than the annual average.

The concentration litnits are based on water quality requirements established at 7Q10
flow conditions. In New England, these conditions and annual average plant flows are
not simultancous oceurring events. When stream flow appreaches 7Q106, the plant flow
iz substantially less than the annual average. The permit as wrilten requires the highest
quality effluent {or lowest concentration} during those periods when stream flows are the
highest. Such stringency is not required for meeting water quality standards.

The City requests that the final permit include only concentration based limits. If mass
limits must be incheded, then peaking factors should be provided to account for monthly,
weekiy, and daily variations.

Mass lirnits for BOTY, and TSS are now added to all POTW permits in Massachusetts as
is part of 5 flow policy change that allows the flow limit in a permit to be calculated as an
annual rather than a monthly average. This change was made in an effort to allow a
facility to operate at the maximum monthly hydraulic capacity. To prevent degradation of
the receiving water, DEP and EPA agreed that mass limitations for BOD, and TSS should
be included as permit conditions to ensvre that existing confrols on mass discharges of
BOD, and TSS are maintained.

Cm page 3 of 16, the permit refers to a concentration and loading limits for

phosphorus and nitrogen but there are no references to the fact that & facility upgrade is
underway to meet these lmits, Promulgation of this permit, as written, will creata a
permit violation and initiate a penslty as described in the draft Consent Decree, The
permit needs to describe that the phosphorus and nitrogen limits becomes effective at the
conclusion of the three phased WWTT Upagrade, A predraft version of the new permit
contained a paragraph discussing this issue but has since been removed, Attention
regarding this issue needs to be addressed before the penmit becomes acceptable to the
City.

Pursnant to Section 301{b)(1}{C) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), discharges are subject
to effluent limitations based on Water Quality Standards. The concentration and loading
limits for phosphorus are new water quality-based limits. EPA intends to include a
reasonable schedule of compliance reflecting the time necessary 1o complete the
treatment facility vpgrade in an enforcement document.

The ammonis nitrogen limits are the same as in the previous permit, and there are no total
nifrogen concentration or mass limits in this permit. Total nitregen limits are expected to
be included in the fisture and an appropriate schedule, if necessary, will be developed at |
that time.
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Comment #4:

Response:

Comment #5:

Response:

Comment #6:

A Consent Decree has not been negotiated between the Parties and discussion of g
penalty is premature.

On page 3 of 16 of the permit, an average monthly loading limit of 30 Ibs/day is provided
for phosphorus. This mass loading limit for phosphorus 15 not consistent with the
conditions provided for the phosphorus concentration limit, A roliing average is allowed
for concentration reperting but not mass loading reporting. For these reasons, the City
request that all loading linits for phosphorus be taken ount of the permit.

The mass loading limit hag been removed; the permittee is now only required to report
the mass of phosphorus discharped. If the mass loading levels and/or new water quality

. information indicate that nass loadings must be further controlled, a mass loading linut

may be included in future permits.

The definition of compliance with the 0.2 mg/] total phosphorus limit contained in
footnote #10 has been elarified in the final pemmit. The footnote in the draft permit
indicated that calculation of the 60 day rolling average must be calculated on the 60" day
after April 1, However, since the phosphorus limit is not a seasonal limit, the footnote
now requires that the 60 day rolling average be caleulated on the 60® day after the
effective date of the permit. An enforcement document is expected to establish an interim
limit to be in effect until completion of the treatment facility vpgrade,

On page 3 of 16 of the permit, the copper limit is unreasonably stringent, [f the WWTF
effluent passes Whole Effluent Toxicity testing, copper should not be of concern.
Moreover, studies conducted by DEP in southeastern Massachusetts have indicated that
copper limits established per Gold Book criteria are unreasenably siringent. As noted in
the Draft Conceptual Design Report dated October 2003, the current upgrade {3 not being
designed for specific copper removals or effluent quality.

Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards establish that allowable receiving water
concentrations of toxics are to be based on recommended limits published by EPA
pursuant to 33 USC1251 Section 304(a) unless a site specific limit has been established
(see 314CMR4A.65(5)e)). EPA has not approved any site-specific copper criteria for the
Salisbury Plain River, so EPA’s most cumrent recommended copper criteria, found in
“National Reconpnended Water Quality Criterta: 2002" were used to develop the
effluent limitations for copper.

There are ongoing efforts by the state to establish site specific limits for copper. If such
limits are ultimately approved by EPA the permit limits may be modified using
gppropriate permit modification procedures. EPA intends to establish interim effluent
limitations for copper in an enforcement document,

On page 3 of 16, the permit includes an increase in fecal monitoring requirements from
3x per week to 5x per week. The City believes that this is excessive and unnecessary and
requests that the monitoring frequency remain at 3x per week.

Disinfection challenges have recently been resolved by the installation of new chemical
feed and pacing equipment.




Response;

Comment ¥7:

Response:

- Comment #%;

Response:

Past discharge monitoring reports {DMRs) show the monthly average and maximum
daily fecal coliform limits have been exceeded many times over the past several years,
Given the number of violations and the lack of a track record for the new chemical feed
and pacing equipment, we believe an increase in sampling is necessary to characterize the
effluent over a variety of flow and capacity conditions at the facility.

On page 4 of 16, paragraph 3, the permit refers to flow limnits for Abington and Whitman.
In the first sentence, it should be noted that fhese are annual average limits. In addition,
the last sentence in this paragraph must be deleted. The City of Brockton should not be
responsible for offsetting flow additions from Abington and Whitman. The current
Intermunicipal Agreaments allow for up te 1| MGD per community with ne requirement
to offset flow additions up to that limit.

The 1,0 MGD flow limits for the Towns of Abington and Whitman have been defined in
the fina) permit as annual average limits; increases above the 1 MGI flow limits in the
contracts will not be allowed.

The offset requirement in footnote 3 does not apply to Whitman and Abington, or to
comnections within the City of Brackten, but to existing connections from other
communities connected to the Brockton facility. The intent of the offset requirement was
to ensure that any flow increases from facilities in other commmmities which wers
currently connected, would be minimized. The penmnit prohibits new connections from
commumities other than Breckion, Abington, and Whilman. However, if an abutting
Town were to complete a Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan {CWMF) which
demonstrates that a tie-in to Abington or Whitman was an appropriate option EPA and
MADEP may allow such a tie-in through a permit modification or permit reissuance. We
have clarified this language in the final permit.

We have also added e requirement that Brockton report the annual average flow volumes
received from each community discharging to its POTW in order to track compliance
with the sewer connection rgsirictions,

On page 5 of 16 of the permit, footnote 11 requires that toxicity testing samples be
collected in the second week of the stated months, instead of requiring the testing be done
in a given guarter. This is innecessary and incongistent with the existing permit, Also, the
new results submittal requirement could be troublesome if the testing lab has a problem
and needs to retest. The result subrnittal requirement should remain the month following
the quarter ending period.

Toxicity test sampling is required during the second weeks of February, May, August
and December in all NPDES permist issued to dischargers in the Taunton Watershed,
Requiring the same sampling schedule for all toxicity tests supports the State’s watershed
approach and provides the Agencies with a better sense of toxicity impacts to the
receiving water,

Each year, EPA Region 1 sends pemmittees a copy of the,” NPDES Permit Program
Instructions for Dvischarge Monitoring Reports™ énd the attachment titled, *“The NPDES
Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing Monitoring and Reporting Tips, Comumon Pitfalls and
Guidance”. This document provides guidance on what to do when the samples can not
be used ov a retest is necessary,
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Comiment #9;

Response:

Comment #10:

Response:

Comment #11;

Response:

Comment #12;

Response:

On page 6 of 16, paragraph 2 of the permit. Clarify and/or defing "Director”.

Dirgctor is the Regional Administrator or the State Director as defined in 40 CFR Part
122.

In paragraph LA 1.f on page 6 of 16 of the permit, there is 2 requirement to

address WWTF influent flow when it exceeds 80 percent of the design flow over 90
consecutive days. This threshold has been exceeded numercus times and engineering
reports required to address the congern have been submitted to DEP and EPA. Since the
upgraded facilities will be started under this condition, the facilities assessment and
congeptual design reports satisfy this requirement. The City requests that this paragraph
be removed from the permit,

This requirement is unnecessary and has been removed from the permit.

On page 9 of 16 of the permit, in the first paragraph under "OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE OF THE SEWER SYSTEM", delete the second sentence and insert
therefore;

"The permitee and co-permittee shall independently meet the following conditions for
those portions of the collection system which it owns and operates.”

The suggested change has been made in the final permit.

On page 10 of 16 of the permit, the title "Reporting Requirements™ should be
changed to "Independent Reporting Requirements for Brockton, Whitman and Abington

We believe that the last sentence in the first paragraph of Section D, “The permittee and
co-permistees shall meet the following conditions for those portions of the collection
system which it owns and operates.” clearly establishes that the requirements in this
section of the permit, which include the reporting requirement, are independent.

Comment #13: On page 12 of 16, paragraph 4.h refers to "fluidized bed incinerator”. The Brockton

Response:

Cominent #14;

Response:

Comment #15:

WWTF has a multiple hearth incinerator.

The finzl permit has been changed.

On page 13 of 16, paragraph j contains language that is tog broad and ean Jeave the City
open to violations for cireumstances beyond the City's control (for example, if a bald
eagle niests in the vicinity of the plant). The first senttence should therefore be madified to
insert the words "the City becomes aware that" between the words "iff and "it",

This is standard language in NPDES permits pursuant to 40 CFR 503.45(g) for any
facility that incinerates sewerage sludge.

On page 3 of the Fact Sheet, in the section fitled FLOW, the second paragraph should be
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revised to state annual average flow limit of 1.OMGD, Also in thig section, it is requested
that the second sentence in the third paragraph be deleted. Facilities' planning shows that
new connections in the existing service area are minimal! and should not have a noticegble
impact on total flow to the treatment facility, This requirement is unnecessary and wounld
be a burden on limited resources ta enforce,

Response: See Response #7 above. Language in the fact sheet is not changed once the draft permit
has gone to public notice. Any appropriate corrections to the Fact Sheet are noted in the
Response to Comuments document which becomes part of the administrative record. This
correction is noted for the record.

Corment #16: On page 4 of the Fact Sheet in the section titled "Conventional Pollutants”, BODS limits
and reporting has been taken oui of the permit. Reference to BODS should be removed

from this paragraph,

Response: See Response to Comument #13 regarding modifications to the fact sheet. The correction
13 tioted.

Comment #17: On page 5 of the Tact Sheet in the section titled "Total Phosphorus, the last sentence in
this section is vague and should either be deleted or modified to be more specific. The
City cannot agree to s statement allowing EFA and DEP to set future phosphorus limits
as desired, Requiring treaiment facility improvements for unknown (future) pollutant
limits iz unjustifiable. In addition, this issug is discussed on page 9 of Section 1, in the
Conceptual Design Report dated October 2003, The City requests that ihis sentence be
removed.

Response: The statement accurately describes EPA and DEP authorities and responsibilities under
State and Federal Clean Water Acts, Any changes te the phosphorus limits could only be
in done ysing appropriate permit modification or reissuance procedures, which include
public comment and appeal rights,

The staternent is also congistent with guidance given to the City during the planning
process,

Comment #18: On page 5 of the Fact Sheet in the section titled "Nitrogen”, the last sentence in this
section is vague and should either be deleted or modified to be more specific. The City
canmnot agree to & statement allowing EPA and DEP to set fature nitrogen limits as
desired. Requiring treatment facility impravements for nnknown (future) pollutant limits
is unjustifiable. In addition, this isshe is discussed on page 9 of Scction 1, in the
Conceptual Design Report dated October 2003, The City requests that this sentence be
removed.

Response; The staterment accurately describes EPA and DEP authorities and responsibilities under
State and Federal Clean Water Acts (also, see response to Comment #17). The statement
is also consistent with guidance given to the City during the planming process,



Ceomments were received from the Brockion City Conncil, the Town of Easton, Town of East
Bridgewater, East Bridgewater Wastewater Management Study Commiitee, Town of West
Bridgewater, Old Colony Planning Council, State Senator Brian Jovee, Congressman Steplien
Lynch, Town of Abingten, State Representative Kathleer Teahan, Kennethk Carlsen, the
Massachusetts Riverways Program, the Taunton River Watershed Alliance, Save the Bay, the
Natural Resource Trust of Bridgewater, Massachusetts Andubon Soclety, the Natere Conservancy,
the National Parks Service, the Easé Bridgewater Open Space Committes, the Green Futures,
Douglas Watts, Tim Watts and Kevin Curry.

Comment # 19: Many commenters requested that language resiricting new sewer connections and

Response:

Comment #20;

Fesponse:

limiting the Towns of Abington and Whitman to 1 MGD be deleted from the draft
Perit.

The primary concern is that economic growth and development has been restricted in the
surrounding comrmunities due to limited options available for treating wastewater, On-
site septic systems are not suitable for much of the area because of poor soil conditions
and high groundwater levels.

We understand that several of the local communities near the treatment facility are faced
with difficult decisions relative to water and wastewater management, however, the
Salisbury Plain River can not support an increase in flow:.

As stated in the fact sheet, the facility frequently exceeds its design flow of 13 MGD and
high flows have caused the facility to be out of compliance with their existing NFDES
permnit. The Salisbury Plain River, is an effluent dominated river (the Salisbury Plain
River at the point of the POTW discharge is about 98 pereent effluent under 7Q14
conditions) and does not meet the State’s Water Quality Standards for Class B Waters.

{t is also on the State’s 2004 Integrated List of Waters as a Category 5 water {water
requiring a TMDLY), for pathogens. Increasing flow to the facility by allowing new sewer
connections would inevitably contribute to further water quality impairment of the
Salisbury Plain River.

Many comments recommended establishing a regional facility as a cost effective
alternative to managing wastewater in the area. Suggestions included expanding the
Brockton facility and relocating the discharge to the Taunton River or consiructing a new
facility with a new discharge Jocation.

A few commenis referred to the original 208 Water Quality Management Plan and
requested resurrection of the Cld Colony Water Pollution Abatement Disirict. The Plan
recommended a regional facility be built in Bridgewater and available to surrounding
commonities to treat their wastewater,

Alternatives that involve treating additional flows at the Brockion facility bui discharging
at alternative locations should be considered as part of any planning of wastewater
alternatives. However, these altermatives would have to be consistent with State Water
Quality Standards, including the antidegradation provisions of the Standards. There are
significant water quality issues throughout the basin that require significant
conzideration.




State and Federal priorities for any planning process will be for the communities to
ageressively pursue alternatives for keeping wastewater reatment and disposal local. We
recogmze that this likely will not be an inexpensive solution for managing wastewater,
but is mast likely necessary in order to achieve Standards, including maintaining base
flows for the protection of aqualic life in tributary watersheds.

EPA and MA DEP know of the recommendations in the 208 Water Quality Management
Plans. Since they were published in the 1970s, the Agencies have become more aware
that large regional treatment plants, which resull in wastewater being iransported away
from local water sources cause the resource to diminish over time, EPA and MA DEP
recommend that Towns treat their own wastewater with smaller treatment facilities or on-
site septic systems whenever feasible,

The Massachusetts Executive Office of Environments] Affairs, (EOEA) has finalized a
water policy for the State that recommends maximizing sources of groundwater
infiliration via recharge and reuse to help maintain a communily’s water supply, EPA
and MA DEP support the recommendations in the drafl policy. Transporting wastewater
out of i community to be treated it at a regional facility defeats this approach. A copy of

the draft policy i on their website at hitp://www.mass gov/envir.

In the last decade, growth in the southeast region of the State has caused water resources
in the area to be siressed, We believe increasing the flow at the Brockton facility by
having additional communities send their wastewater to the facility will cause further
degradation te Salisbury Plain River.

Comment #21; Several cemmenters requested EPA and MA DIEP assist the communities in developing an

Response:

Conmment #22;

Response:

Cominent #23:

appreach to manage their wastewater in the area that supports industrial and commercial
crowth,

The Agencies are commitied to assisting the communities in finding sustainable selutions
for wastewnter management. We recognize that extensive planning will be necessary.

One comment stated that base flows in the subbasin are net an issue due to the ample
quantity of water in the watershed.

We do not agree that there is ample base flow in the subbasirts in this watershed. The
Tannton River has been identified a5 a stressed basin by the State and a detailed
accounting of inflows and outflows would likely indicate that many subwatershed
reaches are gignificantly strezsed.

Comments were submilted requesting that Abington and Whibman be allowed to sell
excess capacily, should it be available, to other communities in the region. The concern is
that the propased permit eliminates flexibility in the region should Abington or Whitman
decide it is in their best interests to transfer a portion of their allotted 1 MGD to another
community. Towns of Abington and Whitman could sell excess capacity to nearby
comnwnities and flows to the Brockton facility wounld remain unchanged, but the
wastewater nesds of the region could be addressed, providing environmental benefit by
reducing the number of failing or malfunctioning on-site septic system.
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Responsae:

Comment #24:

Hesponse:

Comment #25;

Response:

Comment #26:

Response:

Footnote #3 page 3 of the draft permit specifically states that flows from the Towns of
Abington and Whitman shall originate from each Town or from anether community if a
Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan has been approved and the final permnit
has been modified. Sec Response to Comments # 7. The final permit maintains this
condition. Also see Response to Comments #20, and #47.

Our records indicate that this may be a minor issne given that both Whitman and
Abington are fairly close to their contracted flow limit. An EPA memo in the
Administrative Record, dated July 2003, provides annual average flow data from both
Towns. The domestic and sanitary annual average total flow rate for Abington from
January 2004 to July 2001 was 0.71 MGD and 0.77 MGD for Whitman. (See July |7,
2003 memo on Influent flow and loads to the Brockton Wastewater Treatment Facility.)
The Town of Abington provided flow dats in a eomment letter to the draft permit in June
2004, The Town currently produces 875,000 gzallons of effluent per day, 82% of
properties in Abington have municipal sewer services and 17% have equitable
entitlement and direct access 1o use it.

One commenter requested that language be added to the final permit which not only
eliminates any additional connections to the facility but, also terminates connections from
Towns other than Abington and Whittan that have one or two properties with existing
connections to the facility until Brockton can meet the needs of their own City.

The Agencies have co-permitted Abington and Whitinan because these Towns have
town-wide sewage collection system which have contractuzl agreements with Brockton.
We are aware of a small number of connections from other Towns, but it is our
understanding that wastewater discharges from these Towns are very small, and we have
prohibited new connections from these Towns. There ate no restrictions in the permiit
relative to new gonnections within the City of Brockton. Please see Response #7 above.

The Town of West Bridgewater request that the final permit include “Specific Area
Only” language that grants sewer conmections to Towns that have a business assumated
with the Marley Street Industrial Corridor,

The Town of West Bridgewater requests that they be added as a Co-Permittee to the final
permit because there is a connection from the Towm to the treatment plant.

The final permit does not include the Town of Bridgewater as a Co-permitiee or langoage
allowing additional cennections to accommodate businesses in the Marley Street
Industrial Corridor. Response to Comments #1, #19, #20 and #22 address impacts to the
Salisbury Plain River that will cause further environmentai degradation if the flow to the
Treatment Plant is increased.

The Town of Abington requests priority access should capacity for additional
connections hecome available afler the treatment plant is uporaded.

The Town of Abington may make whatever additional connections it believes are
appropriate within the 1 MGD limit in its contract, Decisions on access to any additional
future capacity will be made by the EFA, MADEP, and Brockton. EPA and MADEP
will only allow additional flow from outside communities where it can be accomplished
within the constraints of achieving water quality standards in the Salisbury Plain River,
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Comment #27

Response:

Comment #28:

F.esponse:

Comiment #29:

Response:

Comment #30;

Response:

Comment #31:

and also only when there {s a demonstrated need as shown by Comprehensive
Wastewater Planming.

The Agencies received several comments requesting that the Cily continue efforts to
reduce sources of I as well as support of the Infiltration/Inflow (1) language in the
permit. One commenter specifically recommended reducing I/l by having the permiites

implement a leak detection and conservation program.

As part of a Consent Decree with MA DEP, the City of Brockton was required to identify
the existing condition of the City's wastewater collection system, identify sources of I/,
and implement sewer rehabilitation and repair measures to reduce I throughout the
City.

In August 2000, A City Wide Sewer System Evaluation Study, was prepared by Camp
Dresser and McKee (CDM) for the City which identifies problem areas and makes
recommendations for improvements. The permit requires implementation of extensive I
reduction maasures,

The Natural Trust Resource recommended that the final permit require that any facility
currently connected to the ireatment facility be required ta offset any increases in their
flow to the treatment facility,

In an effort to ninimize a net imerease in flow to the Brockton facility, an offset
reguirement for facilities currently connected to the WWTD that are not in Brockten or in
the Towns of Abington and Whitman was included in the permit. See fooinate #3 on
page four of the final permit,

The extensive requirements related to I/ control in conjunetion with the restrictions on
new connections from comimunities outside of Brockton are expected to conirol flow to
the facility. The City may choose to pursue an offset program for connections within its
collection system in order to provide additional rescurces for accomplishing L1
reductions. Offset requirements within Brockton may be considered in fature permits or
enforcement actions if necessary to further control flow.

Comments were submitted from several organizations and individuals in nearby
communifies in support of the more stringent effluent limits, the Il requirements, and
flow restrictions language in the propased permiit.

EPA and MA DEP believe these measures, in conjunction with the plant upgrades will
contribute towards meeting the State’s Water Quality Standardz during this five vear
permit oyele

Comiments were submitted from several organizations in support af year round tertiary
treatment at the facility.

Many of the limitations in the permit, including the phosphorus limitations are year-
round. Alzo, se¢ Response to Comment #29,

Several commenters recommended effluent limits for nitrogen and phosphorus be added
to the final permit.
-10-



Response:

Cormmumnent #32:

Response;

Comment #33:

Response:

Comment #24;

EResponse:

Comment #35;

Response:

The year round phosphorus limits of 0.2 mg/ in the final permit reflects 314 CMR
4.04(5) of the Massachusetts Water Quality Standards which requires control of
eutrophication to be addressed with the highest and best practical treatment, The
discharge from the facility is to a fresh water river therefore the nutrient of concern is
primarily phosphorus,

Limits for total nitrogen are cxpected to be incorporated in future permit issuances to
address ¢utrophication issues in Mt Hope Bay. A TMDL is currently under development
for Mt. Hope Bay. In addition, the treatment facility upgrade is incorporating nitrogen
treatment capabilities.

There was a recommendation to include technology based nitrogen limits in the final
perrit as an interim siep until the TMDL for Mt. Hope Bay has been completed,

See Response to Comment #31.

A comment was received stating that the calculation of the monthly average as an annual
average violates the anti-degradation requirement in the CWA.

See Response #2 above,

A few comments were received reconunending the facility upgrades nclude an
uliraviolet disinfection system, Comments were received steting the TRC levels
discharged into the receiving water consistently vielates the permit limitation and the
odaor from the existing system impacts the Taunton River system up to 20 miles
downstream from the discharge.

The permit includes extensive new requirements on chlorine monitoring to ensure that
discharges of residual chlotine are consistent with permit limits. See Response to
Comment #4.

The schematic of the facility (figure 2) shows a bypass from the primary clarifiers {o the
chlorine contact chamber. [s this an active bypass? Under what conditions are flows
bypassed around the advanced treatment processes directly to the chlorination process? If
flows are bypassed, is the faeility required to report the volume of bypassed flow te the
EPA and DEP? Incorporating a requirement to recerd the date and volume of bypassed
fiows into the permit shouid be considered and an increase in the monitoring of certain
parameters, BOD), TSS and nuirients in particuiar, to capture the nature of any bypassed
flows.

The: plant does have the capability of bypassing secondary treatment, This occurs during
wet weather events, and the bypassed flow is recombined with the secondary treated flow
prior to disinfection. This bypassing is not authorized by the permit, and it has
contributed to violations of the permits discharge limitations. Bypasses are relatively
infrequent, and the frequency is expected to further decrease in the future as the
mandated I program is completed. The facility is required to report bypass events on
their monthly discharge monitoring reports, including the volume of bypassed flow, as
required in Part I1.General Requirements of the permit.
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Cormment #36;

Response:

Comment #37:

Response:

Comment #38:

While BOD, TSS, and nutrient monitoring are composile samples and are frequent
enough that some samples will include bypass periods, bacteria sampling may not reflect
bypass periods, We have added a requirement in the final permit for an additional
bacteria grab sample during all bypass events to be collected at a iime when the final
discharge is representative of bypass conditions.

The Fact Sheet notes the facility uses sulfur dioxide gas to dechlorinate effluent but
details of the process are not provided; such as where the gas is added or the length of
contact time between the gas and efffuent under the range of flows seen at this facility.
The DMR data show the facility has had some elevated fecal coliform levels in the
effluent in addition to high residual chlorine concentrations, One could infer there may be
an issue with the design of the chlorination - dechlorination process or issues with
operation. It would be helpful to have more specific information about the process to
assess the efficacy of the methods uszed to chlorinate and dechlorinate. If problems in
meeting limits imposed in the NPDES permit persist, it {s hoped an assessment of the
chlorination-dechlerination process is vndertaking and improvements made to bring the
facility inte compliance consistently.

Sulfur dioxide, used to dechlorinate the effluent after chlorination, is added through
diffusers at the enid of the chlorine contact tanks. Sulfur dioxide when mixed adequately
with chlorine, reacts instantanecusly so there is no contact time required, Plense also see
Response to Comment #6.

The facility description notes the facility offers seasonal nitrification and phosphorus
removal. The draft permit appears to institute year-round phosphorus removal, ‘We highly
support 2 year round concentration and loading limit for phosphors and weleome this
addition to the draft permit. The effluent from this point source is often a majority of the
flow in the receiving water and the receiving water is tributary to a large sensitive
systems in¢huding the Wild and Scenic stody area of the Taunton River and Mount Hope
and Narragansett Bays. A year reund phosphorus limit will help limit the accumulation of
phosphorus in the sediments in the river system, reduce the likelihood of early seasonal
growth of algae which can be detrimental to aquatic life and habitai including the
successfitl spawning of anadromous fish and may help reduce some of the impacts
sssociated with artificially elevated phosphorus Jimits in a fresh water system.

The permit does require year-round phosphorus removal. Also see Respense to
Comments #4 and #31.

The flow design capacity of this facility is listed as 18 mgad in the Fact Sheet, The
discharge monitoring data provided and the recent flow average listed in the Fact Sheet
indicate this facility routinely exceeds 18 mgd daily maxinnom and as a monthly average.
Given the frequent exceedances of design capacity, particularly in certain seasons,
ingtituting = rolling annual average to determine the monthly flow average appears to be a
case of backsliding since menthly averages are likely to be tempered in the traditionally
higher flow months. We have expressed our opinion concerning this matter in comment
letters on other draft permits. The New England region is noted for many things, most
certainly our diverse seasons. Having a monthly flow average that is flattened by annual
sveraging muddles the actual monthly average contribution in relation to seasonal aquatic
activity and flow regimes, This {s a significant Joss to ones sbility to assess effluent
impacts and understand the operafing issues at a facility. This change will also cbfuscate
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Fesponse:

Comment #3%:

Besponse:

Commert #30:

Response:

assessments of progress made in the reduction of I in the system. We reiterate our
opinion that this change in calculation methods for monthly average flows violates the
anti-degradation requirements contained in the Clean Water Act.

The reporting requirement for flow is now expressed as an annual average, rather than a
monthly average as in the current permit. This change is being made to all POTW permits
in MA at the request of MADEP. The purpose of this change was to allow some
variation in FOTW flows in response to wet weather, and in recognition that the flow rate
used as the monthly average is in most cases presented in the treatment plant planning
documents as an annual monthly average. As part of this change in how flow limits are
written, DEP and EPA agreed that mass limitations for BOD and T3S shiould be included
as permit conditions to ensure that existing controls on mass discharges of BOD and TSS
were maintained, in order to prevent degradation of the receiving water, We have also
strengthened the I'1 requirements of the permit to ensure that the permittee maintaing
efforts to minimize extraneous flows to the collection syster.

EPA believes this policy change does not constitute “back-sliding™ or require State
antidegradation review.

The discussion of the reporting requirements for conventional pollutants in the Fact Sheet
states the requirement for BOD, will vermain the same. Reporting requirements for CBOD
appear in the draft permit but there is no ebvious BOD, report requirement in the draft
permit, Assigning CBOD limitations and monitoring requirements is understandable and
appropriate given the nitrogen removal done seasonally at this facility. None-the-less, the
Fact Sheet seems to indicate the nitrification is only seasonal so a year-round monitoting
and reporting requirement for BOD; is warranted and may be a better measure of the
facility’s operating efficiency when nifrification is not part of the treatment process.
BODy, monitoring and reporting requirements should be added to the permit at the same
frequency and with the same sampling requirements as CBOD. Some consideration
should be made to adding a BOD concentration and loadings limits to the permit during
seasons when nitrogen removal is not being done at the plant,

The permit includes year round ammonia limits, Consequently, CBOD is an appropriate
measurerment for biochemical oxygen demend.

The 60 day rolling average for phosphorus is a typical as most POTWs with nutrient
monitoring and limitations have monthly averages. Why has a 60day rolling average been
chosen for this facility? How is the monthly average for P currently determined? The start
date of April 1 is also not explained; shouldn’t the averaging start 60 days after the
NPDES permit renewal is finalized and the final permit issued?

Please see Response to Comment #4. The 60 day rolling average limit is a reasonable
relaxation from a monthly average limit in that it allows for greater flexibility relative to
infrequent short term exceedances of the permit limit that may be difficult to prevent
while protecting water quality standards. Short term excesdances are unlikely to result in
a significant response in the receiving water relative to aquatic plant growth. Eonger term
exceedances which would elicit a response in plant growth would also likely result in a
violation of the relling average limit. The roliing average ensures that any reduction in
treatment efficiency is responded to quickly. The rolling average allows for unavoidable
excursions while ensuring that the excursions are only short term. A tequirement to report
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Comment #41:

Response:

Comment #42:

Fesponse:

Comment #43:

the monthly average value has been included in the permit,

As the Fact S8heet indicates, the phosphorus load in the Salisbury Plain River is well
above the EPA recommendations for this ecoregion. The elevated concentrations are not
Jimited ta the Salisbury Plain River, the menitoring done by the Taunton River
Whatershed Alhance and the Water Access Lab at Bridgewater State show problems
continuing downstream. Given this data, the year round phosphorus limit and reporting
Tequirement is a sound decision and one that will help protect the water quality of the
receiving waters.

It is regretiable ne numeric limits exist in the MA water quality standards since the
Salisbury Plain River ia a part of the larger Taunton River and Narmagansett Bay
watershed and this facility discharges a significant load of nitrogen on a daily and annual
basis. The RE DEM has Mount Hope Bay (segment RIO00T032E-01-62-1998) listed as
impaired for pathogens, nutrients and hypoxia. Mount Hope Bay is downstream of the
Brockton dischavge. In peneral the Taunton River estuary and the greater Narrapansett
Bay are nitrogen sensitive embayments. Given the impaired siatus of downstreatn waters
and data from the Water Access Lab showing nitvate nitregen loads of greater than
300,000 g/day below the Brockton treatment facility, it is likely nitrogen from this
facility is contributing ta the nutrient problem in the impaired Mount Hoepe Bay segments
and of the greater Taunton River and Narragansett Bay watershed. More frequent
monitoring during the warm weather months would provide mere data for TMDL
devélopment and help monitor the efficacy of the nitrification process at the facility. We
would like to suggest twice monthly monitoring of nitrate and TKN at this facility
between May 1 and October 31.

The monitering requirements in the final permit have been increased to two per month for
nitrite/nitrate and TEN.

Comments were received advocating for nitrogen concentration and toads limits for this
facility, {nitrate and TKN). The data collected by Water Access Laboratory (WAL) at
Bridgewater State College and the Taunton River Watershed Alliance {(TRWA) show the
majority of mitrogen in the lower Taunton River is from this point source, (TWRA Water
Quality Report, 1999-2000). The plant is most likely one of the two largest
Massachusetts sources of nitrogen to Nerragansett Bay, the other being the Upper
Blackstone Regional Wastewater facility. Deginning to tower the loadings of mitrogen to
the estuarine and coastal areas of the Taunton and Narragansett Bay is a pre-active
measure and s warranied one, kt seems inevitable that a TMDL done for these waters will
require a reductien in nitrogen loading, adding some nitrogen limits in this permit is a
recognition of this prebability.

See Response #3 1.

The ¢hlorine limits and the monitoring requirements for this facility are sound,
Continuous monitoring is an impartant addition as it will help to prevent temporary
etevated TRC concentrations with the potential to have a toxic affect an the aquatic
ecosystem of the receiving waters, A daily check of the accuracy of the continuons
monitor arc also a sound idea to puarantes there are no unwitting problems with elevated |
TRC and it offers 8 Jevel of redundancy te the testing of this pollutant, A possible TRC
related concern is the odor often present near and even well downstream of the facility,
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Response:

Comument #44:

Response:

Comment # 45:

The odor may be a product of the facility’s chlorination-dechlorination method. While
not a visual aesthetic concern, objectionable odors do impacts users and potential users of
the Salisbury Plain River even the Matfield and Nemasket. Can the permut be modified in
any manner to address what is perceived by many to be an objectionable and pervasive
ptoblem?

See Response to Comnents #6 and #34. The Massachusetts Water Quality Standards for
Class B waters prohibit odor in concentrations or combinations which are aesthetically
objectionable, that would impair use assipned to Class B waters, or cause tainting in the
edible portion of aquatic life.

The upgrades to the facility which include improvernents for sludge storage, the sludge
thickening and dewatering process and the headworks will all contribute to the
elimination of adors emanating from the facility

The additional two sets of toxicity tests for flow events above 30 mgd is a valuable
supplement to the permit requirements as this facility has had several flow events in
excess of 30 mgd and many of the permit limits are calculated using the dilution factor
based on the 18 mad design flow. The texicity testing, while unable to capture all of the
itnpacts possible from an effluent discharge, is able to integrate factors including those
constituents not monitored and the affects of different interactions between potlutants.
The toxicity testing methods are not infallible indicators of chronic or acute toxicity
issues. For example: test solutions are renewed daily but effluent collection is done on
days 1, 3 and 3. This infrequent collection of test water could result in some changes to
the effluent sammle water sed as test solutions including reductions in concentrations of
volatile pollutant such as TRE. This is something to consider when reviewing the toxicity
test results for this facility which has had historic complanece problems with its TRC
cancentrations,

We acknowledge the points made in the comment and agree that toxicity testing methods
are not infallible indicators of chronic or acute toxicity. This is one of the primary

reasons that toxicity testing is supplemented with chemical specific limits, Tt should be
noted relative to chlorine that the timing of effluent collection is irrelevant since samples
are dechlotinated before the test. The toxicity of chlotrine is well understood and that is
the reason for the stringent permit requirements relative to chlorine. Toxicity testing is
designed to determine the presence of unknown toxicants and/or the synergistic effects of
multiple toxicants.

The Fact Sheet has a summary of DMR data in Table 1. The data for the toxicity tests
lists information for only three dates. The EPAs on-line PCS data base has test results for
several additional dates in the recent past. The facility has a more problematic
compliance report when this on-line data iz considersd. The LC50 resuits of 1/03 is lsted
a8 58.6%, 12/02 was listed as both 70% {report designator B} and 72.5% (report
designator T). The results for the NOEL went as low as 12.5% in 9/03 to 25% in 12/02
and 50% on 4/30 and 6/02. The facility’s effluent appears to have acute and chronic
toxicity. Testing is not done monthly so one or two noncompliant tests can translate to 25
or 50% failure rate for the year. Has the facility atterapted to determine the cause of
toxicity? Given some of the low strvival numbers from some of these tests, (12.5%,
25%) in-stream monitoring of the aguatic community would provide insight into the
impacts the effluent has on in-stream aquatic organisms. An in-stream monitoring
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Response:

Comment #46;

Response:

Comment #47-

Response:

Comment #48:

program should be considered as a supplement to the lab testing. The facility should also
perform: & thorough assessment and analysis to determineg the probably cause(s) of the
toxicity being uncovered by the LC350 and NOEC testing and implement corrective
measures.

The Agencies agree that the record of compliance with whole effluent toxicity
requirements hag been peor. The permit continugs to Tequire six tests per year including
iwo during high flow events, Mandated improvements in the pre-ireatment program as
well as significant upgrades at the treatment facility are expected to greatly reduce
effluent toxicity. Toxivity Identification Evaluations and Toxicity Reduction Evaluations
may be required if toxicity persists. Instream monitoring for toxicity is conducted
periodicaily by MADEP, While this monitoring is relatively infrequent, it is appropriate
for monitering the resulls of significant pollutant reductions such as will eceur over the
life of this permit.

The permit is requiring an I'T removal program which we heartily support. The facility
recetves 8 significant velume of LT according to studies completed by the permit helder,
this I/I problem is also easily inferred from the flow data for the plant. And the seasonal
peaks seen in the flow volume. The data illustrates the need for aggressive 11 remaval for
this system. We would like ta ask that the I/ plan required by the draft permit be made
available to interested individuals and entilies for review when it is completed. A
snggestion for an inclusion in the I/ plan is to include a prioritization of discrete projects
and a clear outline of the decision making structure and the eriteria used to deternnine the
priority for each I/l reduction project.

Cmee submitted by the permittee, the I/I plan will be part of the administrative record and
available to the public for review. MA DEP recently approved a City Wide Sewer
System Evaluation Study (SSES) to address I/I that was prepared by the City, The report
is very detailed and provides specifics on project prierities, and the criteria used to
determine the priorities. It is available for public review at MADEP and EPA,

Many commenters were supportive of language in the draft permit restricting flow at the
facility until the receiving water mests State Water Quality Standards for Class B waters.

The final permit addresses flow by including mass limijts in the final permit, requiring
implementation of an I/I reduction plan, and restricting an increase in additional
wastewater being treated at the facility.

EPA and MA DEP believe, these measures in conjunction with the plant upgrades will
contribute towards minimizing further degradation of the Saiisbury Plain River and move
claser toward meeting the State’s Water Quality Standards during this five year permit
cycle.

The decision to resirict new flows to the facility including & ban on expanding the service
network for this facility is definitely supperted. The facility has many issues from an
average influent flow well ghove the design capacity of the plant to problems meeting
existing NPDES permit limits te & dilution factor of less than 1,5. Additional flows can
only exacerbate problems and negatively affect the receiving waters, Requiring, to the
extent feasible, an offset of new flows from within the existing wastewater system with
equivalent reductions in I/1 is alzo a sound idea and perhaps the cencept could be refined

-16-



Response:

Commant # 4%

Rasponse:

Comment #30:

Fesponse:

Comment #31:

Response:

Comment #52;

Response;

Comment # 53

to require a reduction i IA to offset new flows above the reduction milestones included
in the 11 report. This would guarantee general Il remediation at 2 pace set by the plan
without lesing ground when a new flow is added from the current service area,

See Response to Comment #47.

In the section of the draft permit covering the industrial pretreatment program, we would
like to recommend an additional clause to part 1.¢ :Obtain appropriate and implement
remedies for noncompliance by an industrial user.

The pre-ireatment program requirements include provisions for enforeement of non-
compliance by industrial users,

Comments were received questioning the length of time needed before the Salisbury
Plain River meets water quality standards and what justification the Agencies have in
issuing this NPDES permit that will not meet waier quality standards.

Many variables can contribute to & water body not achieving its assigned water quality
standards. Large scale reduciions it dry weather and wet weather point souree pollutant
loadings will be necessary to achieve Standards in the Salisbury Plain River, This permit,
as well as the Phase II stormwater permit, will result in significant reductions in dry
weather and wet weather pollutant loadings but if further reductions are necessary the
permit may be modified or revoked and reissued with more stringent limits if cause
exists, pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62.

Many commenters expressed concern over the impact of nutrients in the Teaunton River
and Mt. Hope Bay stemming from this freility and the impact nutrients are having on
biodiversity in the watershed. There were several requests for the figal permit to have
effluent limitations for TEN and nitrate/nitrite.

See Response to Comment #31.

Are the lintits in the draft permit sufficient to ensure the Salisbury Plain River will meet
state watet quality standards for Class B waters? [s the stream flow of the Salisbury Plain
River sufficient to assirmilate the volume of pollutants in the wastewater from the
treatment plant under ail flow conditions?

In general, if the discharge meets the effluent limitations in the draft perrait the water
quality of the teceiving water should meet the State Water Quality Standards for Class B
waters in Massachuseits.

The most uncertainty involves phosphorus and the lack of a mumeric phosphorus criteria
in the Standards. A future TMDL or water quality analysis, or the adoption of a numeric
phosphorus criteria in the Standards, may result in 2 more stringent phosphorus limit in
the future. The permittee has been advised to implement phosphorus removai
technologies that are compatible with additional technologies that may be necessary in
the future,

One comunenter recommended that flow limits should be included in the final permit as
well as prohibiting new sewer connections from other communities due to the
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Response:

Comment #54:

Response:

Comment #55:

Response;

Comment #56:
Response;

Comment #57:

Response:

04/04/2005

environments! degradation of the River, Twa commenters questioned whether the in-
stream flow of the Salisbury River will meet water quality standards if the City of
Brockion can continue to increase flows to the Sglishury Plain River.

The Agencies agree that an increase in effluent flow to the River is unaceeptable and the
prohibition on new sewer connections ffom communities outside of Brockton, Abington,
and Whitman, as well as the requirements for I reduction will remain in the finai
permit, Flow litnits may be included in future permit issuances if necessary to control
flow. Pleaze see Response to Comments #1, #7, #19, #20, and #22.

There were comments submitted referming to the limited dilution available in the
receiving water and comparing more stringent dilution ratios used for treatment plants in
the State of Maine.

Dilutien ratios for NFDES permits in Massachuszetts are based on Massachusetts Water
Quality Standards pursuant to 314 CMR 4,03(3)(a). The regulation requires dilution
caleulations for NPDES permits be caloulated using the receiving water 7Q10, the lowest
ohzerved mean river flow for seven consecutive days recorded over a ten year period, and
the plant design flow.

Water quality monitoring results were submitted from local watershed groups
documenting detrimental impacts the effluent from the facility is having on the receiving
water, the sub-watersheds, the Taunfon River watershed, Naragansett Bay and Mt Iope
Bay.

See Response to Comment #31,

It was recommended that the plant’s flow be increased by 20% to reflect the upgrade and
expecied sustained higher quality effluent.

See Response to Comments #1, #19, #20 and #22.
It was recommended that the final permit include restrictive language to allow selective
sewering while maintaining groundwater and stream flows by requiring comparable

amovnts of stormwater recharge in the sub-basins,

See Response to Comment #19, #20 and #22.
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AUTHORIZATION TQ DISCHARGE UNDER THE
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

In compliance with the provigions of the Federal Clean Water Act as amended, {33 U.8.C. §§1251 et
geq.: the "CWA"), and the Massachusetts Clean Waters Act, as amended, (M.G.L. Chap, 21, §§26-53),

City of Brockton
is authorized to discharge from the facility located at

Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Facility
303 Oak Hill Way
Brockton, Massachusetts 02401

to receiving water named
Salisbury Plain River
Taunton River Watershed (62)

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth herein.
The Town of Abington and the Town of Whitman are co-permittees for Part [.C. Unauthorized
Discharges, Part 1D, Operation and Maintenance of the Sewer System, and Part LE. Alternate Power
Source, which include conditions regarding the operstion and maintenance of the collection systems,
awned and operated by the Towns. The responsible Tewn Departiments are,

Town of Abington Town of Whitman

Sewer Department Department of Public Works
350 Summer Street 104 Essex Street, P.O. Box 454
Abington, MA 02351 Whitman, MA (2382

This permit shall become effective sixty days from the date of signature.
This permit and the authorization to discharge expire at midnight, five (5) vears from the effective date.
This permit supersedes the permit issued on September 38, 1999,

This permit consists of 17 pages in Part I including effluent limitations, monitering requirements,
Attachments A through C, and 35 pages in Part I ineluding General Conditions and Definitions.

Signed this /f dey of m% , 2008

Director / ! rj Dhrector é

Office of Ecosystem Protection Division of Watershed Management
Environmental Protection Agency Departinent of Environmental Protection
Boston, MA Commonwealth of Massachtiizetts

Boston, MA
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PART L
_Pu Uﬁéwﬁnwﬂgawnmaéhmaa%&ﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁngggﬁﬁ&nﬁgﬁﬁgﬁg%g%mﬂﬁg
_z _ 001, treated effluent to the Salish Plain River. Such discharge E?Eﬁmﬂﬁgﬁﬂmﬁ fied below.
| EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC EFFLUENT LIMITS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
. PARAMETER AVERAGE | AVERAGE MAXTMI™M AVERAGE [ AVERAGE | MAXTMUM
' FLOW! ek Ak ey ”Wn_un:.n k£ anun.ﬁn
_ FLOW= Kk La 2 F-121 Hmhﬂn:.n g Hmnmuon
_ CBOD,
Q..—nu.. 1-0ct31) 750 lbsiday 1200 Ibsfday | 2250 Ibs/day 5 myrfl E mgA 13 mg/l
_ ?4 1 - Apxil 30) | 2250 bs/day | 3750 Ibs/day | 4500 Iba/day 15 mg/ 25 mgfl 30 mg/d
_ TSES - 24-Hr
| (May 1-0Oct. 31) | 750 Iba/day 1200 Tbs/day 2250 Ibsfday 5 mgfl 8 mgfl i5 mg LDay Corap.**
_ (Nov. 1- April 2250 tba/day | 3750 Ibs/day | 4500, The/day | 15 mgA 25 mgil 30 mg/l 1/Day
| 30)
_ pH EANGE 0.5 - 8.3 SUJ SEE PERMIT PAGE 6 OF 17, PARAGRAPH LA 1 b, 1/Day CGirab
DPISSOLVID NGT LESS THAN 6.0 mg/l 1/Day Grab
_ OXYGEN
| {Apnl 1- Oct. 31)
TOTAL S o ik n Repart ek Report Contimous Recorder
CHLORINE
RESIDUATL’
TOTAL AW TERE ik 0.011 mg! La sl 0.019 mg/l mg Grab
CHLORINE
RESIDUAL™®
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CONTINUED FROM FPREVIOUS PAGE

—

=
Al. During the period beginning on the effective date and lasting through expiration, the permittee is E_Ecnuﬁm to discharge from outfall serial number 001, |

treated effluent to the Salisbury Plain River, Such discharges shall be NEHE and monitored as s

PARAMETER AVERAGE AVERAGE | MAXIMUM AVERAGE AVERAGE | MAXIMUM | MEASUREMENT | SAMPLE |
MONTHLY | WEEKLY | DAILY MONTHLY | WEEKLY | DAILY FREQUENCY TYPE
FECAL COLIFORM™ ks X * 200100 ek 400/100 5/ Week (irab
cfu’s/mi cfu’s/mi
NH,N (June | -Oct. 31) | 150 Tosiday | 150 bos/day | 225Tbsiday | 1.0 mg/l 1Omet | 15mg 2/Week 24-Hr
(Nov 1 -Nov 3y | *+++ i TR 6.3 mg/1 i Reportmgfl | 2/Week Cormp.®
_“,Hv@o 1- }.ﬁ_. wE.. L=t ¥k Hohik 9.5 E@___H S Wnﬁo_.n n.._m\_— 2 Week
ﬁ.?nmﬁ_ﬂ 1 |Emmq mﬁ_ ik ks ik W.Mﬁ_mb LE S 23 W.NEHHEW___.— 2 Week
TKN Report Ibafday | **** Report Ibafday | Report mgl ks Report mg/l | 2/Month 24-Hr
Comp.®
NO./NQ, Report ths/day | **** Report Ibs/day | Report mg/! EEr Reportmg | 2/Month 24-Hh
Corap.*
COPPER, TOTAL *EEy R *hdh 53 ug i 7.4 ug/l 1/Month 24-Hx AE
Comp.®
PHOSPFHORUS Report ibs/day | #++* Report, mg/l 0.2 mgn! AR Report, mgfl | 2/Week 24-Hr
Report" , mg/l Corryp.”
WHOLE EFFLUENT Acute LCy = HH % 6/Year 24-Hr
TOXICIEY Chronic C-NOEC >98 % Comp.®
SEE
H.SM...ZGE_N.E.K H .
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Footnotes:

L. For flow receiving secondary treatment, report maximum and minimum daily rates and total flow for
eac: operating date, This is en annval average reporting requirement, which shall be reperted as o
rolling average, The first value will be calculated using the monthly average flow for the first full
menth ending after the effactive date of the permit and the eleven previous monthly average flows.
Each subsequent month’s DMR will report the annual average flow that is calculated from that month
and the previous 11 menths,

2. The monihly average and maxittum daily flows for each month shall be reported.

3 Flows originating from the Towns of Abington and Whitman are limited each to an annual average of |
M@GD. The Ca-penmittees shall not accept flow from any new sewer connections in other communities
although, EPA and MA DEP may allow such a tie-in through a permit modification, if an abutting
Town with a completed Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan (CWMP) demonsirates that n
tie-in to Abington or Whitman is an appropriate option.

Increased flows from facilities currently connected directly to the Brockion sewer system shall be
offket, to the extent feasible, in order to minimize any net increase in flow to the WWTP.

4. Al required effluent samples shall be collected at the point of discharge. Any change in sampling
location must be reviewed and approved in writing by EPA and MA DEP.  All samples shall be tested
using the analytical methods found in 40 CFR §136, or alternative methods approved by EPA in
accordanee with the procedures in 40 CEFR §136. Samples shall be 24-hour compoaites unless
specified as a grab sample in 40 CFR §136.

5. Sampling required for influent and effluent.

6. A 24-hour composite sample will consist of at least twenty four (24) grab samples, which are flow
proportional, and taken during one working day, Working day is defined as a twenty-four hour period
such as 12 am to 12 am the following day.

7. Feenl coliform and total residual chlorine monitoring will be conducted April 1 through Octaber 31,
This is a State certification requirement. Fecal coliform discharges shall not exceed s monthly
geometric mean of 200 colony forming units (efu's) per 100 ml, nor shall they exceed 400 ofu’s per
100 ml as a daily maximum, Fecal coliform samples shall be taken 5 times per week and condugted
concurrently with the TRC sampling described below.

If chlorine is added to the wastewater flow at any time during the pericd from November 1 through
March 31, the effluent shall be sampled for TRC at the frequency required by the permit. The effluent
limitation on TRC is in effect year-round.

8. The permittee is required to submit an additionsl fecal coliform grab sample of the final combined
effluent that is discharged into the receiving water when there is a bypass. The sample shall be
representative of the blended effiuent discharged to the river. This is & report only requirement and
shall be included with the bypass reports submitted with the monthly discharge monitoring reports
(DMRs}.
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11.
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The permittee shall collectand analyze a minimum of three TRC grab samples for compliance
purposes, Any additional grab sample monitoring results shall be included in the compliance report.

The resulis of the grab samples and a comparison t¢ the continuous analyzer reading, including the
time of the grab samples, shall be included with the DMRBs,

The permittes shall alse report the average monthly and maximum daily discharge of TRC using data
collected by the continuous TRC analyzer. The permittee ghall collect and analyze a minimum of one
grab sarnple per day for calibration purposes. Four centinuous recording charts (1/week) showing
weekly data, shall be subimitted with the monthly DMRs. If the continuous analyzer is nat working
properly, the permittee shalil substitute the TRC results recorded for compliance purposes.

The minimum level (ML) for total residual chlorine is defined as 20 ug/l. This value is the minfmum
level for chlorine using EPA approved methods found in the most currently approved version of
Standarg M s for the Examinat] and Wastewafer Method 4500-CL E and G or USEP A
Manual of Methods of Analysis of Water and Wastewater Method 330.5. One of these methods must
be used to determine total residual chloring, For effluent ltmitations less than 24 ug/l, compliance/non-
compliance will be determined based on the ML. Sample results of 20 ug/t or less shall be reported as
zera on the discharge monitoring report.

‘The 0.2 mp/1 total phosphorus limit is a 60 day rolling average limit. The 60 day average value for each
day in a given month, beginning on the 60th day after the permit becomes effective, must be calculated
and the highest 60 day average value for that month must be reported on the monthly discharge
monitoring report (DMR). In addition, the monthiy average and the maximum daily values must be
reported for each month.

The permittee shall conduet chronic {and modified acute) toxicity tests six times per year. The chropic
test may be used to calculate the acute LC,, at the 48 hawr exposure interval. The permittee shall test
the invertebrate, Ceriodadaphnia dubia, only. Four toxicity test samples shall be collected and tests
campleted during the second week of Febriary, May, August, and November, Results for these tests
are to be submiited by last day of the month following the test date.

*An additional two samples shall be collected and tests completed during days when treatment plant
total daily flow exceeds 30 mgd. These two test may be conducied during any month of the year. The
results for these tests shall be submitted by the last day of the month following the teat in which they
are taken, See Permit Attachment A, Toxicity Test Procedure and Protocol.

Test Dates | Submit Test Species Acufe Limit | Chronic Limlt
Second Resulis LG, C-NOEC
Week in By:

February March 31 Ceriodaphnia dubia | = 100% >98 %

May June 30 {daphnid)

August September 31

November | December 31

After submitting one year and a minlmuom of six consecutive sets of WET test results, all of which




NPDES Permit No. MA0101010
Page 6 of 17

demonstrate compliance with the WET permit limits, the permittee may request 3 reduction in the
WET testing requirements, The permittee is required to contimue testing at the frequency specified in
the permit until notice is received by certified mail from the EPA that the WET testing requirement has
been changed.

The LC,, is the concentration of effluent which causes mortality to 50% of the test organisms.
Therefore, a 100% limit means that & sample of 100% effluent (no dilution) shall cauzse no more than a
50% mortality rate.

C-NOEC {chronic-no observed effect concentration) is defined as the highest concentration of toxicant
or effluent to which organisms are exposed in a life cycle or partial life cycle test which causes no
adverse effect on growth, survival, or reproduction at a specific time of abservation as determined from
hypathesis testing where the test results exhibit a lingar dose-reaponse relationship, However, where
the test results do not exhibit a linear dose-response relationship, the permitice must report the lowest
conceniration where there is na observable effect. The "98% or greater" limit is defined as a sample
which is composed of 98% (or greater) effluent, the remainder being dilution water. Thisisa
maximum daily limit derived as & percentage of the inverse of the dilution factor of 1.02

If toxicity test(s) using receiving water as diluent show the receiving water to be toxic or unreliable, the
permittee shall follow procedures outlined in Attachment A Section IV., DILUTION WATER in
arder to obtain permission to use an alternate dilution water. In lieu of individual approvals for
altcnmte dilutmn watm reqmrcd in Attachment A, EPA-New England has developed a Self-

lance document (called “Guidance Document™) which
m.a:-,r ba uaed to n‘ntam automanﬂ appmval t:lf an alternate dilution water, including the appropriate
species for use with that water. If this Guidance document is revoked, the permittee shall revert to
obtaining approval as outlined in Attachment A. The “Gmdancc Document has been sent to al]
pemuttm w:th their annual set of DMRS and Revise : : :

attachment to ﬂ‘us pcrtmt An}? m&dlﬁcam}n or re'mcahun to this “Guidance Document” will be
transmitted to the permittees as part of the ennual DMR instruction package. However, at any time, the
permittee may choose to contact EPA-New England directly using the approach ocutlined in
Attachment A,

Part LA, (Continued)
8, The discharge shall not cause a violation of the water quality standards in the receiving waters.

b. The pH of the effluent shall not be less than 6.5 nor greater than 8.3 at any time.

c. The discharge shall not cause objectionable discoloration of the receiving waters.
d. The effluent shall contain neither a visible oil sheen, foam, nor floating solids at any time.
€. The permittes's treatment facility shall maintain a minimum of 85 percent removal of both total

suspended solids and biochemical oxygen demand. The percent removal shall be based on
monthly average values, and shall be reported on the monthly discharge monitoring report.

f. The permittes shall minimize the vse of chiorine while maintaining edequate bacterial control.
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E- The results of sampling for any parameter above its required frequency must also be reported.

Al POTWs must provide adequate notice to the Director of the following:

a. Any new introduction of pollutants into the POTW from an indivect discharger in a primary
indusiry category discharging process water; and

b, Any substantial change in the volume or character of pollutants being introduced into the
POTW by a source introducing poliutants into the POTW at the time of issuance of the permit.

c. For purposes of this paragraph, adequate notice shail include information on:
{1) the quantity and quality of effluent introduced into the POTW; and

{(2) any anticipated impact of the change on the quantity or quality of effiuent to be
discharged from the POTW,

Prohibitions Concerning Interference and Fass Through:

Pollutants introduced into POTW's by a non-domestic source (user) shall not pass through the POTW
or interfere with, the operation or performance of the works,

Toxics Conirol
a. The permittee shall not discharge any pollutant or combination of pollutants in toxic amourts.
b. Any toxic components of the effluent shall not result in any demonstrable harm to aquatic life

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

MNumerical Effluent Limitationa for Toxicants

EPA or DEP may use the results of the toxicity tests and chemical analyses conducted pursuant to this
pertnit, as well as national water quality criteria developed pursuant te Section 304{a)(1} of the Clean
Water Act (CWA), state water quality criteria, and any other appropriate information or data, to
develop numerical effluent limitations for any pollutants, including but not limited to those pollutants
listed in Appendix P of 40 CFR Part 122,

Limitations for ndustrial Users:

Pollutants introduced into POTW's by a non-domestic source (user) shall not pass through the POTW
or Interfere with the operation or performance of the waorks.

The permittee shall develop and enforce specific effluent limits (local limits) for Industrial User(s), and
all other users, as appropriate, which together with appropriate changes in the POTW Treatment Plant's
Facilities or operation, are necessary to ensure continued compliance with the POTW's NPDES permit
ot sludge use or digposal practices. Specific lecal limits shall not be developed and enforced without
individual! netice to persons or groups who have requested such notice and an opportunity to respond.
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Within (90 davs of the effective date of this pernit), the permitiee shall prepare and submit g writien
technical evaluation te the EPA analyzing the need to revise local limits. As part of this evaluation, the
permitiee shall assess how the POTW performs with respect to influent and effluent of pellutants,
water quality concerns, sludge quality, sludge processing concems/inhibition, biomenitoring results,
activated sludge inhibition, worker health and safety and collection system congerns. In preparing this
evaluation, the permiltee shall camplete and submit the attached form (Attachment B) with the
technical evaluation to assist in determining whether existing local limits need to be revised.
Justifications and conelusions should be based on actual plant data if available and should be included
in the report. Should the evaluation reveal the need to revise locs] limits, the permittee shall complete
the revisions within 120 days of notification by EPA and submit the revisions to EPA for approval.
The Pennlltee shall canjr out ﬂlﬂ lucal Ilmlta rcwsmns in accnrdanne with EPA ijﬁm:g_hianﬂliqt

(Docomber, 193?] |
INDUSTRIAL PRETREATMENT PROGRAM

1. The permittes shall implement the Industrisl Pretreatment Program in accordance with the
legal authorities, policies, procedures, and financial provisions deseribed in the permittee's
approved Pretreatment Program, and the Genersl Pretreatiment Repulations, 40 CFR 403, Ata
ninimum, the permittes must perform the follawing duties to properly implement the Industrial
Pretreatment Program (IPP):

a. Carry out inspection, surveillance, and monitoring procedures which will determine,
independent of information supplied by the industria! user, whether the industrial user is in
compliance with the Pretreatment Standards. At e minimum, all significant industrial users
shail be sampled and inspected at the frequency established in the approved IPP but in no case
less than once per year and maintsin adequate records,

b. Issue or renew all necessary industrial user control mechanisms within 90 days of their
expiration date or within 180 days after the industry has been determined to be a significant
industrial nser.

c. Obtain appropriate remedies for noncompliance by any industrial user with any pretreatment
standard and/or requirement,

d. Msintain an adequate revenue structure for continued implementation of the Pretreatment
Program.

2, The permittee shall provide the EPA and the MA DEP with an annual report dezeribing the
permittes's pretreatment program activities for the twelve month period ending 60 days prior to
the due date in accordance with 403,12(i}. The annual report shall be consistent with the
format described in Attachment C of this permit and shall be submitted no later than March 1
of each year.

3. . The permittee must obtain approval from EPA prior to making any significant chenges to the
industrial pretreatment program in aceordance with 40 CFR 403.18(c).

4, The permittees must assure that applicable National Cetegorical Pretreatment Standards are met
by all categorica] indusirial users of the POTW, These standards are published in the Federal
Regulations at 40 CFR 405 et. seq.
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The permittee must modify its pretreatment program to conform to all changes in the Federal
Regulations that pertain to the implementation and enforcement of the industrial pretreatment
program. The permittee must provide EPA, in writing, within 180 days of this permit's
effective date proposed changes to the permittee's pretreatment program deemed necessaty to
assure conformity with current Federal Regulations. At a minimum, the permittes must
address, if applicable in its written submission the following areas: (1) enforcement response
plan; (2) revised sewer use crdinances; and (3) slug control evaluations. The permittee will
implement these proposed changes pending EPA Region I's approval under 40 CFR 403.18.
This submission is separate and distinct from any local limits analysis submission described in
Part LA.6.h.

UNAUTHORIZED DISCHARGES

The permit only authorizes discharges in accordance with its terms and conditions and only
from the outfall listed in Part LA, of this permif. Discharges of wastewatar from any other
point sources, including sanitary sewer overflows (5503) from any portion of the collection
system owned and operated by the permittee or ce-permittees are not authorized by this permit
and shall be reported by the owner of the discharge in accordance with Section D.1.e. (1) of the
General Requirements of this permit {Twenty-four hour reporting).

OFERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE SEWER SYSTEM

Operation and maintenance of the sewer system shall be in compliance with the General
Requirements of Part [T and, the following terms and conditions. The permittee and co-
permittees shall independently meet the following conditions for those portions of the
collection system which it owns and operates.

1. Maintenance Staff

Provide an adequate staff to carry ot the operation, maintenance, repair, and testing funetions
required to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit,

2. Preventative Maintenance Program

Maintain an ongeing preventative maintenance program to prevent overflows and bypasses
cavsed by malfunetions or failures of the sewer system infrastructire, The program shall
include an inspection program designed to identify all potential and actual unanthorized
dizscharges,

3, Infiltration/Inflow Control Plan:

The permittee and co-permitteea shall develop and implement plans to control infiltration and
inflow (11 to its sewer system. The plans shall be submitted to EPA and MA DEP within six
months of the effective date of this pernit (see page 1 of this permit for the effective date) and
shall describe the permittees’ and co-permittees’ programs for preventing I/ related effluent
limit violations, and &ll unauthorized discharges of wastewater, including overflows and
bypasses due to excesgive I71.

The plans shall include;
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. An ongoing program to identify and remove sources of I/, The program shall include
the necessary funding leve! and the source(s) of fanding.
. An inflow identification and control program that focuses on the disconnection and

redirection of illegal sump pumps and roof down spouts. Priority should be given to
removal of public and private inflow sources that are upstream from, and potentiaily
contribute to, known aress of sewer aystem backups and/or overflows,

' Identification and prioritizatien of arcas that will provide increased aquifer recharge as
the result of reduction/elimination of I/l to the system.

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

The City of Brockten's plan shall include implementation «f the recommended I/1
reduction projects, including the private inflow control program, in the August 2000
report titled, A City Wide Sewer Svstermn Evaluation Study. The plan shall also include
a schedule for implementing the recommended reduction projects within seven years of
the date the I/1 plan is submitted. The schedule shall be based on, to the maxinum
extent pragiicel, equal funding levels far each year and prioritization of the
recommended inflow reduction program. Any proposed revisions to the recommended
projects or schedule during the term of the permit shall be documented in the annual
sumimary report and shall achieve, at o minimum, the same amount of I/ reductien
estimated in the original plan and schedule,

Reporting Requiternents:

A summary report of &ll actions taken to remove FI during the previous calendar vear shall be
submitied to EPA and MA DEF annuelly, by the anniversary date of the effective date of this
permit, The summary report shall, &t & minimum, include:

. A map and a description of inspection and maintenance activities conducted and
corrective actions taken during the previous year.

. Expenditures for any I/l related maintenance activities and corrective actions taken
during the previous year,

. A map with avens identified for I/l related investigation/action in the coming vear.

. A caleylation of the annual average 1/, the maximum month 171 for the reporting year.

. A report of any U related corrective actions taken as a result of unauthorized
discharges reported pursuant to 314 CMR 3,19(20) and reported purauant to the
Unauthorized Discharges seotion of this permit.

. A report of all flow volumes connected and flow volumes removed from the sewerage

system.
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AL TERNATE POWER SOURCE

In order t¢ maintain compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit, the
permittee and co-permittees shall continue to provide alternative power sources with
which to sufficiently operate its treatment works (as defined at 40 CFR 403).

SLUDGE CONDITIONS

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 CWA Section 405(d)
technical standards.

If an applicable management practice or numerical limitation for pollutants in sewage
siudge mwore stringent than existing federal and state regulations promulgated under
Section 405(d) of the CW A, this parmit shall be medified or revoked and reissued to
conform to the promulgated regulation.

The permittee shall give prior notice to the EPA and MA DEP of any change(s)
planned in the permittee’s sludge use or disposal practice.

A change in the permittee’s sludge use or disposal practice is a cause for modification
of the permit. It is a cause for revocation and reisssuance of the permit if the permitiee
TEqUEStS Of agrees.

General Reguirements

a. _No person shall fire sewage sludge in a sewage sludge incinerstor except in
compliance with the requirements of 40 CFR. part 503 subpart E.

Pollutant Limitations

a. Firing of sewage sludge shall not violate the requirements in the National
Ernission Standard for Beryllium in 40 CFR part 61, subpart C, 1¢ grams per
24-hour period,

b. Firing of sewage studge shall not violate the requirements in the National
Emission Standard for Mercury in 40 CFR part 61, subpart E, 3200 grams per

24-hour period.
c. The daily concentration of metals in sewage sludge fed to the incinerator shall
not exceed the limit specified below (dry weight basis):
Max. Dajlv
ATSEIC. ..ceecree e e r e s rsasnerbn e arssas 489 mg/kg
Cadmiutn . 103 mg/kg
L 117434 1 EF1 1o RO 14397 mg/kg

NHCKE e erceeersessisessrssessossessssesseeersnse- 586629 gl
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Opetational Standards

The monthly average concentration for Total Hydrocarbons (THC), correctad
to zero percent moisture and to seven percent exygen, in the exit gas from the
sewage sludge incinerator stack shall not exceed 100 PEM an a volumetric
basis.

b. The measure THC concentration shall be corrected to zero percent moisture
uaing the correction factor below:
Correction factor = |
(percent moisture) (1-X)
Where:
X =the decimal fraction of the percent maisture in the sewage shidge
incinerator exit gas in hundredths.
<. The measured THC ¢oncentration shall be cormrected to seven percent oxygen
using the correclion factor below:
Correction factor = 14
{oxygen) 21-Y)
Where:
Y = the percent oxygen concentration in the sewsge sludge incinerator stack
exit dry gas (dry volume/dry volume)
d. The measured THC value shall be multiplied by the correction factors in items
bandec.
The corrected THC value shall be used to determine complience with
Paragraph F.3.5.
Management Practices
a, An instrument that continueusly measures and records the THC concentration
in the sewage sludge incineration stack gas shall be installed, calibrated,
operated and maintained for each incinerator in accardance with the
manufacturer'’s written instructiona,
b. The THC instrument shall employ s flame ionization detector; have a heated

sempling line maintained at a temperature of 130 degrees Celsius or higher at
all times and shall be calibrated at least once every 24 hour operation period

using propane.

An instrument that continuously measures and records the oxygen
concentration in the sewage sludge incinerator stack exit gas shall be installed,
calibrated, operated and maintained for each incinerator in accordance with the
manufacture’s writien instructions.
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The THC moniter and the oxygen monitor must meet the performance
specifications detailed in "Continuous Emissions Monitering Guidance for
Part 503 Sewage Sludge™.

Upon completion of the testing to demenstrate compliance with the

performance specifications, but not later than 90 days from the effective date
of this vegnit, the operator of the incinerators shall submit fo EPA-New

England @ certification stating that the continuous emissions monitoring
system meets the performance specifications detailed in the above referenced
guidance,

An instrument that measures and records information used to determine the
moisture content in the sewage sludge incinerator stack exit gas continuously,
shall be installed calibrated, operated and maintained for each sewage sludge
incinerator in gccordance with manufacturer's written instructions,

An instrument thatmeasures and records eombustion temperatures
continuously shall be installed, calibrated, operated and maintained for each
sewage sludge incinerator in accordance with manufacturer’s written
instrietions.

The daily average of the combustion ternperatures within the combustion zone
of the multiple hearth incinerator shall not exceed 1,750°F,

The air pollution control devices shall be operated so that the differential
pressure across the venturi serubber shall be 2 tminitum of 20 to 38 inches
water column,

Sewage sludge shall not be fired in a sewage sludge incinerator if it is likely to
adversely affect a threstened or endanpered species listed under Section 4 of
the Endangered Species Act or its designated critical habitat,

‘The permittee shall notify the EPA-New England within 7 days if any
continous emission monitoring equipment is shutdown or broken down for
more than 72 howrs while the incinerator continues to aperate.

HNotification shall include the following:

(1) The reason for the shutdown or break dovn;

(2) Steps talen to restore the system;

(3) The expected length of the down time; and

) The expected length of the incinerator operation during the down time
of the monitoring system.

Break downs or shutdowns of less than 72 hours shall be recorded in the
operations log along with an explanation of the event,

Copies of all manufacturer's instructions shall be kept on file and be available
during inspections.
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Monitoring Frequency

N

Beryllium and mercury shall be monitored at the following frequency: 2 times
per year, during the months of Tanuary and Tuly.

Either stack teating or sludge testing may be used for demonstration of
compliance with the beryllium and mercury requirements in Paragraph F.2.a
and b.

The pellutants in Paragraph F.2.c. should be monitored at the following
frequency: 6 times per year, during the months of January, March, May, July,
September and November.

The eperating parameters for the air pollution control devices shall be
monitored at the following frequency: liday.

The THC concentration in the gas, the oxygen concentration in the exit gas,
information from the insiriment used to determine meisture content, and
combustion temperatures shall be monitored continuously,

Sampling and Analysis

a.

Where:

The sewage sludge shall be sampled at a location which is prior to charging to
the incineratar and provides a representative sample of the sewage sludge
being used or disposed.

The metals in the sewage siudge shall be analyzed using "Test Methods for
Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods", EFA Publication SW-
846, Second Edition (1982) with Updates I (April 1984) and IT (April 1985)
and Third Edition (November1986) with Revision I (December 1987),

If emission testing is done for demonstralion of NESHATPS, testing shall be in
accordance with Method 101 A in 40 CFR Part 61, Appendix B,
"Determination of Particulate and Gaseous Mercury Emissions from Sewage
Sludge Incinerators.”

When sludge samipling is vwsed for demonstration of compliance with
NESHAPS, the following equation shall be used:

E=Mx (O x (P§)
1000

E = Emission rate in grams/day

M = Pollutant concentration in sewage sludge in ug/gram
QQ = Sludge feed rate to incinerator

PS = Percent solids
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When determining emissions for beryllium, multiply the above equation by (1- CE).
CE is the control efficiency for beryllium.

Record Keeping

The permittee shail develop and retain the following information for five years:

a The concentration of pollntants in Paragraph F.2.c, Report the maximum value
of each pollutant.

b. The THC concentration in the exit gas from each sewage sludge incinerator
stack. Report the average monthly concentration: as defined in Paragraph
Fia

C. The information that demonstrates that the requirements in the National

Emission Standard for beryllium are met. The resulfs of either the emission
festing or sludge sampling shall be reported. If sludge sampling is reported,
include caleulation in Paragraph F.6.d. for compliance demonstration.

d. The information that demenstrates that the requirements in the National
Emisgions Standard for merciry are met. The results of either the emission
testing or sludge sampling shall be reported. If sludge sampling is reported,
in¢lude calculation in Paragraph F.6.d. for compliance demonstration,

e The combustion temperatures, including the maximum combustion
temperature for each sewage sludge incinerator. Report the average
temperature range within the combustion zone and the maxitum combustion
temiperature described in Paragraph F.4.h.

£, The values for the air pollution control device(s) operating parameters. Report
the monthly average operating range.

g. The oxygen concentration and information used to measure moisture content
" in the exit gas from the sewage sludge incinerator. Report the exygen
conceniration and percent moisture results which were used to determine the
THC values reported in Paragraph F.7.b.

h. The sewege sludge feed rate to the incinerator. Record the average daily and

average monthly feed rafe,

i The stack height of the sewage sludge incinerator.

1 The dispersion factor for the site where the sewage sludge incinerator is
located.

k. The control efficiency for lead, arsenic, cadmium, chromium and nicke! for




G
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each incinerstor.
1. The risk specific concentration for chromium, if a site specifie risk specific
concentration is determinad.
m A calibration and maintenance log for the instruments used to measure the

THC eencentration and oxygen concentratian in the exit gas fram the sewage
sludge incinerator stack, the information needed to determine moisture content
in the exit gas, and the combustion temperatures,

Reporting

The information in paragraph F.7., a through g, shall be reported annually by February
19. All reports shali be submitted to EPA and MADEP,

MONITORING AND REPORTING

Reporting

Monitoring results obtained during each calendar month shall be summarized and
reported on Discharge Monitoring Report Form(s} postmarked no later than the | 5th
day of the following month.

Sigmed and dated originals of these, and all other reports required herein, shall be
submitied to the EPA and the State at the following addresses;

Environmental Profection Agency
Water Technical Unit (SEW)
P.0O. Box 8127
Boston, Massachusetts 021 14

The State Agency ia:

Massachusetts Depariment of Environmental Protection
Burean of Waste Prevention
Southeast Regional Office
20 Riverside Drive
Lakeville, MA 02347

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

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Watershed Management
Surface Water Discharge Permit Program
627 Main Street, 2nd Floor
Warcester, Massachusetts 01608
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Signed and dated Industrial Pretreatment reports and Indusirial User report revising
local limits required by this permit shall also be submitted to the State at;

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Bureay of Waste Prevention - Industrial Waste Section
1 Winter Street
Boston, MA 02103

STATE PERMIT CONDITEONS

This Discharge Permit is issued jointly by the U, 8. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the Massachusetts Department of Environmenttz] Protection (DEP) under Federal and State
law, respectively, As such, all the terms and conditions of this permit are hereby incorporated
into and constitute a discharge permit issued by the Commissioner of the MA DEF pursuant to
M.G.L. Chapter 21, §43.

Each Agency shall have the independent right to enforce the terms and conditions of this
Permit. Any modification, suspension or revocation of this Permiit shall be effective only with
respect to the Agency taking such action, and shall not affect the validity or status of this
Permit as issued by the other Agency, unless and unti! each Agency has concurred in writing
with such modification, suspension or revocation. In the event any portion of this Permit is
declared, invalid, illegal or otherwise issued in violetion of State law such permit shall remain
in full force and effect under Federal law as an NFDES Permit issued by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Apency. In the event this Permit is declared invalid, illegal or
otherwise issned in violation of Federai law, this Permit shall remain in full force and effect
under-State law as a Pernnt 1ssued by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
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F. August 9, 2602 letter from Brian Pitt Team Leader NPDES Unit to Brockton
Commissioner of Public Works.







Exhibit F

EPA Orders City of Brockton to Improve
Wastewater Treatment Plant

Contact: Andrew Spejewski, EPA Press Office, 817-918-1014
For Immediate Ralease: June 4, 2003; Release # 03-08-03

BOSTON - The U.8. Environmenta! Protestion Agency announced today that it has ordered the
City of Brocktan to carry out a number of projects to improve its wastewater reatment system.
The city's treatment plant, which discharges to the Sallsbury Plain River, has consistently failed to
meet poliution discharge limits in lts federat permit over the last decade.

Inspections by EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection {DEF) and
the pfant's own reports document equipment failures, operator emors, chemicat feed problems
and chronic bypassing of treatment equipment at the plant. This has led to excessive discharges
of sewage solids, bacteria, ammonia and chlorine into the river, which flows to the Matfield River
which downstream hecomes tha Taunton River.

The discharges had the potential to cause significant aquatic ecosystem system damage and
public health problems in the river, especially during the dry season when water levels in the river
ara lower.

"This order lays out a clear and reasonable path for the city to improve the facility's performance
so Brockton-area residents ¢an get the environmental protection they deserve," said Robert W.
Varmey, regional administrator of EPA’s New Engtand Office. "The city has already begun setting
aside money for sewer and treatment upgrades and this order will help ensure that these
improvements are realized.”

Under the terms of the administrative order issued by EPA, the city must carry out 2 number of
projects over the next four years to improve its wastewater treatment piant and sewage collection
system. The projects range from replacement of aging equipment and odor cantrol improvemants
to a significant upgrade of the treatment system to better remaoye ammonia from the plant's
discharges. The order also requires the city fo begin planning and design for longer-term projects
necessary to upgrade its treatment plant and coflection system. The dates for completion of these
longer term projects will be the subject of further negotiations among EPA, DEP and the city
followed by appropriate action by the agencies.
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G. EPA press release regarding failures at the Facility June 4, 2003,







Exhibit G

August 9, 2002

Mr. Robert Smith
Commissioner of Public Works
Department of Public Works
City Hall - 45 School Strect
Brockton, MA 02401

Dear Mr, Smith:

The Naticnal Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES}) Permit Unit has
reviewed the July 2002 report titled Facilities Assessment - Brockton Advanced
Wastewater Treatment Facility. We are concerned that the report does not adequately
address conditions which we anticipate will be included in future NPDES permiits issued
fo Brockton. while it is the responsibility of the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection to review and approve facilities planning documents, we
believe it is important to consider the following issues in your long term planning.

The receiving water for Brockton's wastewater discharge is dominated by the efftuent
during low flow conditions. There is evidence that the receiving water does not support
aquatic life uses designated in the Massachusetts Water Quality Standards, Toxicity and
nutrient loadings are & primary concern relative to water quality. The existing permit
contains a 1.0 mg/l phosphorus limit but future limits will be much more stringent. The
new national criteria recommendation for receiving water concentrattons of total
phosphorus is 0.024 mg/l. The existing permit expires in 2004 and the reissued permit
will almost certainly contain a much more stringent water guality based phosphorus limit.

In addition, nitrogen loadings to Mt. Hope Bay are a significant concem. A Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMLD) will be established for Mt. Hope Bay in the next few
years that will likely require significant reductions in current nitrogen loadings. Given
that the Brockton wastgwater treatment facility has been estimated to coniribute as much
as 30% on the nitrogen loading to Mi. Hope Bay, there i3 high likelihood that the total
nitrogen limits will be incorporated in future NPDES permits.

The fact sheet accompanying the existing NPDES permit issued in September 1999
anticipated these issues and stated that any planning for additional wastewater abatement
{acitities should consider options for providing high levels on control for both phosphorus
and nitrogen. Brockton's current planning process should evaluate treatment alternatives
for achieving low levels of total phosphorus and should ensure that treatment alternatives
are compatible with achieving low levels of total nitrogen.

While the current permit does not contain a flow limit, other parameter limits are based
on a design fiow on 18.0 MGD. The reissued permit will contain a flow limit. An
increase in the design flow will not be authorized without a determination thart toxicity
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H. Assabet River NPDES Permits — Response to Comments 2004,







Comment Nn 4: We cannot comply with the alarm requirements and the respective reporting
conditions for chlorine without significant medifications to the existing facilities. Since the
long-term plan for treatment plant improvements may include an alternate disinfection system,
we request that this reguirement be removed.

Response No, 4: As noted in the Fact Sheet, chlorine and chlorine compounds can be extremely
toxic to aquatic life. The Total Residual Chiorine (*“TRC") limit is based on national criteria
recornmen<lations promulgated by EPA and adopted by Massachusetts as a part of its water
quality standards. See EPA National Recommended Water Onality Criteria (2002) and 314
C.M.R. § 4.05(5)(e). There was one violation of the TRC timit between May 2001 and
December 2003. Becavse the Agencies have concluded that there is 2 reasonable potential for
the Hudson WWTF to exceed MAWQS relative to chlorine, the Agencies are required to include
a limit in the Final Permit, as well as reasonable reporting and monitoring requirements,

The alarm and reporting requirements for TRC are intended to timely wam the Town of system
interrzptions or malfunctions and te notify the Agencies of such incidents. Given the daily
variability of flow in the Hudson WWTF as well as the variability of chlorine demand of
wastewater, periodic grab samples alone cannot sufficiently determine whether effluent chlorine
and bacteria levels are in compliance with limifs.

We have included a schedule in the Final Permit that allows for necessary modifications to be
completed ag part of the overall treatment plant improvements. If the treatment plant
improvements eliminate the need for the use of chlenne, the need to alarm the chlorination and
dechlorination system is obviously negated. The Agencies cannot, however, eliminate the alarm
and reporting requirements for chorine based on the mere possibility that the Town will in the
future adopt a disinfection system that does not utilize the chemical. In evaluating disinfection
options, the Town should note that future permit requirements for monitoring chlorination and
dechlorination systeras will tikely require continuous monitoring.

, Comment No, 5: The 0.1 mg/l phosphorus limit for total phosphorus as defined in the permit is
unacceptabie. Even with a 60-day rolling average, any singie major deviation could canse a
permit violation. We request that a median average or an altemative method which would
exclude extreme excursions be established for calculating the mlhng average.

Response No. = H Water quaht}'-based limits that are developed to protect against chronic
impacts such as eutrophication are typically established as monthly average limits. The 60-day
rolling average limit for phosphorus possesses advantages over monthly averaging because it
provides the permittee with flexibility to deal with occasional, pethaps unavoidable excursions
above limits, while at the same time necessitating that such exceedences are short-term and that
low levels of effluent discharges are maintained overall. Short-term exceedances of the
phosphorus limit are unlikely to result in a significant response in the receiving water relative to
aquatic plant growth. Longer term exceedances capable of eliciting a response in plant growth
would likely result in a violation of the rolling average limit. The rolling average also ensures
that any reduction in treatment efficiency is responded to quickly, A median limit would allow
for up to 50% of the sampling results to exceed the 0.1 mg/l limit, This frequency of excursions
wonld not ensure that water quality criteria are met in the peak growing season. See Maynard

3 .




Response No. 7 for the Apencies’ rationale regarding the impesition of a monthly median limit
for the transitional month of April.

Comment No. 6: The Town requests that the aluminum limit be removed from the permit until
more data is chtained to substantiate the basis for the limit and determine the ability of the
facility to achieve the expected removal.

Response No. 6: The basis for the aluminum limit is found in the MAWQS, which requires an
arnbient chronic critedion of 87 pg/l for the pollutant. Over the past two years, the average
monthly aluminum discharge from the Hudson WWTF has ranged from 143 pg/t to 575 pg/,
which constitntes a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above MAWQS.
Accounting for dilution, the Agencies determined that a monthly average aluminum limit of 278
pgft would be sufficient to comply with MAWQS.

The establishment of water quality-based limits, unlike technology-based limits, are not based on
treatment capabilities, The Permittes may wish to pursue dévelopment of a site specific
gluminum criterion, although other municipal treatment facilities, e.g. Milford, MA, have
demonstrated the ability to achieve both low phosphoms limits and low aluminum lEmits. The
Agencies also note that the elimination of the aluminum limit, an existing permit condition,
would violate the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act (“*CWA™) and the
applicable NDPES regulations.

Comment No. 7: The Town objects to the reduction of the tota] copper limit to 17 pg/l and
notes that meeting the current limit of 50 pg/l has been difficult and inconsistent. The current
interim limit imposed by EPA should remain in effect until such time as the treatment facility
upgrade is complated.

Response No, 7: MAWQS require that EPA criteria established pursuant to Section 304{a) of
the CWA be used for toxic constituents, including copper, unless site specific criteria have been
established. Discharge Monitoring Reports (“DMRs”) for the Hudson WWTF from May 2001
to December 2003 indicate A monthly average coppar value of 40 pg/l and highest dajly
maximum values of 57 pgfl and 220 pg/l, which constitute a reasonable potentiel of the Hudson
WWTF discharge to cause or contribute to an sxceedance of the water quality-based chronic

~ copper criterion of 17 ug/l. The Agencies are therefore obligated 1o include the limit, Water
quality-based limits are established on the basis of achieving water quality standards and not on
treatment capabilities. As indicated at Attachment C to the Draft Permit, the copper limit is
based on ambient, hardness dependant chronic criteria. Please also see Westborough Response
No. 7.

The same copper limit was contained in the permit issued on December 14, 2000, The interim
limit of 50 ug/] referenced above was imposed through an administrative comnpliance order in
connegtion with the existing permit for the Hudson WWTE. 1t is not stringent encugh to mest
applicable MAWQS, and it is therefore not appropriate for incluslon in the Final Permit.

Comment No. 8: The Town objects to the November | to May 31 smmonia limit of 10 mg/l
and requests ammonia be a repott only requirement.
) 4



Comment No. 2 Ammonia monitoring has been increased from once menthly to once per week
(Novernber [ to May 31). There are cost implications associated with the increased testing and
we are not aware of any problems with our discharges of this constituent. Maynard has
historically reported concentrations of ammonia well below our current limit as a result of the
large quantity of RBC media relative to ammonia load. Historically, the ammonia has averaged
2 - 4 mg/l over the long term indicating a very stable effluent quatity.

Response No. 2: Although Maynard WPCF effluent may currently be discharging below
permitted limeits, an ammonia limit and attendant monitoring are necessary to ensuze that that
Maynard continues o nitrify in the winter period, which it is curreatly not required to do. In the
absence of nitrification, municipal wastewater effluent after secondary treatment is generally in
the range of 15-20 mg/l of arnmonia, a level which has the reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the water quality criterion for ammonia toxicity. Please see
Hudson Response No. 9 for further discussion of the Agencies’ rationale for increased ammonia
monitoring, '

Com:ment No. 3: A phosphorus limit of 0.1 mg/1 is extremely stringent and EPA has not
presented compelling evidence demonstrating the need or benefits associated with achieving this
low level. What funding mechanisms or pricrities will EPA be providing to assist with the cost?

Response No. 31 In addition to technology-based controls, permits must contain any more
steingent limitations for parficular pollutants that are necessary to meet MAWQS, A water
quality-based effluent limitation must be calculated at levels to ensure achieverment of MAWGQS,
regardless of the availability or effectiveness of technolegies or the costs dischargers would incur
to meet those limits. A water quality-based effluent limitation for a pollutant also must be
consistent with any available waste load allocation approved by EPA in connection with a
TMDL for that poliutant and receiving water. 40 C.ER. § 122.44(d){1)(vii)(B).

The Assabet River suffers from eutrophication, which is a process of nutrient accumulation and
ecosystem change that can occur in aquatic ecosystems. In the Assabet River, cultural, or man-
made, eutrophication has cccurred in the presence of excessive nutrient loadings and
impoundments. As a result of water guality problems associated with eutrophication, the

- - Assabiet River war placed o 1istof impaired waterbodies requiring water quality improvenent,
known as a Section 303(d} list. Specifically, the Assabet River, designated as a Class B
waterbody, has been observed (o frequently fail to meet applicable numerical MAWQS,
including dissolved oxygen concentration, and applicable narrative criteria, including aesthetics,
bottom pollutants and alterations and nutrients. Under the CWA, Massachusetts is required to
develop a Total Maximum Praily Load (*TMDL™) allocation plan for all priority waterbodies on
the Section 303(d) list.

As discussed, DEP developed a TMDL for the Assabet River that established maximum load (for
non-point sources) and waste load (for point sources) allocations the waterbody can receive and
stifl meet MAWQS refating to eutrophication. EPA approved the TMDL on September 23,
2004. The TMDL and the supporting water quality data demonstrate the need for the 0.1 mg/l
phosphorus limit. ' -
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The TMDL establishes n target of reducing biomass by st Jeast 50% based on 1999 conditions,
mesting the minimum critesion for dissolved oxygen of 5.0 mg/l throughout the Assabet River,
and reducing the duration of dissolved oxygen super-satiration by approximately 30%, As
discussed in Hudson Respense No. 2, the TMDL identifies a combination of poiat source
phosphonus reduction and sediment remediation as the prefemed scenario. Specifically, the
TMDL. calls for a reduction in point souree discharges of total phosphorus to 0.1 mg/l during the
growing season in combination with a 90% reduction in the phesphorus loading from the
sediments in the impoundments. As the TMDL states:

Reduction in phoaphorus in the sediments may occur naturaily over a long pertod of time
once the phosphoms levels in the effluent from the POTWas are reduced to 0.1 mg/l or
lower. The reduction in sediment phosphorus flux can likely be expedited with meagures
such as dredging, encapsulating and/or dam removal. Given this and the importance of
sediment remediation, a phased approach is recommended to allow the communities an
opportunity to investigate sediment remediation and/or dam removal options which contd
result in achieving water quatity standards and designated uses in a more cost effective
manner than solely reducing peint source phosphorus sources. See TMDL at p. 43,

The Final Permits reflect the TMDL's waste load allacation and recommended phosphorus
effluent limitation of 0.1 mg/l.

The Apgencies have adopted the 0.1 mg/l phosphorus effluent limit proposed by the TMEYL, but
have not mandated sediment remediation a¢ this point. While there is nothing in the Final
Permits that guarantees a reduction in non-point source loadings, there is & basis for the Agencies
to reasonably conclude that sedlment remediation efforts will be pursued. Please see Hudson
Response No. 2

If the sediment flux issue is not adequately addressed through remediation efforts as
contemplated by the TMDL, the Agencies will likely be obligated to pursue more stringent point
source phasphorus load reductions &t the next permit issuance. At present, the Agencies believe
that a 0.1 mg/l phosphorus limitation along with a 90% reduction in the sediment flux presents
afn opportunity to achieve uses more quickly and cost-effectively, while potentially offering

additional ecosystem restoration benefits such as hebitat improvement associated with dredging
andfor dam removal.

The TMDL aleo calls for year reund monitoring and reporting of sffluent data for total and
dissolved phosphorus, Sgg TMDL at p. 7. The Agencies have adopted Final Permit limits
consistent with TMDL recommendations.

The major funding mechanism available to the Town ia the State Revolving Fund (SRF), which
provides low interest loans to fund treatment facility upgrades.

Conmvment No. 4: We assume thaet only technologies that have demonstrated success under
sitilar conditions will be considered applicable for implementation. If the town implements best
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Response No. 12: The removal of TS$ mass limits, adoption of a 12-month rolling average and
adjustment of the seasonal peried to account for higher stream flows will not meet MAWQS.

Efflueat limitations for TSS and CBODs/BODs for November threugh March are based on
secondary treatment requirements. The calculation of the TSS linit is included as Attachment A
to the Fact Sheet. A similar calculation was used to derive CBODs/BOD:; litnits.

TSS and CBODs/BOD; limitations for April through Octeber are water guality-based limits.
Traditionally, DEP evaluated flow in NPDES permits by applying design flow (the average
annual flow) as a monthly average flow limit. As part of a policy change requested by DEP,
flow limits in NPDES permits are now expressed as a 12-month rolling average, rather than a
monthly average based on average annual flow. See June 12, 2000, "MADEP-DWM NPDES
Pemit Program Policies Related to Flow and Nutrients in NPDES Permits" (“DEP Flow .
Policy”). The purpose of the change was to allow some variation in WWTF flows in response to
wet weather, and in recognition that the flow rate used as a monthly average is in most cases
presented in the treatment plant planning documents as an annual monthly average. Agreeing to
revise the flow limit from a monthly average based on average annual flow to a 12-month rolling
average cavsed concem that there could be a significant net increase of pollutants discharged to
the receiving water, particularly during higher flow months when the monthly average discharge
flow exceeds the annual average flow. To prevent further degradation of the receiving water, the
Agencies agreed to add mass limits based on the then current average annual design fiow of the
facility for both BODs and TSS as a permit condition to ensure that existing controls on mass
discharges are maintained.

NPDES regulations allow for the exercise of best professional judgment on the part of the permit
writer to establish mass limits. See e.g. In re City of Port St. Joe, 7 BE.AD. 275, 293-93 (EAB
1997} {observing that “The NPDES regulations do not provide guidance to the Regions on how
to establish appropriate mass limits for a POTW, except for the general direction that "in the case
of POTWSs, permit effluent limitations, standards, or prohibitions shall be based on design
flow™); "Training Manual for NPDES Permit Writers” at 26 (EPA May 1987). Here, the

- Agencies concluded that mass limits are necessary in light of the continuing severe impairment

oo of the receiving waters caused by the POTW effluent discharges, The receiving watess are listed
under Category 5 on the Massachusetts Year 2002 List of [mpaired Waters (“Section 303(d)
List™), a ranking reserved for the most severely impaired waters.in the state. Segments of the
receiving water show impairment for suspended solids, nutrients, organic enrichment and fow
dissolved oxygen, among others. The Agencies believe that removing the mass limits for
CBODs/BOD; and TSS has 4 reasonable potential to cause or contribute to further violations of
standards with respect to the listed pollutants and has a potential to result in firther degradation
of the receiving waters. Seg 314 CM.R. § 4.04. The Pennittee has not offered evidence to
satisfy the antidegradation review procedures necessary to justify such an outcome in non-
attainment waters such as the Assabet River. See “Massachusetts Antidegradation Review
Procedure for Discharge Requiring a Permit Under 314 CMR 3.03" (1993). The Agencies have
also considered and rejected the altermative of using a 12-month rolling average to calculate mass
Joadings. Use of the average annuat flow furthers the objective of the permit requirement, which
is to maintain not only the overall magnitude of pollutant leadings, but also the frequency and
18




Comment No. 10: The schedule proposed in the draft permit is extremely problematic. For
instance, the permit requires the Board to complete an evaluation of dam removal/sediment
remediation alternatives for the five impoundments identified in the Assabet River TDML., This
is not an option for the Board. The Board's legal jurisdictional boundary is the property that the
wastewater treatment plant is situated on. None of the dams or sediments are located within the
property under jurisdiction of the Board. In fact, none of the dams or sediment are within the
boundaries of its signatory towns, Therefore, the Board does not have any legal right to perform
analysis on property(s) not under its jurisdiction. In addition, this schedule is inconsistent with
the rationale behind the CWMP and the practicalities of financing the work to be perfarmed
undes the schedule. Therefore, as previously stated, the Board adopts in whole the proposed
compliance schedule set forth in the Consortium's letter dated July 14, 2004,

Response No. 10: The sediment remediation study requirement has been removed from the
Final Permit. Please see Hudson Respaonse No. 10 above.

Comument No. 11: The fiscal year 2005 budget has been authorized by town meeting, The
Board anticipates that the permit will become effective during fiscal year 2005, The draft permit
has items that will significantly affect the Board's budget. Therefore, the Board requests that
such items become effective July 1, 2005, The items include but are not limited to the following:

Ammonia - Nitrogen (Jun€ 1 - October 31)

Ammonia - Nitropgen (November | - May 31)

Total Phosphorous (Winter Optimizing)

Ortho Phosphorous (November 1 - March 31}

Total Lead

Total Aluminum

Alerm System for Chlorination and Dech]mnatmn Systems,

Response Neo, 11: Given the changes made in the Draft Permit (see Hudson Raspunse Nes. 4
and 10) and the fact that the earliest potential effective date for the Final Permit is mid-fiscal
year 2005, the Agencies do not believe that foreseeable scheduling and logistical implications
pertaining to the budgetary process warrani a delay int.the effacuve date of the requirements.

Comment N{}. 12; The TSS mass limita are not justified by water quality eriteria. For instance,
strearn flows in April are substantially higher than critically low. stream flow conditions that are
used to develop the discharge limits. The weekly maxitum TSS mass [imits are particularly a
concern during elevated wet weather flow events that are likely to occur in spring, especially in
April. For example, if peak weekly flow were two to three times the annual average flow, which
can occur without having excess 1/, the facility will have to meet a 5 mg/l to 7.5 mg/l TSS
concentration to comply with the permit's effluent TSS mass loading limits. Such performance
may not be consistently achieved at the facility, especially under acceptable wet weather flows,
While the Boerd concurs with the comments of the Consortium that the limits be removed or, if
they are to remain, that there be a 12-month rolling average, the Board also requests that the
seasonit tiers be shifted by one month, i.e. May 1 - Novaember 30 and December 1 - April 30 to
recognize the significantly higher flowa in April.
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duration of such loadings, subsequent to the change in flow policy. As the Agencies are
obligated to include reasonable limitations and conditions that are necessary to ensure
compliance with MAWQS, the mass limits, as well as the measuring period, have been retained.
See 33 USC § 301{b}(1XC); 40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)i). It should also be roted that the DEP
Flow Policy itself contemplates the imposition of mass limits in conjunction with the revised
flow designation. See DEP Flow Policy at p. 1.

In addition, the mass limits for BODs/CBOP; cannot be made less stringent without violating
applicable anti-backsliding provisions.

Finally, the Agencies note that permits must include limits as stringent as ﬂMES&&I’}’. to meet
Massachusetts WQS irrespective of technological feasibility.

Comment No. 13: The proposed 0.1 mg/1 total phosphorus limit may not be consistently
achieved even if the best available process technology were installed. Therefore, the permit
requirements should be modified to 0.2 mg/t, until a technology demonstration-testinig program
is performed, At that time, the permit’s total phosphorus limit could be modified to reflect best
documented performance. It is also recommended that seasonally-tiered limits for phosphorus
be provided in the spring and fall, and the lowest limit of 0.2 mg/l apply cnly in the warmer
summer months (that is July and August).

Response No, 13: Please see Maynard Response Nos. 3, 4 and 7 above,

Comments were recetved from the Assabet River Consortium in a leiter dated July 14,
2004: f

Comment No, 1: The Draft NPDES Perrnits cap wastewater treatment plant flow based on a 12-
month roling average basis, when the regulators clearly understand the design year flow
projection for the service areas are expected to exceed their current permit limits. As was
presented in the CWMP Phase II Documents, a multi-miltion-dollar premium is required to
discharge flow in excess of the permitted capacity to a local groundwater discharge site. The
cost-benefit of this requirement is not supported by the CWMP or the TMDL.

"""""""""" “Thyee ofthe WWIFs would beover threirattotied flow trased onrbuild-out projections-in-the—--—---- -

approved CWMP Phase I Document and approved CWMP Phase [1 Document, preventing
economic development in these areas of the communities, Giver the Commonwealth’s current
position on sustainable/smart growth we would expect the regulatory agencies to be promoting
growth in this primarily commercial and industrial areas of the Consortium communities, located
along major transportation corridors, some of which currently have water and sewer
infrastructure in place. The proposed cap in WWTF flows is counter to the sustainable/smart
growth initiative.

Use attainability, minimal impacts of an increased discharge, economic development, and the
non-existence of less environmentally damaging feasible altemnatives are all points to be
expanded upon and presented in thé CWMP Phase I Document and CWMP Phase IV
Document to meet the requirements of 314 CM.R. 4.00. A re-opener cianse should be included
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in the Draft NPDES Permit{s) that allows an increase in the WWTF capacity while holding the
effluent concentration limits (e.g. not mass loading limits}, pending the results of the CWMP
Phase [T Document and CWMP Phese IV Docurnent.

Response No, 1: The TMDL was calculated using current permitted design flows and further
states that, “[Alny request to increase a discharge beyond currently permitted velumes would
require supporting documentation satisfying DEP's Antidegradation Policy that no other feasible
alternative exists including, but not limited to, the discharge of additional treated effluent to
groundwater to help restore teibutary flows.” TMDL at p, 8 The Consortivm has not provided
docurnentation that adequately demonstrates the lack of feasible altermatives and therefore at
present has not satisfied the antidegradation review policy in order fo support a flow increase.
Please also ses Consortium Response No., 235.

Consistent with the TMDL, the flow limits in the Final Permits reflect current design flows,
'The Assabet River is already dominated by effiuents (approximately 80% of the river flow
during low flow periods currently is wastewater and this is expected to approach 100% at future
design flows) and suffers from severe impatrment of uses dus in large part to point source
loading. Increasing the flow limitation would increase the frequency and duration of periods in
which the river is comprised entirely, or almost entirely, of wastewater effluent, resulting in
further potential for excursions above water quality criteria,

The Agencies believe that the cost of achieving uses, in particular, the cost of updating the
POTWs to meet a 0.1 mg/l phosphorus limit, is within EPA’s affordability guidelines. Restoring
uses, however, is not dependent on a cost-benefit analysis but is required under the CWA, unless
a UAA is conducted that demonstrates that achieving uses is not feasible or would cause
widespread social and economic impacts (see also Maynard Response No. 4).  The Permittees
should be aware that a UAA that justifies a lowering of designated uses does not necessarily
justify an increase in the permitted pollutant loadings. Additionally, a UAA may not be used to
justify the removal of existing uses. The scope of work for the ongoing state planning process
does not include all of the necessary components of & UAA or a reevaluation of the TMDL.,

In light of the foregoing, a specific re-opener ¢lause pending the results of the CWMP Phase I
Document and CWMP FPhase IV Document would not be appropriate in this circomstance, The

Agencies note that n general re-opener cleuse is included in Part ¥ of the Final Perrnits.

The Agencies support sustainable/smart growth, which entails development in a manner that is
consistent with protesting public resources. The Assabet River was identified by Massachosetis
in December 2001 as a stressed watershed relative to flow guantity, As the TMDL Response to
Comment states, “[Plotential impacts associated with increased flows go beyond nutrieat related
irnpacts. There are also aacondary impacts that need to be considered and evaluated such as
where the additional water is coming from and whet the potential impacta may be on the smaller
tributaries where withdrawals may occur." See TMDL at p. 75.

Comment No. 2: The Draft NPDES Permits for Marlborough and Westborough contains mass

limits for CBOD;, BODs and TSS. These were determined by multiplying the 12-month rolling

average flow limit by the monthly and weekly concentration limit. The Censortium requests that
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[Salisbury Plain River (Segment MAG2-06)

|

|
Locatioh From the Brockton ARWF
discharge, Brockton to the confluence with
Beaver Brook forming the Matfield River,
East Bridgewater

Segment Length. 2.3 miles k
)
3
Classification: Class B, Warm Water Fishery

The drainage area of this segment is
approximately 21.3 square miles, Land-use
estimates (top thregs) for the subwatershed:

Residential............ 45, 7%
Forest ... ... .24.5%
Qpenland............. 5.3%

The impervious cover area for this
subwatershed is 25.70%.

|
i

1;Th|s segment is on tha Massachusetts Year 2002 Integrated List of Waters — Category 3 for
Inot meeting water guallty standards for pathogens and causes unknown {MA DEP 2003},
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The Crtyr of Brockton Is authorized ta discharge treated sanitary and industrial wastewater via
autfall #0001 fno fow Imit in permit) from the Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Fachity
into the Saltsbury Plain River {NPDES permit# MAGL1G1010 issved September 19993, This
advanced activated sludge facility incorporates nitnfication for ammenda-nitregen reduction (1
maf| MH3-M average monthly June 1 te October 21). The ammonia-nitrogen concentrations
listed in the faclity’s whole effluent toxicity test reports betweaen Novemnber 1999 and August
2004 ranged from <0.10 to 16.33 mg/L (n=29). Total phospherus {TP) reduction 1s
accomplished by chemical addition {1 mg/l TP average monthly May 1 to October 313, The pH i
megsurements listed in the facility's whole efffuent taxicity test reports between November |
1999 and August 2004 ranged from 6.92 to 7.62 SU (n=30). The facility utilizes sodium [
hypochlorite for seasonal disinfection and sulfur dioxide for dechlorination {TRC {imit = 0.011
mg/L average monthly April I to October 31, 0.819 mg/L maximum dally) {Norton 2004). The
TRC megsurements listed in the faciity’s whaole effluent toxicity test reports between
November 1999 and August 2004 were all <0.05 mg/L {n=30). The faciity's whole effluent
taxicity limits are LCse> 1008 and C-NGQEL 298% with a monitoring frequency of slx times/year
using Cerfodaphniz dufxa.

The City of Brockton has recelved funding through the 2003 SRF program to rehabilitate its
aging callection system and its treatment facility. The project objective 12 to allminate the
environmental and public health issues associgted with the Sewer Systemn overflows and
discharge violations at the treatment facility. Contract #1 will implerent the recommended
improvernents In the July 2000 WWTF Project Evaluation Report, white Contract #2 will
nmplement improvements in the August 2000 city wide sewer system evaluation report, The
Brockton WWTP in 2004 has begun a 3-phase facility-wide upgrade that is projected to take &
years., Propased in the upgrade are additlanal advanced treatment processes such as
biciogical nutrient reduction (BNR) for total nitregen reducticn and multipoint chemical
‘addition for total phosphorus reduction. A new draft permit [ under review and does contan
isignificant lower himits for nitrogen and phosphorus (Norton 2004).







Use Assessment
Aguatic Life

Hahltat and Flow

In August 2001 DWM evaluated habitat conditions in this segment of the
Salisbury Plain River near Belmont Street, West Bridgewater (station
TRO3). The habitat assessment score was 168/200. Riparian zone
disruption and erosion along the right bank affected tha score most
negatively. Filamentous green algae covered approximately 50%% of the
reach (Appendix D). DWM also sampled this site in the Salishury Plain River

in July 1995 {(Appendix E).

r

1
1 _ N |

ESS documented simifar condltions during their hakitat evaluation of the Sallshury
Plain River near Belmont Street, West Bridgewater {Station SPR1} iy June
2002, Their overall score was 1607200 (ESS 2003).

e T
Biclogy

The results of DWM's RBP Il analysis of the benthic communlty In the Sallsbury Plain
River {station TR03) was “moderately Iimpacted” compared to the Canoe
River {TRO1) reference station {Appendix D). DWM bicloglsts concluded
that water guality degradation was related to organic enrichinent and low
dissolved oxygen. RBP II resuits from the 1996 survey can be found in
Appendix E.

e ]
Toxicky

Efffuent

A tatal of 30 toxicity tests were conducted on the Brockton WWTP effluent (Outfall #001) bew.reen]
:Movember 1899 and August 2004 using C. dtbra. The effluent did not exhlbit acute toxicity in |
24 of the 30 kesks. The LS of Hhe six acytely toxic tests ranged from 35.4 to 99.9% i
effluent. Several (n=3) of the chronic tests were invalid (did not meet tast acceptatility i
criterions). Of the 27 valid tests, the C-NOEC results ranged from <625 to 100% and 12 of |

the 27 tests (44%) were less than 98% effluent. )

Chemistry — water







iBetween June and Fkugust 2002 ESS conducted water 'Ct-l-la-“t'f" SBmP““'Q on five occasions at f
‘one station in this seament of the Sallsbury Plain River near Belment Street, West Bndgawater'
{station SPR1j as part of the ESS NPS study. These results are presented below:

Dissolved Oxygen {DO) and % Saturation

[Alf four measurements of DO were <5.0 mg/L and 60% ranging from 1.9 to 4.4 mgi. and 23.5 to |
50 1%, respactively. |

Temperature

‘The maximum temperature was 22 8°C {(n=5). i

k
H

pH

The pH ranged from 6.7 to 7.4 34,

Specific Conductance

Specific conductance ranged from 3235 to 652.0 pmhos/cm.

755

?The concentration of total suspended solids ranged from 1.0 to 9.0 mg/L {n=5},
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[Salisbury Plain River (Segment MAGZ-06)
|
i

Lecabion From the Brockion ARWF

discharge, Brockton to the confluense with
Beaver Brook formmg the Matfield River, '
East Bridgewater

Segment Length: 2.3 miles

Classification: Class B, Warrm Water Fishery

The drainage area of this segment is
gpproximately 21.3 square mifes, Land-use
estimates {tap three) for the subwatershed:

Residential............ 457%

|
FOM@st. o 24.5% f
Openland............. 9.3%

The impervious cover area for this
subwatershed is 25.7%.

This segment is on the Massachusetts Year 2002 Integrated List of Waters - Category 5 for
inot meeting watar quakty standards for pathegens and causes unknown (MA DEP 2003,
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fThe City of Brockton is authorized to dlscharge treated sanitary and mdustrial wastewater via
Joutfall #001 (ne flaw mit in permit) from the Brockion Advanced Water Reclamation Facility
Hinto the Salisbury Piain Rlver (NPDES permit# MADI01010 ssued September 19993, This
advanced actlvated sludge facility incorporates nitrification for ammonia-nitrogen reduction (1
ma/l NH3-M average manthly June 1 to October 21}, The ammomia-nitrogen concentrations
listed in the facility’s whole effluent taxicity test reports between November 1999 and Aurgust
2004 ranged from <0.10 to 16.33 mg/L (n=29). Total phosphorus {TP) reduction 15
accomplished by chemical addition {1 mg/| TP average monthly May 1 to Octaber 31). The pH
measurements listad in the faciity's whole efftuent toxicity test reports between November
1999 and August 2004 ranged from 6,92 ko 7.62 SU (n=30}. The facllity utilizes sodium
hypochlarite far seasona! disinfection and sulfur dioxide for dechlorination (TRC limit = 0.011
smg/L average rmonthly &pril 1 to October 31, 0.019 mg/L maximum daily) (Nortgn 20043, The
TRC measuremants listed In the facibity's whole efflvent toxicity test reparts between
November 1999 and August 2004 were all <0.05 mg/l (n=30). The facility’s whole effluent
koxicity {kmiks are LCgu> 1008 and C-NOEC =98% with a menitoring frequency of six times,/year
using Cerodaphnia dubia.

IThe City of Brockkan hae received funding through the 2003 SRF program to rehabilitate its
:aging collection syskem and its treatrnent facllity. The project objective is to eliminate the
renvironmental and public health issues associated with the Sewer System overflows and
‘discharge violations at the treatment facility, Contract #1 will implement the recommended
impravernents in the July 2000 WWTF Project Evaluation Report, while Contract #2 will
implement Improvements fn the August 2000 city wide sewer system evaluation report. The
Brockton WWTP in 2004 has begun a 3-phase facility-wide upgrade that is projected o take ©
vears. Proposed in the upgrada are additicnal advanced treatment processes such as
blelogical nutrient reduction (BNR) for total nitrogen reduction and muitipeint chemical
Eaddltlﬂl'l for total phosphorus reduction. A new ¢raft permit is under review and does cantain
srgnlfrcant lovwer lmits for nitrogen and phosphorus (Norton 2004).




Use Assegsment
Agquatic Life

Habitat and Flow

In August 2001 DWM evalyated habitat conditions in this segment of the
Salisbury Plain River near Belmont Street, West Bridgewater (statlon

TRO03). The habltat assessment score was 168/200. Riparian zone
disruption and erosion along the right bank affected the score most
negatively. Filamentous green algae covered approximately 50% of the
reach (Appendix D). DWM also sampled this sita in the Salisbury Plaln River
in July 1995 {Appendix E).
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ESS documented similar conditions during their habitat evaluation of the Salisbury
Pilain River near Belmont Street, West Bridgewater (Station SPR1) in June
2002, Their overall score was 1607200 (ESS 2003).

e e ——— e N A e v E e o e

The results of DWM*s RBP Il] analysis of the benthlc community in the Salisbury Plain
River (station TRO3) was "moderately Impacted” compared to the Canoe
River (TRO1) reference station {Appendix D). DWM biologists concluded
that water quality degradatlon was ralated to organl¢ enrichment and low
dissolved oxygen. RBP II results from the 1996 survey can be found in

Appendix E.

Toxziclty

Efffuent

[A total of 30 toxicity tests weare conducted on the Brockton WWTP effluent (Oulfall #301) between |
iNovember 1852 and August 2004 using C. dubia. The effluent did nat exhibit acute toxicity in '
24 of the 30 tests. The LCs,'s of the six acutely toxic tests ranged from 35.4 ko 99.9%
effluent. Several (n=3}) of the chronic tests were invalid {did not mest test acceptability |
criterion). Of the 27 vaild tests, the C-NOQEC results ranged from =6.25 to 108% and 12 of |
ithe 27 tests {44%) were less than 98% effluent. ‘
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‘Between Juns and August 2002 ESS conducted water quality sampling on five occastons at |
.one station in this segment of the Sahskbury Plain River near Belmont Street, West Bridgewater |
I(station SPR1) as part of the ESS NPS study. These results are presented below: !

Dissolved Oxygen [DO) and % Saturation

YT — - o o e e e ——

50.1%, respectively. {

Temperaiure

[The maximum temperafure was 22.8°C (n=5), R —
pH

iThe pH ranged from 6 7 to 7.4 SU.

Speclfic Conductance

}
1 755

|.The concentration of total suspended sollds ranged from 1.0 fe 9.0 mo/l (n=5).

ITRN
i TKN ranged from 0.9 to 4.4 mg/L, L i o
T

[T e o et

Total Phosphorus

Total phosphorus concentrations ranged from G.16 to 0.37 mg/L (n=5).




. The Aguatic Life Use is assessed as impaired for this segment of the Salisbury Plain River based
prlmarllv o the results of the benthic macroinvertebrate community analysls and the limted
lwater guality data. Low dissalved oxygen/saturation and elevated total phosphorus
IIeenr:em:ret|ene were bath documented and are associated with the Brockton Advanced Water
Reclamation Facllity discharge as well &5 nonpoint source pollution in this urbanized
subwatershed. Acute and chronic toxicity in the Brocktan Advanced Waker Reclamation
|Faciity effluent are also of concern,

FPrimary and Secondary Confact RECREATION and aesthetics

iBoth fecal coliform and E. coli bacteria samples were collected by ESS from the Salisbury Plain
[River in this segment of the Salisbury Flaln River near Beimont Street, West Bridgewater

|
!i{stat'ren SPR1) between June and August 2002 (ESS 2033). These data are summarlzed i
3

ibelew. J
i

I - — S
ESS 2003 bacteria data
________________ H I e e e e e e e, .
@m Fecal Coliform dete " Geometric Mean £ cﬁuﬂ E:;gtirla 1| Geometric Mean
~£=221 | range (cfuti00mL) i i {cfur100mL) (curtoomy  |L_fefu1goml) |
SPR1 [I| 65— 14,000 z' 32 l B2 — 14,000 ,| 626 !

*80% of the samples coliected were < 400 cfu/100mL but only one of the five samples exceeded
12,000 cfu100mL. E

it should be noted that these results represent both wet and dry weather samplirg eend:trene T

Sewege tdors, turbldltyr filamentous grean algae and trash/construction materials were
observed in the Salisbury Plain River near Belmont Street, West Bridgewater by both DWM and
ESS staff in 2001 and 2002 {MA DEP 2001a and ESS ZDGS}.

IThe Primary Contact Recreationaf Use is assessed as impaired because of elevated bacterla |
icounts. The Secondary Contact Recreational and Aesthetics uses are also assessed as !
iimpaired because of the objectionable conditions {odors, turbidity, filamantous green algae
‘and trash and debris}. These uses are impaired as a result of the Brockton Advanced Water
iRectarnation Facility discharge as wel as nonpomit source polution in this urbanized
|subwatershed.
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Exhibit J

J. 2005 Draft MA 3034 listing for Salisbury Plain River upstream of Facility.




ISalisbury piain River (Segment MAG2-05)

e — |

Lotation: From the confiuence of Trout and
Sallsbury brocks, Brockton to the Brockbtoni
AWRF discharoe, Brockton '

I
|
H
i

Segment Length: 2 4 miles

Classificatior: Class B

The drainage area of this segment 15

approximately 16.8 square miles. Land-use
estimates (top three) for the !
subwakershed.

Residential............ 47 9%
Forast ... 20,185

Openiand............ 8.9%

The impetvious Cover area for this i
subwatershed is 29.6%.

This segment is an the Massachusetts Year 2002 Integrated List of Waters - Category 5 for
not meeting water quality standards for siltation, pathogens, suspended sollds, and other
habitat altaraticns (MA DEF 2003).

5
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Ust Assassment -
Agquatic Life

Habitat and Flow

ESS conducted habitat evaluations at two sltes aleng this segment of the Salisbury
Plain River near Plain Street, Brockton (Station SPR2) and near #1690 Main
Street, Brockton (Station SPR3) in June/July 2002. The overall habitat
assessment scores were 113 and 98/200, respectively. The Instream
habitat near Plain Street was [imited most by lack of velecity /depth
combinations as well as limited riffle areas. Channe! aiteration was also
evident and the riparian vegetative width and bank stability were also
somewhat limited. Embeddedness/saedimant deposition, Umited riffle areas
and lack of valocity /depth combinations as well as bank stahilliy, all
contributed to the lower habitat assessment score of the river near #1690
Main Street (ESS 2003).

Biclogy

In July 1996 DWM conducted a Rapld Bicassessment Protocol (RBP) I1 banthic
macroinvertebrate survey in this segment of the Satlsbury Plain River




{station TRO2) located upstream of the Brockton WWTP, Brockton. The
results of this survey can be found in Appendix E.

this segment of the Salisbury Plain Rlver as part of the ESS NPS study. The most upstream
|station was located near Plam Street, Brockton (station SPR2) while the downstream station
iwas located behind #1590 Main Street (statlon SPR3) (ESS 2003}, The results of this survey
iare summarized betow. . )

Dissolved Oxygen DO} and % Saturation

DO measurements ranged from 4.0 to 7.8 mg/L at Station SPR2 with percent saturafions ranging
from 45 to 86 8%, Of the three measurements taken in the river at Station SPR3 DOs ranged
from 3.3 to 7 O mgil. with saturations ranging from 42.2 to 68.2%. Of the seven measurements
taken, three were below 5.0 mgil. and 60% saturation.

Temperature

;The maximum temperaturs recorded in the Salisbury Plain River was 28.5°C (station SPR3 In
tAugust 20023,

pH

The pH ranged from 6.5 to 7.6 SU in this segment of the Salisbury Plain River,

Specific Conductance

lf'Specific conductance ranged from 199.8 to 470.0 pmhosfem in this segment of the Salisbury ¢
Flaln River. '

IS5

Toial suspended solids concentrations measured in this seament of the Salisbury Plain River
Iranged from 1.0 to 12.0 mg/L at beth sampling stations {R=8}.

——n o ae




iﬁ"ﬁﬂ"' o
ETKN ranged from 0.3 to 1.4 mg/L. (n=8}

L L L L T NI T T T P R PR N S S PR pup gy NIRRT SR A g LR SR R T T

Total Phosphotus

[Total phosphorus concentrations ranged from 0.04 to 0,17 mg/L and twa of the eight |
|measurements wers <0.05 mg/fl. |

— —_———— .

The Aguatic Life Use is not assessed for this segment nt of the Salisbury Plain River as a result of ‘

|the lack of instream biglogical data (response type indicators of In-strearn water quality
'candltionsj This use ls ident|fled with an Alert Status, however, because of habitat |
degradatmn resulting from development, low dissolved oxygen/saturation and slightly elevated
itotal phosphorus concentrations in this urbanized subwatershed, J

A e e

e A+ I A L e LT -- - JE——

Primary and secondary Contact RECREATION and aesthetics

As part of the ESS NFS study, both fecal colform and E. coli bacteria were collected between
June and November 2002. The most upstream station was located near Plain
Street, Brockton {station SPR2 five sampiing events} while the
downstream station was located behind #1690 Main Street {station
SPR3 three sampling events) (ESS 2003). These data are summarized
below.

| o — ]

ESS 2003 bacteriz data

riigtion][[Feed! Coorm data)i[ Geomeinc Mean ||| = oo E;;;*:"a i Geomeinc Mean |

Eeitl | range (cfu/100mL) E;} {cfuM00mLY” (i 100mL) :E {cfui10DmLy |
SPR2 ||| . 2,060 -20.000* b 5,168 Il 800-13,000 & 3572 ]
*100% samples collected during the primary contact season exceeded 2,000 cfuM100mL '
SPR3 ||| 2,300-5800 |} NA [ 2000-5000 1) NA

*Both samples collected during the primary contact season exceeded 2,000 ¢ful100mL

it shouid be nated that these results represent both wet and dry ‘weather samplng conditions,

With the exception of turtudity being noted by ESS in the Sahsbury Plain River near #1690 Main
‘Street (station SPR3), no other chjectionable condHions (i.e, odors, colors, deposits) were

Idocumented (ESS 2003}. Mo information was providad on abjactionable conditions such as |
‘trash and debris in this urbanized subwatershed. "




iThis segment of the Salisbury Plain River 5 assessed as impairad for both the Primary and
:Secondary Contact Recreational uses because of elevated levels of bacterla during both wet
|and dry weather sampling conditions. The Aesthetics Use is not assessed.

Salisbury Plaln River {MAG2-05) Use Summary Table

{ _DesignatedUses [~ " " "~ Slatus o

 Aguatic e] || [NOT ASSESSED" T T T

Y R o

L@ﬂwmﬂEJ [MOT ASSESSED - _ —
TAPAIRED

Cause: Fecal coliferm bactera

“Primary} =1l
r C::Imt:gj Source: Unknown
fSuspected Sources! Discharges from municipal separate storm sewer
systems {MS4), illicit connections/hookups to storm sewers, municipal

{urbanized high density area})}
IMPAIRED

Cause: Fecal coliform bacteria

secondaryl || -
Bﬁ:om:gl ( :| Spurce. Unknown

{Suspected Sources: Discharges frorm municipal separate storm sewer
systems (MS4), Illicit connections/hookups to storm sewears, menicipai
urbamzed high density area))

s

[NOT ASSESSED

o

*Alert Status 1ssues identified, see details in use assessment

. T a7 - " ol T

Recoriiinendatioie:, 5 =~ i v ol Wi SRRty p ter

[Revisw and implement appropriate recommendations frorm the ESS Nonpotnt Source Poflution |
‘Assessment Report and Managemaent Pran (ESS 20033, i




B i T L I Py (R ——

Plain River from potential sources of pollution and to better assess the status of the Aquatic
ififa Use,

"

2
T

|Continue to conduct bacteria sampling to evaluate effectiveness of nonpeint source pollution
control activities and other actions {i.e., illicit connection identificationfremediation) and to assess
the status of the Primary and Secondary Contact Recreational uses.
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Exhibit K

K. 2002 MA 303d listing for Salisbury Plain River upstream and downstream of Facility.




Listed Water Information

CYCLE : 2002

Click here to see metadata for this report.
Cycle: 2002  State: MA  List ID: MAG2-05

Waterbody Name: SALISBURY PLAIN RIVER
State Basln Name: TAUNTON
Listed Water Map Link: MAP 303(d

Comments:
CONFLUENCE OF TROUT BROGK AND SALISBLURY BROOK, BROCKTON TO BROCKTON

WWTP.
State List IDs:

|Erclﬂ_'-| State Li;Tt"Ifﬁ_";i;
[2002" [MAG2-05_2002 |

State Impairments:

iF
[State 'mpai@ﬂﬂtlg f’arent Impairment  |Pricrlty |[Ra"_k Ta;!l!:;d ‘ fnﬁgisﬁglmm_
[PATHOGENS | _ T T : -
‘SUSF‘ENDED ; 'Fm'!.m _____ ‘
SOLIDS _ !
[SILTATION ~ {SEDMENTAILTATION| | | | -

Potential Sources of Impairement:
There were no patential sources reported to EPA by the state
Total Maximum Daily Load {TMDL} Information:
There were ng TMDLs reported to EPA by the state.

Watershed Information:

Watershed Nams | Walershed States |

INARRAGANSETT MASSACHUSETTS RHODE ISLAND |




Listed Water Information

CYCLE : 2002

Click here to see metadata for this report.
Cycle: 2002 State: MA  List ID; MAB2-06
Waterbody Name: SALISBURY PLAIN RIVER
State Bagin Name: TAUNTON
Listed Water Map Link: MAP 303(d)

Comments:
BROCKTON WWTP, BROCKTON TO CONFLUENCE WITH BEAVER BROOK AND MATFIELD

RIVER, EAST BRIDGEWATER. MILES 2.2-0.0

State List |[Ds:

Tycle | State ListiD .
12002 MAG2-06_2002

———— ey e el d

State Impairments:

] ) Parent .| Targeted r Anticipatod TMDL
:State Impairmant Impairment [Pnnritr Rank:, Flag Submittal
CAUSE [ | | - | —
UNKNOWN : i o] |

[PATHOGENS | T 1T T

Potential Sources of Impairement:
There were no potential sources reported to EPA by the state,
Total Maximum Daily Lead {TMDL) information:
There were no TMDLs reported to EPA by the state,

Watershed Information:

[Watershéd Name | Watershed States

- — B L R

[NARRAGANSETT [MASSACHUSETTS RHODE ISLAND




BRIDGEWATER
STATE COLLEGE

14 June 2004

Ms. Betsy Davis
Environmental Protection Agency
1 Congrass St., Suite 1100

Boston MA 02114.

Dear Ws. Davis:

. - As the Watershed Access Lab coordinator.at Bridgewaler State.Collage, | strongly support the
permit restrictions listed in the draft NPDES Permlt No, MAO101 010.for the. City of Brockton © |
Wastawater Treatment Plant (WWTP). Mt is essentjal that the current plant design capacﬂy ramaln at
18 mgd throughout the five-year cycle of this draft permit. After coordinating summer studies pn flow
and nutrient loading in the Upper Taunton River and specificafly-the Matfield and Saﬂsbury Plairi Rivess
since 1999, we have become increasingly alarmed over the impact of the nutrient lavals in the
Salisbury Plain and Matfield Rivers resulting from the effluent volume from thi wastewater treatment
plant. Qur estimates of the average daily nitrate nitrogen loading to the Upper Taunton River in the
surnmers of 1989, 2000, and 2002 showed 54 — 70% of tha projected Ioad was from the Matfield River
(Fig. 1). Qur Summer 2000 study showed that most of thi$ loading comes from its tributary stream,
Salisbury Plain, downstream of the Brockton YWWTP (Fig 2). The ESS Non Point Pellution Study report
clearly demonstrated that the Salisbury Plain and Matfield Rivers fall below the Massachusetts Surface
Water Quality Standards for Wanm Water Fish {5.0 mgil) for dissclved oxygen in August. This
supports our findings on disschved oxygen from our 24 hour studies of the Matfield River in June
through August of 2002 when average readings were never above the Wam Water Fish Minimum of
5.0 mg/l. dissolved oxygen. The Matfield River and Salisbury Plain are impaired watars linked to
excessive nutrients causing dissolved oxygen stress during the summer low flow periods of July and
August. Expanding the capacity of the Brockton WWTP and allowing other new sources from
surrouniding communities would only further degrade the Salisbury Plain and Matfield Rivers by
increasimg the length of river miles that would not meet the Massachugetts Water Quality Use
Classification because of dissolved oxygen stress from the mcraasad disc.harga and volume of
nutrients. This would not only violate the mandate in the Ctean Water Acthy wbr!ung against restoring
the physical, chemical, and biologicat integrity of our surface waters in the Upper. Taunton River basin
but it would also.violate the Massachusetis Water Quality Use Standards that spacrfy that any ¢hanges
In discharge to a surface water body should not causa further impairment to the receiving water,

BRrGEwATER STATE COLLEGE » BRIDGEWATER, MASSACHUSITTS 02325




Restricting the NPDES permit for the Brockion WWTP fo its design flow of 18MGD insures that
no further degradation from bank erosion and nutrients will occur and helps to protect the groundwater
resources in the surrounding communities. The outside hookup cap in this permit, which prohibits
additional hookups too outside communities as specified on page 4 # 3 of the permit is & vital
componant of this permit. Expanding the capacity of the plant to accommodate 20 or 39 MGD may be
technically possible but the receiving water, Salisbury Plain River and the river system which receives it
do not have the capacity to assimilate such a large flow and maintain its biological Integrity as a river.
Recent news articles have made it apparent that severat fowns have approached the City of Brockton
about becoming a regional treatment plant so thay can discharge their sewage to the Brockton WWTP
and expand devefopment In their communities to land that can not sustain septic tanks for treatment of
sewage. In the end, not only would this further degrade the Salisbury Plain and the Upper Taunton
River system but these communities would be drawing down their groundwater supplies to deliver
drinking water for development without any local recharge to their groundwater supply that could come
from their own local sewage treatment. Since Southeastern Massachusetis is experiencing more water
Lans each sumrmer, sending the sewage from thess surrcunding communities away from a locat
treatment facility would accelerate the stress on the ground water resources in the reglon and threaten
critical wetland habitats and tributaries that sustain so much of the biodivarsity in this region of
Southeastern Massachusetts.

I suppori your efforts to restrict the Brockton WWTF to its original design capacity without any
new hockups and feef strongiy that the data from the ESS study and our years of summer nutdent
studias on the Upper Taunten River point 1o the need for furthar removal of nutrients to prevant any
further degradation. This is espacially critical since the City plans on expanding its drinking water
supply by ~ 4.0 MGD from the desalinization project. Increasing the drinking water supply alse means
that the sewage discharge will increase as well. If other communities in our region look to
desalinization to expand their drinking watar supplies because of the increasing tension on groundwater
resources, then they should be discharging their wastewater to a local treatment facility that wiil
procass the nutrients and return the water to recharge their local groundwater resources end not
“sending it down the river” to further degrade the Salisbury Plain and Matfield Rivers. Ultimately if the
plants capacity is ever expanded without addressing the 1 & | problems and no steps are taken to
increase the remaval of nutrents in the wastewater, then more nltrates will be sent downriverin a
seasonal spiral of absorption and release. The cumulative result wiil be increased production of algae
and aquatic macrophytes resulting in more river miles that experience dissolved oxygen stress from
Increased biomass and decomposition in Salisbury Plain, tha Matfield River, the Upper Taunton River

and eventually Mount Hopa Bay.

Haspacﬂully yours

Kauin D. Curry i

Professor of Biology

Watershed Access Lab Coordinator




Figure 1

RESC-WAL Uppar Taunton Rlver Nutrlant Btudly; Avarage Surmmar HO3-N
1000, 2000, 2002
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Figure 2

BSC-WAL Nutrient Load Study: July 17, 2000,
Matfleld River at Spring St.,, Matfield River at High St.,
Saltsbury Plain at Belmont §t.,
and Salisbury Plain above the Sewage Treatmant Plant
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Exhibit M

M. Taunton River Watershed 1996 and 2001 Biological Assessment MA DEP.




Technlcal Memorandum TM-62-4

L]

TAUNTON RIVER WATERSHED 2001 BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

"
ERE

Rumford River, dowsnstream from Whiow Street, Manstield, Ma

John F. Fiorenting
Massachusetts Department of Environmentat Protection
Diviston of Watershed Management
Waorcester, MA&

2 February 2004

CHN 185.0




Salisbury Plain Rivar

The Salishury Plain River onginates at the confluence of Salisbury and Trout brooks near downtown
Brockten. The river flows in a southerly direction through highly urbarized portions of Brogkion before
heading east to form the Matfield River at its confluence with Beaver Brook In East Bridgewater, The river
reteives discharge contributions from the Brockton Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) (NPDES Fermit
Mo, MAD101010} just upstream from the West Bridgewater town line The Brockton WWTF is an
advanced treatment facility engaged in the collection and treatment of domestic wastewater. In addition,
there are about 20 industrial users contributing wastewater to this facility.

TRO3I—Salisbury Plain River, mile point 0.8, 300 m downstream from Belmont Strest, East Bridgewaler, MA
Habitat

TRO3 meandered through a residential portion of East Bridgewater near its boundary with West
Bridgewater The samphng reach began approximatety 300 m downstream from Belmont Street and
about 2 km downstrearn from the Brockion WWTP cutfall. Estimated stream width was 4 m, while depth
ranged from 0.50 m in the riffles to 0.75 m in the deepest pool areas Swift current velocity and an
abundance of large rocky substrates offered excellent epifaunal habitat for macroinvartsbrates. Deep
pools containing farge boulders and submerged logs provided fish with ample stable caver as well
Channel flow status was optimal, with water reaching the base cf both banks and leaving only minfmai
amounts of subsirates exposed. Despits a mostly-closed (60% shaded) canopy, aguatic vegetation in the
form of mosses and dense beds of macrophyies {(water starwort, Callilniche sp.; waterwort, Elodesa sp. |
pondweed, Polamogeton sp.) covered virtually all of the 100 m sampling reach. Algal cover was aiso
substantial (>50% cover), congisting mainly of filamentous green furms attached to boulders in both fast
and stow current areas. Bank stability was good along the left {north) bank, due in part to a dense layer of
shrubs {rose, Rosa sp; sweet pepperbush, Clethrs alnifolia), vines [Vilis niparia), and herbaceous
(jeweiwead, fmpaflens capensis, smartweed, Polygonum sp., Japanese knotweed, Folygonum
cuspicatum) growth Much of the right (south) bank, however, contained areas of ercsion. Bank faiiure
was exacerbated by the dumping of trash and construction materials along portions of the resch—
apparently an ongeing activity as this was observed during the 1226 biosurvey here as well (Fiorenting
1886). Riparian vegetation, while undisturbed zlong the left bank, was extremely reduced along the rght
bank with a thin layer of trees (red maple, Acer rizbrum; oak, Querciss sp.; beech, Fagus sp.) providing
only a narrow buffer betwean tha river and adjacent road (Matfield Street).

TRO3 received & total habitat assessment score of 168/200 {Table A3). Riparian disruption and erosion
along the right bank led to the majority of the point reductions for habitat quality. In addition, instream
zediment (sand) deposition and slight turbidity were obsarved during the benthos collections at TRO3.
Mevertheless, hahitat parameters scored better here than at the regional reference station.

Benthas

Resident bicta at TRO3 received total metric scores of 16 and 14, representing only 38% =and 33%
comparability fo the reference station and resulting in an assessment of "moderately impacted” for biological
condition {Tabie A2). That habitat quality here was found to be highly comparable {actually betier) to the
reference condition suggests that water quallty limits biclogical potential in this portion of the Salisbury Plain
River. Metric valuss for the TRO3 benthos were strongly suggestive of water quality degradation related to
organic enrichment and low dissolved oxygen levels. Pollution sensitive EPT taxa, as well as afgal scrapers
{Tables A1}—generally less tolerant of organic polfutants than filter-feeders and gathering collectors, were
virtually absent from the benthos sample tsken here and suggest an oxygen-stressed community.
Community imbalance also characterized the TR(3 benthic communlty, the result of the hyperdominance of
a single family. indeed, the Chironamidae comprise well over half of the assemblage observed st TRO3.
The numencal dominance of the chirongmid Polypeditum Ravum is particularly significant, as this species
is considered very tolerant of organic polivtion. It has besn commonly observed in streams with high
amounts of suspended organic particulates and has been associated with sewage “recovery zones”
(Bode and Novak 1998}
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The 2001 bicassessment of TRO3 was similar 10 resulis documented by DEP during the |ast
bivmonitering survey conducted here 1n 1996, when high densities of filter-feading hydropsychids and
poilution tolerant chironomids resulted in poorly perforring metncs {especially ERT Index and
Scrapers/Filtererst and an assessment of “moderately impaired” (Fiorentino 1896). That the TRO3
macrcinvertebrate community remaing struciured 1IN response to organic enrichment is not surprising
given its location downstream from the Brockiton WWTP Nutrient joadings originating from the treatment
favility's drscharge probably not onfy shape benthic community structure and function in this portion of the
river, but also probably account for the luxuriant filamentous algal growth and macrophyte cover observed
here

Safuckot River

The Satucket River originates in Robbins Pond in Bridgewater and meanders in a genarally westery
direction hefore joining the Matfield River in Fast Bridgewater. The subwatershed is relatively undeveloped,
with spme light residential land-use and small-scale agricuiture mainky in the form of cranberry farms.

SRO0—Satucket River, mile paint 2.0, immediately upstream from Bridge Sireet, East Bridgawater, MA

Habgitat

Due to the lenti; nature of the Satucket River, SR00 differed greatly from other biomonttoring stations 1h the
Taunton River watershed survey in terms of epifaunalffiparian habitat, channel morphclogy, and hydrology.
WM conducted only 2 gualitative assessment of habital and biologicsl integrity at SRD0, where soft
substrates and imperceptible current velocity made comparisens 1o the more lotic Cance River reference
station inappropriate. Rather than conduct "rick” sampling throughout & 100 m reach, net “jabe” were made
in the most productive habitat available to macroinvertebrates in this portion of the strearm—namely
submerged vegetation, snags, and root masses along the banks. In addition, a few kicks were made in what
limited riffle area was available—-those rocky substrates present appesred to be introduced. Virtually all
sampling was confined to the area immediately upstream from the Bridge Streat crossing.

The low-gradient SRO0 biomonitoring station was characterized by a mastly open-canopled channel
borderad by a profusion of herbaceous and shrubby floed plain vegetation—typical of much of the Satucket
River systern. While the soft, muck-mud substrates that comprised most of the stream bottom provided only
marginal epifaunal habitat, a varlety of snags, submerged logs, overhanging shrubs, and deep pool areas
provided fish with exceflent habitst Stream depth was approximately 0.2 m in the runs and over 0.50 m in
the pool areas, with water sasily reaching the base of both banks Instream vegetation consisted of aguatic
messes while algae wera not ohserved.

Both streamn banks were well-vegetated and stabilized with shrubs (rose, Rosa sp., dogwood, Cornus
stofinifera; Vibumism sp.) and grasses. Ripanan vegetation in the form of a hardwood (red maple, Acer
rubrum; alder, Alnus sp.; ash, Fraxinus americana; elm, Uimus rubra) forest extended undisturbed from the
right {north) bank, while a nearby pasture disrupted the zone along the left (south) bank.

Benthos

The SRO0 benthie community was comprised of a fotal of 26 taxa and inciuded high densities of taxa {e.4.,
Gastropoda, Hemiptera, Amphipoda) commonly found in lentic strearm systems. The assemblage displayed
good trophic structure, with virtually every major feeding guild represented. EPT faxa, generally not
abundant in low-gradient wettand dominated stream Systems such as the Satucket River, were well
represented and included several fairly pollution-sensitive genera (Table A1), Dus o the qualitative nature
of the biosurvey conducted at SRO0, an assessment of biviogicai condition based on RBP [i criteria could
rot be made: however, the macroinvertebrate community encountered here does not appear to suggest the
presence of gross organle pollution in this portion of the Satucket River In fact, based on the varety of
poilution intolerant taxa observed here, coupled with good overall nparian and instream habitat qualty for a
rver of this na}ure, MA DEP/DWM s Assessment Group may want to consider a designation of “support” for
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1988)—are particularly low, indicative of decreasing water quality, habitat suitability, and habitai diversity,
The dominance of only a faw, talerant taxa (biotic ingex = 6.28; % contribulion dominant family = 67%) is
further Indication of environmental stress ta the aquatic community here. RBP ! analysis placed this site

~ in the moderately impaired category.

Several factors associated with its urban setting probably contribute to the degraded status of TR0Z2.
Urhan runoff from the parking lot adjacent to the stream reach and from Grove St. just upstraam of the
reach, 85 well as storm draln discharges into the stream midreach, are probabiy the primary nonpoint
sources affecting waler quality. in addition, the stream s being subjected to considerakie hébilat
degradation. Sand, possibly entering the stream fromn the parking lot or further upstream, is being
deposited in pools and on hamd substrates, reducing the avaitebllity of suitable habitat for
macroinvertebrates and fish. An abundance of anthropogenic debris throughout the reach Is also
responsible for habltat alteration, and probably water quailly impairment as well.

TRD3--Salisbury Piain River, East Bridgewater MA (18 July 1996)

HABITAT

This siation was located approximatety 2500 m downstream of the Brockton WWTP. We asccessed the
stream at Belmont St. in West Brdgewater and foliowed it downstream for spproximately 300 m unf we
found a suitable reach to conduct sampling. Hare the siream appearad to meander naturally, although
the right bank was rip-rapped where the road (Matfield SL) came within a few meters of the channel.
Acrgss the stream the riparian zone was quite wide and heavily wooded, Current was genarally fast, with
deep fffla/runs predominant throughout the reach and poo!l habitats vinually absent. The maljority of
sampiing consisted of kicks In the rocky substrates in thesa rifflefrun areas, however, a few jabs ware
mada In the dense aquatic vegatation {(Efcdea sp., Ceffiriche sp., Potamogefon sp.) found In soma riffles.
Although cobble and boulder dominated tha botiom subsirate, much of it (50-75%) was surrounded by
sand, which may be enlering the stream from the road adjacent to the stream and separated by only B

narrow vegetated buffer,

TRO3 received a habitet assessment score of 15D, which was higher than that recelved by its upstraam
counterpart {TR02), and 83% cornparable {0 the regional reference station al Canoe River.

BENTHOS

When using the Canoa River (TR0} station as & replonal reference site, TRO3 received a total metric
score of 21 out of a possible 42. This score represents & 54% comparabilty to the reference station,
placing TRO3 in the moderately impaired category. When compared to its upsiream reference station
TRO2, however, TRO3 received a total metric score of 27-representing a 75% comparability to the
reference, and placing the station Intermediate to the non-impaired/moderately impalred categories, Due
to the low habitat assessment score and apparant slate of waler quality degradation, | recommend
omiting TRO2 as an upstream reference site and Instead using the regional reference station TRO1 as
tha primary reference for TRO3. With an EPT Index of 1 and a taxa richness of only 8, It would seem
unconscionable to place TRO3 anywhere near the non-Impaired category,
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The relatively high habilat assessmant score (83% comparable to the regional refersnce station)

received by TRO3, coupled with fs fow metric scores, lead me 10 belleve that impaimment to the

invertebrate community is primarily due to degradation of water quality. The Brockton WWTP seems ihe

likely poliution source here, although a horse farm adjacent to the stream at Beimont St. may be a
" pussible scurce of nutrient loading.

TRO4A, TRO4B--Wading River, Mansfield MA (30 July 1696}

HABITAT

At the request of the Taunton River Basin Team |oader, we attempted (o bracket the effects of Charles
A. Richardson, Inc.--a metal plating industry-on the Wading River. TRO4A, located Immediately
upstream of the plant discharge, was 1o serve as the upstream control site. The top of the proposed
reference reach was intersected by Olis St., at the outiet of an unnamed Impoundment. Unfortunately, a
lack of any appreciable cument velotity coupled with minimal preductive habitat renderad it impossible to
apply our standard sampilng protocol anywhere between the Richardson discharge and the

Impoundment,

An invastigation of potential downstream sampling sites (o be designated TRO4B) proved equally
vnsuceessful. We accessad the stream from the raltroad crossing which runs perpendicular to Glibert St.
While flow conditions were adequate for kick sampling, the majority of the peterial reach was nat
wadabie. In addition, productive banthic habitats sncountered immediately above and balow tha railroad
lina were markedly different than anything found upstream of the Richardson discharge. A marshy,
heavily vagetated riparfan zone also posed problems with regand to stream accessibility. -If the need for
macminverielvate data from this site is Imperative, artlficlal substrate samplers (e.9.. rock baskets,
Hester-Dendy multiplate samplers) could be wlilized; owever, finding a suitable upsirdam reference
station could ba difficult. T

While we were unable to conduct biomonltoring and asscclated habitat assessments at TRO4A and

TRO4B, it should be mentioned that we did observe a rather dubious shtuation in the upstream reach

which may contribute to habitat and water quality degradation. A small channel of unknown source

running parallel fo Barows St. enters the Wading River approximately 10-15 m below ths reservoir

outlel. Tha channet substrate consists of axtremely "*mucky,” orange-stained (and presumably of a femic

origin} sediment. A considerable amouni of this sedimant is being carried into the main stem, as evidenf
by the orange plume and heavy deposition visible in the upstream reach near the confluence.

Sedimentatlon is parficulady heavy for approximately 15 m downstream of the confluence--all rocky

substratas here are covered by a fine layer of siit, It would prohably be worthwhite for the Taunton River

Basin Team to investigate possible anthropogenic origins to this apparent nonpoint source inpi.

TROSA--Wading River, Norlon MA (30 July 1996)

HABITAT

TRDSA served as the upstream reference Stalion for TROSB, in ap attempt to bracket discharge affects
from Tweave, [nc.—a clothing manufacturer located on the Wading River in Noran, just downstream of
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1 Grescént Stree . okion, Suumm; ; ri'igehfimntsw
dﬂwﬁ‘ﬁmﬂbndgu

BB2 E. Ashiand/Groveland Street- Brocktutﬁﬁhmgton bﬂrder Domtream of
BWWE | bridgo.
Plymouth Strest — Holbrook. South-west side of Plymouth Street,

BE3 BWWE

: :m Bﬂl‘ﬂﬂl‘ Eastﬂdu{}f

SHR2 BWWF | Sunener Street - Abingion. Soruﬂaawem side of Summr:r Street,

downytream of bridge.
SHR3 BWWF | South Avenve — Whitan, North-West of “Body magic auto collision
: repair” downsiream of South Avenng bridge.
SHR4 PWWE | South Avenue — Whitmare Just west of Courail Jine, Downstream of

Hobart Pond. Down slope Bast of parking lot next to “Whitman Fumiture™

#3568 South, Avenue,
MBI1 West Union Stroet — East Bridgewater. ﬁ gide of street, downeiream of

BWWF

SR1 : BWWF Plyiricnith Sﬁmt(ltouu mﬂwm dgnwamr Dmnsnumaffhmckct

T

WT1

MR1 - j .

MR2 Bedford $tn:tﬂ: {letu t&}w East Bndgewntea' Immediately south of
intersection with Bote 1645, Bast gide uf Broad Street, downstream of
bridge.

MR3 BWWF | West Lnion Street ~ East Bndgemtcr. South side of Union Street,

@wn ARG, .

ABBI 4 | Old Pond Sirest~ Avun. Jast west of DW Fisld East Parkway, upatroam of
Old Pond Strest.
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Crescent Street Route. 27)- Brockton. Soufh-west side of Crescent Strees, i
downstream of bridge. o
B2 BWWF | East mm%ﬁw:@;ychoﬁ. Wast of parking fot for “MeGinnis Paper | %
Recye AN e.
TB3 BWWF ' mdﬂof Court Street, upstream of bridge.
R4 BWWE | g I mm:t Brockton, Throvgh gaigen |
wc.uluf milroad. i f
LB1 awwr | PV d Bast. Farkwﬂnrnckhuu. West side of road, upstream of Elfis | 2
Brett Pond. .. ... {
SB1 BWWF | Otis Street - Brockton. : West side of Otjs Street, upstream of bri
SA2 BWWT | Cheater Streei - Brockton. South-cast of Chester Avemue and behind g
parking Iot.for “Law Office of Robert Clark” #18 Cheaster Avenne, =
SB3 BWWF | Ebmwood Avm-vﬂmckmu. Narth of parking area behind #459 Pmapmt
. dosymatream bf amall Bridge from packing lot to #4359, SR |
5B4 BWWE__] Montgomery Avenue - Brockton. At end of Montgomery Avenue, . [
SR5 BWWF E:lmmt Avemie ~ Brnckhum Sm:tb-ﬂst nf Belmcmt Amne, dowmtmm :
1 '? s"i ?;-E N - , , ,
SEB1 BWWE | Vine Strest— Brockion. South side of Vine Sireet, downsiream of N :
SEB2 | BWWF | Village way (ol of Batiles Street)- Brockton. South Faat of end of patking |
MaB1 BWWE North Eujr Street — Brockton. East side of North Cary Street, upstresm'of %
interyection with Ashfleld Drive.- !
CBi B Elliot Steert - Brockton. North-east side of Elliot Street, dovwmatream of
bodge. :
CR2 BWWF | Coart Sireet Brookton. Weat wide of Court downstream of
SPR1 B Belnunt Street — Weat Bridgawmter. South-sast side of Belmont Street, . 17
downgtream of bridge. b
SPR2 BWWF | Plain Strect— Brockion. South-west of Plain Streat, ~150 feet downstream |
of bridge. .
SPR3 BWWF | Main Street (Routs 28) — Brocktoa. East of Main Styeet. East into forestat |
back end of parking lot behind “Champion Lincoln Mercury Dealership®
next door to Bell Attantic #1690 Main Streat, ;

I Clmﬁuﬁm of mterbndm according to Massachnactts Wam Quality Staydards 314 CMR 4.00 for the Tmmmn w

River Basio,
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score and riparan zone width was low in places. See section 2.3.5.3 for a
description of all habitat parameters assessed for the MADEP habltat assessment.

Potential NPS Sources
{Information Ohbtained from Research, Reconnalssance, Fleld Data

Analysis, and Tnterviews with Municipal Officlals and Others with
Knowledge of the Watershed)

Flaeld Reconnalssanca Observations

'
A

R

48
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Matfieldt and Safisbury Plain River Watersheds

May 19, 2003

SPR3 {Salisbury Plaln River at Beimont Street bridge, East Bridgewater) was
sampled on five dates and exhibited elevated levels of bacterla on two out of
the three wet weather sampling days and one out of the two dry weather
sampling days, with a peak level of 14,000 col/100ml on 6/6/02. This site
ranks as number 7 on the “Recommended Priority for Sita Management
{during wet weather)* list (Table 9} and snumber 4 on the “Recommended
Priority for Site Management (during dry weather)” list {Table 10), which
means overall this slte was relatively bad in terms of water quality during wet

and dry weather conditions, Potential sources of NPS pollution at this site

Include stormwater runoff from Matfield Street and Belmont Street
compaunded by a narrow vegetation buffer along sections of the river close
to the roads. Vegetation buffers tend to act as a filtering strip, In thelr
widespread use to remove sediments and other waterborne nutrients and
poltutants from surface runoff. In thelr absence all of tha potential pollutants
present In stormwater runoff {such as bacterla, nutrients and sediments), run
unhindered and undiluted directly into the water body to ultimately cause

harm to the ecosystem.

In addition, a horse stable (Stonecroft farm #108 Belmont Street) was
located Immediately adjacent to the site, a paddock for the horses was
located along the bank adjacent tofdownstream of the site (Point 64-Figure
8-2), where only two horses were ever observed at one time. There Is the
potentiat for stormwater runoff fram this paddock dawn the bank into the
Hver, compounded by the narrow vegetation buffer along that section,

Another potential source of runoff Is a stormdraln pipe (origins unknawn) an
the Northern bank of the river at the sampling site (Point 53-Figure -2 and

Photo 67 Appendix 2), which was observed to Row during dry westher

conditions. Wildlife waste Impacts assoclated with the extensive areas of
forest and wetland upstream s also a potential source, from anfmals such as
raccoons, skunks, rats or feral cats. Andther possible source of poliutants is
the sewage disposal plant, upstream' of the site on Industrial Boulevard,
Brockton. In addition, town officials Identifed a potentiat area of concern for
NPS pollution along Plnecrest Road, where there are residences with septic
systems within a Zone H well head protection area for town wells, Strong
sewage/musty odors {when close to the water) were noted during every visit
to the site, which can be an Indication of untreated sewage, livestock waste
or algae {which was also observed). The coplous amounts of macrophytes
and algae observed at the slte could be a result of the elevated nutrient levels
found at this site. A small number of DEP tier-classified 21E sites in the sub-
watershed cauld also have a limited impact an the site, further Investigations
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may be necessary to determine the significance of these sites on the water
quality of Salisbury Plain River and the rest of the watershed.

»  SPR2 (Salisbury Plain River at Plaln Sireet bridge, Brockton} was sampled on
five dates and exhibited elevated levels of bacterla on all of them, with a peak
fevel of 20,800 col/100m! on 6/6/02 during wet weather conditions. The maln

. potentlal source of NPS poilution at this site Is stormwater runoff from the
farge areas of impervious land around and upstream of the site. A stormdrain,
Ukely draining Plain Street {(no catch basins were observed), was observed
downstream of the Plain Street bridge on the south-east side of the rver built
into the concrete struciure for the bridge (Polnt 67-Figure B-2). There Is also -
the potentizl for stormwater runoff from the large parking lot for the Campello
T-Stop (Poirt 66-Figure 8-2) immediately upstream of the Plain Street Bridge.
A stormdraln likely dralning this area was observed on the south-east bank of
the vver {Point 65-Figure B-2 and Pholo 69. Appendix 2) In between the
sectfon running underneath ‘the train track and the Plaln Street Bridge.
Further upstrearm {after the river runs under the tracks) there is the potential
for stormwater runoff from the Impervious grounds associated with the
*Trojan Recycling Transfer Station”. Two stosimdralns were observed on the
south-gast side of the river dralning from thls area into the river. Upstream of
the transfer station Is literally.a sea of pavement and parking lots, where there
is enommous potential for excesslve stormwater runoff. The majortty of this
section of the Salisbury Plain River ks heavily channelized and has a narrow to
non-existent vegetation buffer, both which will compound the stormwater
runoff from the surrounding highly industrialized Impetvious areas, Vegetation
buffers tend to act as a filtering strip, in thelr widespread use to remove.
sediments and other waterborne nutrients and poltutants from surface runoff.
In their abserce all of the potential pollutants present [n starmwater runoff
{such as bacteria, nutrlents and sediments), run unhindered and undiluted
directly Into the water body to ultimately cause harm to the ecosystem.

s In addition, & potential source of wastewater was identified by town officlals
.assoclated with defects In the sewer and drain pipes between Montello and
Clinton Streets, Hinked to an outfalf on Clinton Street draining 1o a tributary of
tha Salisbury Plain River, More telavislon Inspection was recommended to get
a full understanding of the problems, A large number of DEP tier-classified
21E sies in the sub-watershed could also have a ¥mited impact on the site,
further investigations may be necessary to determine the significance of these
sites on the water quallty of Sallsbury Plaln River and the rest of the
watershed. .

« SPR3 (Safisbury Plain River at Main Street bridge, Brockton) was sampled on
three dates and exhibited elevated levels of bacteria on ali of them with a
peak of 5,800 colf100mi on 11/6/02 during wet weather conditions. This site
ranks as number 9 on the "Recommended Priority for Site Management
{during dry weather)” list (Table 10), which means overall this site was
relatively bad In terms of water guality during dry weather conditions, The
main potential source of NP5 poliution at this site Is stormwater runoff from
the large areas of Impervious fand around and upstream of the site,
Numercus catch basins (Dkely dralning to the river) were absetrved on
Samgents Way, (Point 68-Flgure B-2) which crosses the river upstream of the
site and also on Meadowbrook Road {Point 69-Figure B-2) which runs parallel -
to the river for o short distance upstream of Sargents Way. The whole of

‘ Meadowbrook Road and Sargents Way is heavily industrialized; any

l : stormwater runoff from these roads would be compounded by the very

Matheld and Salisbury Piain River Watershads
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narrow vegetation buffer aleng this section of the river. Vegetation buffers
tend to act as a filtering strip, in thelr widespread use to remove sediments
and other waterbome nutrlents and polffutants from sustace runoff. In their
absence all of the potentfal pollutants present in stormwater runoff (such as
bacterla, nutrients and sediments), run unhindered and undiluted directly into
the water body to ultimately cause harm to the ecosystem.

A stormdrain (likely draining from the abserved catch basins} was observed
off of Meadowbrock Road opposlte the brick and stone dealership called .
“Lee's Stong”.  Stermwater runoff is also a potentlal source from other
streets In close proximity to this section of the river, upstream of the site i.e,
Watson Street, Holmes Street, Meadow Lane and even Maln Street {Route 28)
itself {although this [s a little further away). In adkfition, site SPR3 Is In very
close proximity to site 5PRZ, so it Is likely that any 8PS potlutfon in the river
at site SPR2 will impact the water quallty at site SPR3. A small number of DEP
tler-classified 21E sites In the sub-watershed could also have a limited Impact
on the site, futher Investigations may be necessary to determine the
significance of these sites on the wates guality of Salisbury Plaln River and the
rest of the watershed.

¢

Summarized Observations
The following patential source areas of NP3 pollutlon were identifled within this

sub-watershed:

*

Stormwater runoff from Matﬂeid Street and Belmont Street, East Bridgewater,
compounded by narrow vegetation buffers,

Stomwater runoff from horse paddock at Stonecroft farm, #108 Belmont
Street, East Bridgewater, compouaded by narrow vegetation nutfers.

. Stommwater runoff from the Pain Street area vla a stormdrain pipe

downstream of the brkige on the south-east side, Brockton.

Stormwater runcff from the impervious area assaclated with Campelle T-stup,

vla a stormdrain plpe upstraam of the Plaln Street bridge, on the south-east

ba:nk, Brockton.

Stormwater runoff from the impervious area assoclated with the Trojan
Recycling Transfer Station, via two stormdrain plpes kocated on the south-

east side downstream of the railroad, Brockton,

Stormwater runoff via catch basins on Sargents Way and Meadowrook Road,

compounded by very narmow vegetation buffers, Brackton.

Stormwater runoff from a stermidraln on Meadowhrook Road, apposlte "Lee's

Stone” brick and stone dealership, Brockton.

Dry weather runoff from stormwdraln on North bank of rver, off of Belmont

Street, East Bridgewater.

Potential stormwater runoff from Watson Street, Holmes Street, Meadow

Lane anc Main Street, Brockton,

Wildlife waste impacs assoclated with forest and wetlard upstream of

Belrmont Street, East Bridgewater. '

Resldences with septlc systems on Pinecrest Road, within a Zone ¥ well head
pratection area for town wells, West Bridgewater,
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Suminarized Observalions
The following potential source areas of NPS polluticn were Identifled within this

sub-watershed:
» Stormwater runcff from West Street , East Bridgewater.

» Stormwater runoff from two storm draln pipes on the upstream and
downstream side of West Street draining directly into Westdale Tributary,
East Bridgewater.

»  Wildlife waste Impacts associated with the extensive forest and wetland area
upstream of West Street, East Bridgewater,

- - - W |

The total area of the Matfleld river sub-watershad Is approximately 4,833 acres
with an impervious area of 7%. The maln stem of the river runs in a south-

easterly direction from lts orighy (at its confiuences with the Sallsbury Plain River
and Beaver Brook di north from the end of Pleasant Avenue, East
.Bridgewater) down to its confluence with tha Town River in Bridgewater., The
predeminant land use is forest {42%), followed by medium density residential
areas (21%). Twa out of the three sites sampled on the Matflekd River ranked
very low on the "Recommended Priority for Slite Management” lists developed as
part of this study. Sie MR2 on Bedford Street, East Bridgewater ranks as riumber
4 on the ™wet weather [Ist” {Table 9) and 2 on the “dry weather list” (Table 10},
Site MR3 on West Unien Street, East Bridgewater ranks as number 8 on the “dry
weather list” (Table 10), This Indicates that overall the mid to upper reaches of
tha Matfleld River sub-watershed was one of the worst areas in terms of water
quality during wet and dry weather conditions. This sub-basin shows only a small
number of potential sources of NPS pollution despite its slze, Le. runoff from
major and minor roads via countty plmlnage and catch basins, runoff from
gardens adfacent to the river, and wildlife waste impacts assoclated with gardens,
forest and wetland areas In the sub-watershed. However In addition to these
sources It Is likely that tha Input of Jmpaired waters from the Salisbury Plain River
and Beaver Brook will affect the water quality of the Matfietd river accordingly and
thus may explain the poor quality of the water on the Matfleld River.

Bacterfa
»  All three of the sites sampled op Matfleld River (MR1, MR2Z and MR3) did not
meet Massachusetts Class B standards for fecal collform bacteria (Table 4 and
5g). In addition, the peak standard of 400 col/100m| was exceeded on 2 out
. of 3 wet weathér sampling dates’ at all three sites. The peak standard was
+ also exceeded during dry weather conditions on 1 out of 2 days at both sites
MR2 and MR3, This Indicates there Is a potential wet and dry weather saurce
of bacteria in the Matfield river watershed, although wet weather evenis
appear to exacerbate the problems. The highest wet weather levels of
bacteria were found at site MR2 (a peak of 18,800 col/100ml on 7/10/02)
which Is kcated approximately mid-watershed. The other two sites axhiblt

Matfleld and Saltsbury Plain River Watersheds
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simiarly elevated average bacterfa levels during wet weather conditions but
none as high as thoge seen at MR2,  The slte MR2 may therefore be
Influenced by an extra local scurce within its small sub-watershed that has a
maximum Impact during wet weather events. However, it is clear that further
soprces exlst in the lower and upper reaches of the watershed which
contribute to the elevated levels of bactera found at sltes MR3 and MRI.
such sources will be discussed In the relevant "Potential NPS Sources” sectlon
later In the report,

Nutrlents and TSS

» Al sites sampled in the Matfield River sub-watershed did not meet EPA
guidance criteria for total phosphorus and TKN during wet and dry weather
conditlons for all the sampling dates {Table 4 and 6g). The average
concentrations of total phosphorus were found to decrease slightly going
downstream. This seems to indicate that sources of total phosphorus are
more prevalent In the upper reaches of the watershed,  Elevated levels of
both nitrogen and phosphorus at all the sies in the Matfield River sub-
watershed suggests the sub-watershed may be expeslencing elevated nutrient
tomds. Elevated levels of these nutrlents can promote algal bicoms, excessive
weed growth and reduced dissolved oxygen levels which can cause the ioss
of species diversity. High levels of phosphorus can result from erosion,
discharge of sewers or detergents, urban runoff and rural runoff containing
fertilizers, amimal and plant matter. High levels of Nitrogen can result from
the natural breakdown of vegetation, runoff from lawn and crop fertliizers and

feediots. In addition, inadequately treated sewage and poor septic tank
systems can increase levels of nitrogen In waterways

«  Site MR2 was the only site not to meet the Massachusetts aquatic life use
standard for TSS, but during just one wet weather sampling day (9/16/02)
{Table 4 and &g).

LIS 1)) QELIY DA T

» Al the sites sampled on the Makfeld River exhibited below (Massachusetts
Class 'B) standard levels of dissolved oxygen on the majority of sampling
days, and the average values also failed the standard at these sites (Table 7%
Even those sampling dates that dki not fall the standard exhlbited very
low/borderline falllng levels of dissotved oxygen. Low levels of dissclved
oxygen can have an effect on the water body's abillty to support aquatic Iife,
arel thus on Its overall water quality. Low dissolved oxygen levels can be
caused by excessive amounts of rotting vegetation, (that can come about
through plant and algae blooms) and other organic wastes, as aerobic
bacteria consume axygen in the process of decomposition, This process can
be compounded by high nutrlent concentrations e.g. fertilizers containad {n
stormwater runoff, as well as by hot weather and low flows. In this case, the
iow levels of dissclved oxygen in the Matfield River could also be caused by
the Input of imgaired waters from the Sallsbury Plain River and Beaver Brook,
in addition o any sources in the Matfield River sub-watershed.

o The best professional judgment standard for specific conductance, adoptéd
by ESS sclentists for Class B waters was exceeded at least once at all three
sltes sampled on the Matfield River (Table 7). The level of Impalrment
increased going downstream with site MR1 (the most downstream site)

Matfield and Sallshury Flain River Watersheds
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exhibiting the highest average as well as the greatest percentage of failing
days (4 out of 5), Site MR3 (the mast upstream site) falled on 1 cut of 5
days. High levels of specific conductence can have an effect on the water
body's abllity to support aquetic life, and thus on its overail water quality,
Elevated levels of specific conductance can be caused by agriculturat and
sewage effluent and stormwater runoff, as well as the natural geology of the

river bed.
Habitat Assessment Findinas

Overall the assessment scores at the three sites assassed along the Matfleld River
ranged from sub-optimal to optimal (Table 3). The hablat quality appears to
decrease moving downstream from MR3, to MR2 to MR1. The parameters
scoring badly at the most downstream site (MR1) were mostly a factor of the
waterbody being wide and deep and quite sfow moving, i.e, Hffles and runs were
virtually non existent, there was a high percentage of embeddedness, and few
velodity depth patterns. In general, the other two sites scored well for afl the
assessed parameters. See secton 2.3.5.3 for a description of all habitat
parameters.assessed for the MADEP habitat assessment.

Botential NPS Sources
(Information Obtained from Regsearch, Reconnalssance, Field Data

Analysis, and Interviews with Municipal Officials and Others with
Knowladge of the Watershed}

Fleld Reconnalssance Observations

s MR1 (Matfield River at High Street bridge, Bridgewater) was sampled on five
dates and exhibited elevated levels of bacteria on two out of the three wet
weather sampling days, with a peak level of 2,300 colf100m] on 9/16/02.
Potentlal sources of NPS poliution at this site Include stormwater runoff via
catch basins from High Street into storm dralns gbserved in the bank on the
downstream skle of the High Street Bridge. Catch basins and county
dralnage in dose proximity to the ver were also observed upstream on
Bridge Street. The presence of well established vegetation buffers on both
skies of the river up-stream and down-stream of the slte may mitigate runoff
Impacts. Strong sewage/musty odors {when close to the water) were noted
during every visit to the slte, which can be an Indicatlon of untreated sewage,
livestock waste or algae. The prasence of a small pumping station just up-
gradient from the site could also be & potentlal source, Pump station by-
passes may contribute fecal coliform concentrmtions which are likely to be
simllar to those from combined sewer overflows. Such by-passes, IF they
occur In this area, may require further favestigation or correction, Coplous
amounts of macrophytes and algae were observed at the site which could be
a result of the elevated nutrient fevels fouid at this site,  Strong chiorine
odors were ‘also noted during every visit to the site, which can be an
Indication of over chiorlnation by a sewage treatment plant or chemical
industry, or discharge of swimming pool water. Evidence of primary
recreation was noted at the site In the form of a rope swing (Phote 27
Appendix 2). It Is advised that such activities shouki be actively prohibited.

Matfleld and Salisbury Malo River Watersheds
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Matfiedd and Sallsbury Piein River Watersheds

May 1%, 2003

MR2 (Matfield River at Bedford Street bridge, (Route 18), Fast Bridgewater)
was sampled on five dates and exhibited elevated levels of bactetia on two
out of the three wet weather sampiing days and one out of the two dry
weather sampling days, with a peak level of 18,000 col/L00ml on 7/10/02
during wet weather conditlons. This site ranks as number 4 on the
"Recommended Priority for Site Management {during wet weather)” [ist
{Table 9) and number 2 on the “Recommended Priority for Site Management
{during dry weather)” list {Table 10}, which means overall this site was one of
the worst In terms of water quality during wet and dry weather condltions.
Potential sources of NPS pollution at this site Include stormwater runoff from
catch baslns on Broad Street {Route 18) and other surroundlng roads. Runoff
observed from a stormdraln dralning o the river is another potential source
of NPS pollution at thls site. The stormdrain was focated on the downstream
side of the road approximately 25m north of the river along the slde of the
road {Point 24-Figure 8-X and Phobe 29 Appendix 2), a small channel led from
the stormdrain down to the pver. The origin of the stormdrain was not
confirmed. The sediment In the channel and the bottom of the stormdrain
plpe were covered with a bright arange coating. Such a coating results from
bacterial (Thivbaciius ferrooxidans) actlon on frop resultng i ron
preciplating out of the water and appearing as an orange sludgs. This can
indicate an anoxlc condition upstream or runoff from industrial areas or
landfills. Another potential source upstream of the site is stormwater runoff
from the numerous gardens on Keene Lane in dose proximity to the south
side of the river, just upstream of the bridge, compounded by a narrow
vegetation buffer { Point 25-Figure B-i). Vegetation buffers tend to act as a
filtering strip, In their widespread use b remove sediments and other
waterborne nutrients and pollutants from surface runcff. In thelr absence all
of the potential pollutants present in stormwater runcif (such as bactetia, .
nutrients and sediments), run unhindered and undiluted directly into the
water body to uldmately cause hamm to the ecosystemn. In contrast, the
vegetatlon buffer on the north side of the river upstream of the bridge Is thick
and well established due to the lack of residential development. Another
potentfal source at the site Is wildlife waste Impacts assodated with waterfowl
such as wild ducks, farm ducks and Canadlan geese. The presence of farm
ducks observed on the water Indicates the possibility that a small farm may
exlst upstream of the site, but this could not be confirmed., Several DEP tier-
classifled 21E shes In the upper watershed could also have a limited impact
on the site, further investigations may be necessary to detemmine the
significance of these sites on the water quallty of the Matfield River and the
rest of the watershed, In additicn there Is a large shopping mall off of Raute
18 which Is within the Zone 1I for a town well located near the Matfleld River.
Strong sewage/musty odors (when dose to the water) were noted during
every visit to the site, which can be an Indication of untreated sewage,
livastock waste or akiae. Coplous amounts of macrophytes and algae were
also obsarved which could be a result of the elevated nutrlent levels found at

this slte. :

MR3 (Maifield Rlver at West Unlon Street bridge, East Bridgewater) was
sampled on five dates and exhibited elevated levels of bacterla on two out of
the three wet weather sampling days and one out of the two dry weather
sampling days, with a peak of 3,900 col/100ml on 6/6/02 during wet weather
conditions. This site ranks as number 8 on the “Recommended Priority for
Sita Management during Dry-Weather” list developed as part of this study
(see Section 3.1.3 and Table 10), which means overall the water quality at

Page 45
1:/M272 MADEP Matfiald/Repart/Matfield Raport-rénv doc




e

this site was relatively poor during dry weather conditions.  Potential sources
at this site include stormwater runoff via country drainage on West Unlon
Street {Polat 26-Fgure B-1 and Phote 31 Appendic 2y and from a number of
cabch basins observed In close proximity to the river upstream from site on
the North Central Street bridge. The presence of well established vegetation
buffers on hoth sides of the river ug-stream and down-stream of the site may
mitigate runoff impacts. Strong sewagefmusty odors {when close to the
wrater) ware noted during every visit to the site, which ¢an be an Indication of
untreated sewage, Iivestock waste or algae. Copious amounts of macrophytes
and algae were chserved at the site which could be a result of the elevated
autrient levels found at this site. Site MR3 is the closest (of the three sites
sampled on the Matfield River) to the confluence with the Salisbury Paln
River and Beaver Brook, input of mpaired waters from the Salisbury Plain
River and Beaver Brook may be a reason for some degree of the elevated
nutrient and bacterla levels seen at the site in addition to any further sources
in the sub-watershed for site MR3

Sumimarized Observations
The following potential sourge areas of NPS pollution were Identified within this

sub-watershed:

Stormwater runoff via catch basins from the High Street biridge, Bridgewater,
Inte a storm drain ubsewed In tha bank on the downstream side of the

brkige.

Stormwater runoff Inta catch basins and county dralnage in close praximity to
the river an Brikige Street, Bridgewater.

Stormwater runoff Into catch ' basins on Bedford Street (Route 18), East
Brkigewater.

Runoff from a stomdrain (origine unknown) dralning to the river,
downstream slde of Bedford Street, 25m north of the river along the side of
the road, East Bridgewater,

Stormwater runoff from gardens on Keene Lane, compounded by a narrow
vegetation buffer on the south side of the Hver, East Bridgewater,

Stormwater runoff via country dralnage on West Unlon Street, East
Bridgewater.

Stormwater runoff into a number of catch basins on the North Central Street
Bridge In close proximity to the river, East Bridgewater,

Wildlife waste Impacts associated with waterfow) such as witd ducks, faem
ducks and Canadian geese on the water upstream of Bedford Street and in

gardms on Keene Lane, East Bridgewater.

A large shopplng mall off of Route 18, within the Zone II ﬁ::r a town well
located near the Matfiedd River, East Bridgewater

. _

The Salisbury Plain River watershed falls withln the municipallties of Avon, Brockton
and East Bridgewater, Massachusetts (Figure 1, 2 and 4). The entire watershed I3
appmxlmately 16,641 acres In area. The predominant land use in the watershed Is

Matfiakd snd Sallsiuiry Plain River Watersheds
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Exhibit N, Part C

Exhibit N, Part C, Field Reconnaissance Observations,
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Petition for Review MA Permit MA0101010

Exhibit O

Exhibit O, Written comments submitted by National Park Service on draft permit
MA0101010 June 2004,
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Boston Suppert Oflce
15 State Sreet
Boaton, Massachusedts $2169-3572

IN REFLY REFER T3

June 18, 2004

Linda M. Murphy, Director

Office of Ecosystem Pratection

LS. Envirenimental Protection Agency
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100

Boston, MA 02114-2023

Re:  Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Facility, Public Notice #MA-033-04

The National Park Service is generally supportive of the proposed permit conditions
contained in draft NPDES Permit No. MA0101010, but believes that the parmit couid be
strengthened in sig,niﬁcant ways.

1 1

National Park Senflce [nterest -

The Naticnal Park Service is nearing the final stagﬂs of a congressionally authunzed
study of the Taunton River as a potential addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
system. Critical elements of the study inchide documenting the natural and cultural
resource values of the Taunton River that may warrant national recognition and
protection, as well as developing a river conservation plan designed to ensure long-term
protection of those outstanding values.

Though not complete, our study is likely to find that the Taunton qualifies for national
designation based on values that include instream recreation, fish, and biolegical
diversity of the river and its estuary in Mt. Hope Bay.

[n addition, our management planning efforts have concluded that one of the greatest
threats to the long-term protection and enhancement of these values is water quality
deterioration from both point and non-point sources which is exacerbated by summer low
flow stress conditions on the river and its fributaries.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act specifies that rivers under congressionally authorized
study for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System receive the same protections as
designated rivers,
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Exhibit P

Exhibit P. Letter from Robert Varney Regional Administrator, Region 1 BPA, to the
Mayor of Brockton, 2004,




Honorable John T, Yunits, Jr.
Office of the Mayor
Brockton City all

45 School Street

Brockton, MA 02301

Dear Mayor Yunits:

I am writing in response to your January §, 2004 letter in which you raise concerns about the
pending reissuance of the City of Brockton’s Nationai Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit which you have understood will propose a flow limitation of 18 million gallons
per day { MGD).

By way of background, it is my understanding that EPA’s Office of Environmental Stewardship
has been coordinating with the City on an EPA. issued administeative order sent to the City on
May 30, 2003, The goal of this order and EPA’s coordination with the City and Commonweaith
has been to ensure that the City is on track with taking the steps, both short and long term, to
upgrade jts treatment plant so as to meet its current and future NPDES limits, steps that will
ultimately be incorporated in a judicial decree. And, while the City's receipt of state funding is
not a prerequisite to compliance, EPA has been coordinating among the parties to ensure that the
City does not lose any opportunity for SRF funding.

During negotiaticns among EPA, the Commonwealth and the City on the order, the City’s
NPDES permit carne up for reissuance. As you know the City's discharge into the Salisbury
Plain River represents nearly the entire flow of the River under critical low flow conditions. Such
conditions demand a consistently high level of treattment and cannot tolerate unabated flow
increases including the significant infiltration/inflow that the City’s system experiences,

After reviewing the City’s Facilities Assessment Report in July 2002, which recommended an
increase in flow, EPA responded on August 9, 2002, informing the City that an increase from the
18 MGD former design would be authorized only if there is “a determination that toxicity and
nutrient issues can be addressed to a level that will result in full attainment of the designated uses
of the receiving water.” EPA’s response did put the City on notice that a flow limit would be
incorporated in the permit and, while not ruling a higher flow limit out of the question, noted that
the City would have to justify such a higher limit.

In October 2003 the City submitted a conceptual design report which included a flow increase to
20.5 MGD by the year 2025. Apparently, because the MA DEP and MEPA did not object to the
hipher flow, the City assumed that the increase would be permissible. However, EPA continues
te have concerns since the Salisbury Plain River does nol meet all Massachusetts Class B criteria,
‘We understand that while Brockton is the largest pollution source to the river, it is not the only
contributor. These water quality concerns were expressed by watershed constituents during the
MEPA process and wiil likely be raised again during the NPDES public comment period.

In the continued spirit of cooperation with the City, our staff met with your representatives and




staff from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MA DEF) to discuss the
flow issue. At the conclusion of the meeting, a proposal was discussed that EPA believes would
allow the City to proceed with the planned improvements without jeopardizing the parties’
ongoing efforts 10 complete both the short and long term remedial action necessary for the City to
achieve compliance. Specifically, it was proposed that the reissued NPDES permit would not
contain a flow limit, [t will establish mass loadings based on existing conditions, prohibit any
additional outside flows beyond those that the City currently is contractually cbligated to accept
(this will not apply to additional development within Brockton) and anticipates the City
accelerating its 11 reduction progratn. If this arrangement meets with the City’s approval, EPA is

prepared to immediately redraft and public potice the permit with these conditions. Final

issuance would follow shortly thereafter untess significant comment were received during the
public notice pericd.

My staff is available to continue discussing this matter and [ am confident that a resolution can
be achicved so that the City can continue with the important task of upgrading its treatment plant.
Piease have them contact Roger Janson, Director of our NPDES program at (617)918-1621.
Matters related to the on-going enforcement issues should continue to be directed to Eric Hall at
(617) 918-1 8%0 or, for Jegal issues, Tonia Bandrowicz at {617) 91 R-1734.

Sincerely,
Robert W.Varmey

Regjonal Administrator

cc: Glenn Haas, MA DEP
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGIONI
"1 CONGRESS STREET - SULTE 1100
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS (2114-2023

FACT SHEET

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

NPDES PERMIT NO.: MA0101010
PUBLIC NGI'I'IQE DATE: yMay 21, 2004
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT;
City of Brockton

City Hall
48 School Street

Brockton, MA 02301
NAME AND ADDRESS OF FACILITY WHERE DISCHARGE OCCURS:
Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Facility
33 Oxak HIl! Way
Brockton, Massachasetts 02401

NAME AND ADDRESS OF CO-PERMITTEES

Town of Abington _ Town of Whitinap )
Sewer Department ] Department of PabHe Works
350 Summer Street 100 Essex Street
Abington, MA, 02351 ' P.0. Box 454

Whitman, MA 02382

RECEIVING WATER: Taunton River Watershed (MA62)
Salisbury Plain River

CLASSIFICATION: ClassB

L Praposed Action, Type of Facility and Discharge Location

The above named applicant has requested that the 11,5, Environmental Profection Agency reissue its
NPDES permit to discharge into the designated receiving waiers, the Salisbury Plain River. The facility
is et advanced wastewater trestment facility engaged in the collection and treatment of domestic and
industrial wastewater. Two co-permittees, the Towns of Abington and Whitman discharge wastewater to
the treatment plant owned and opersted by the applicant. The draft permit establishes requirements for-




h= Hardness = 50 mgfl as CaCO,
In = natural logarithm
CF = pollutant-specific conversion factor (CF is used to convert total recoverable -
to dissolved metal)

Chronic Criteria (dissolved) = exp {m [in{ hardness)] + b.} (CF)

Where: m, = pollutant-specific coefficient
b, = pollutant-specific coefficient
h=Hardness = 50 mg/1 as CaCO,
In =natural logarithm
CF = pollutant-specific conversion factor (CF is used to convert total recoverable
to dissolved metal) -

Calculation of acute lnidt for copper :
m,=09422 b, =-17 CF =0.56

Acute criterin (dissolved) = exp{0.9422[In{ 50)] - 1.7} (.96) = 6.99 ug/l
Acute criteria (Total) = exp{0.9422[In( 50)] - 1.7} = 7.29 .

Dilution Fegtor = 1.02

Effluent Limitation: =102 x 699 ug/l = 7.13 ug/l (dissolved)
' Total Recoverable =7.13 / CF=7.13/0.96 = 743 ug/ll *

The acute (maximum daily), water quality based lirtﬁtaﬁon for Tﬂtﬂichcwnrablu Copper is 7.4 ug/l.
Calculstlon of chronle it for copper :
m, = 0.8545 b, =-1.7 CF =096
Chronie criteria (dissolved) = exp{0.8545[In( 50)] - 1.7} (.96} = 4.96 ug/t
Chronic criterin (Totat) = exp{0.8545[In{ 30)] - 1.7} = 5.17
Dilution Factor = 1.02

Effluent Limitation: =1.02 x 4.96 ug/l = 5.06 ug/l (dissolved)
Total Recoverable = 5,06 / CF = 5.06 / 0.96 = 5.27 ug/1 *

The chronic (monthly average ), water quality based limitation for Total Recoverable Copper is 5.3 ug/l.

* Inverse conversion factor is used to determine total recoverable metal, EFA Metals Translator :
Guidance for Caleulating a Total Recovetable Permit Limit from a Dissolved Criterion (EPA- §23:B-96-
(07} {8 used as the basis for using the criteria conversion factor. National gnidance requires that permit
limits be based on total recoverable metals and nat dissolved metals, Consequently, it is necessary to
apply & trafislator in order to develop a total recoverable permit limit from a dissolved eriteria. The
translator reflects how a discharge partitions between the particulate and dissolved phases after mixing
with the receiving water. In the absence of site specific data on how a particular discharge partitions in



the receiving water, a defanlt assumption that the iranslator is equivalent to the criteria conversion factor
is used in aceordance with the Translator Guidance,

Whaole Effinent Toxiclty Tests

National stndies conducted by the EPA have demonstrated that industrial and domestic sources
contribute toxic constituents to POTWs. These constituents include metals, chlorinated solvents,
aromatic hydrocatbons and ofhers. Based on the potential for toxicity from domestic and industrial
contributions, the state water quality criterion, the level of dilvtion at the discharge location and in
accordance with EPA nationsl and regionel policy and 40 C.F.R.122.44(d), the draft permit includes a
whole effluent acute toxicity limitation (LC50) and acute biomonitoring requiremnents. (See “Policy for
the Development of Water Quality Bazed Permit Limitations for Texic Pollutants”, 50 Federal Register
30748, July 24, 1985, and EPA’s Technical Suppert Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Contrel”,
September, 1985 and the “Implementation Policy for the Control of Toxic poliutants in Surface Waters”,

February 23, 1990.)

Pursuant to EPA Region I policy, a discharge having a dilution ratio less than 10 to 1 requires chronic
and modified acute toxicity testing at least 4 times per year, An additional two toxicity tests are required
_ when the treatment plant total daily flow excee:ds 30 md. These two test may be conducted during any
maonth of the year,

The principal advaniages of biological technigues are: (1) the effects of complex discharges of many
kmown and unknown constituents can be measured caly by biological analyses; (2) bioavailability of
pollutants after discharge is measured by toxicity testmg including any synergistics effects of pollutants;
and (3) pollutants for which there gre inadequate analytical metheds or eriteria can be addressed.
Therefore, toxicity testing is being used in uun]unctmn with pollutant spegific control procedures to
mtml the discharge of toxic pollutants

Therefore, based on the potential for toxicity from domestic contributions, the potential for toxicity

resulting from industrial contributions, as discussed in the section of the fact sheet addressing

pretreatment, the available dilution at the discharge location, water quality standards and in accordance

with EPA regulation and policy, the drafl permit mnludas chronic and acute efﬂumt tomlty hmltaﬂons

and monitoring requiremsnts. {See EPA’s Technics suend ) ] X
Control, EPA/505/2-90-01).

The Chronic-No Obsetved Effect Concentration (C-NOEC) limitation in the draft permit prohibits
chronic adverse effects (e.g. on survival, growth, and reproduction), when aquatic organisms are exposed
to the POTW discharges at the calculated aveilable dilution. The chronic (C-NOEC) whole effluent
toxicity timits of L.A.1 was calcutated using the in-siream waste conceniration {“IWC*} of the WTP

. effluent:

IWC = L/1.02x100% = 98%

The LC50 limitation prokibits acute effects (lethality to more that 50% of the test organisms when
exposed undiluted (100% of effluent) to POTW effluent for a period of time.

Pretreatment Program

The permitiee is required to administer a pretreatment program based on the authority granted under 40
CFR § 403 and section 307 of the Clean Water Act. Brockton’s pretreatment program received EPA,
gpproval on September 28, 1990 and, as a result, appropriate pretreatment program requirements were

8




incotporated into the previeus permit commensurate with that approval and Pederal Pretreatment |
Regulations in effect when the permit was jssued.

‘Since issuance of the previous permit Federal Pretreatment Regulations in 4¢ CFR §403 were amended
in October 1988 and, again in July 1990. Those amendmenis established new requirements for
implementstion of pretreatment programs. By reisauing this NPDES permit, the permittee is cbligated to
modify its prefrestment program to be consistent with current Federal Regulations. Those activities that
the permittee must address include, but are not limited to, the following: (1) eveluating local limits; (2)
reviseits local sewer-user ordinance, as appropriate, to be consistent with Federsl Regulations; (3) revise
an enforcement response plan: (4) implement a slug control evaluation pragram; (5) track significant
noncompliance for industrial users; and (6) adopt & definition of significant industrial user.

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

The dmft permit requires the permitie to provide EPA in writing within 180 days of the permit's
éffective date a: (1} technical report analyzing their need to reviss local limits; and (2) desoription of
proposed changes to permittee’s pretreatment program deemed necessary to assure conformity with
owrrent Federal Pretreatment Regulations. These requirements may be new to this draft permit and are
_commensurate with current EPA New England, pretreatment policy. In addition, the permittee miust
gontinue to submit, annvally on March 1, a pretreatrnent report detailing the activities of the program for
‘the twelve month period, 60 days prior to the due dato,

‘Based on the potential for toxicity as a result of industrial discharges to the POTW, and as discussed
gubsequently, the draft permit includes effluent toxicity limitations and requires the performance of -
effluent toxicity tests. These tosts will assistin assessing the effectiveness of the pmmtteu’
“prefreatment program and also may be used as a basis for development of or revision of specific numem]
prct'eaimmt lisnita,

Operstlon and Malntenance of the Sewer System

The City of Brackton, the Towns of Abington and, Whitman each own nnd operate a pottion of the sewer
colleotion gystem that transpotts sewage to the wasiewater treatment plant where it is treated at the
facility. The draft permit therefore includes the Towns of Abington and Whitman as co-permittees for
_the aperation and maintenance of each Towns separate sewer systems, Spegifically, the City of
Brockton and the two Towns are each required to comply with Part LC, Unauthorized Discharges, Part
LD, Operation and Maintenance of the Sewer System and, Patt LE. Aliernate Power Source of the draft
permit for the portions of the collection system it owns and operates,

mflow/Infiliration Requirements

The draft permit includes requirements for the permitiee and co-permittess to contro] infiltration and
inflow (/T). V1 i extraneous water entering the wastewater collection system thraugh a variety of
seurces. The permittes and co-permittess shall develop an If] removal program commensurate with the
severity of the 171 in the collection system. In sections of the collection system that have minimal 1, the
contral program will legically be scaled down. :

Infiltration is groundwater that enters the collection system though physical defects such as cracked
pipes, or deteriorated joints, Inflow is extraneous flow entering the collection system through point
sources such as roof leaders, yard and aren drains, sump-pumps, mnnhﬂlc covers, tide gates, and cross
connections from storn water sysiems,



Chlotine calenlation:

Acute chlorine water quality criteria is 19 ug/l.
.Chroni¢ chlorine water quality criteria is 11 ug/l.
Design flow dilution factoris 1.02

Average Monthly Total Residual Chlorine Limit= 1.02 x 0.011 mg/l= 0.011 mg/t =11,22 ugA
Maximum Paily Totdl Regidual Chlorine Limit = 1.02 x 0.019 mg/d = 0.019 mg/l = 19.38 ulgf]

Metals .

Certain metals in water can be toxic to aquatic life. There is a nreed to limit toxic metal concentrations in
the effluent where aquatic life may be impacted. An evaluation of the reasonable potential of toxieity on
the concentration of metals in the effluent shows there is a reasonable potential of toxicity for copper.

EPA is required to limit any pollutant or potlutant parameter that s or may be discharged at a level tat
cansed, has reasonable poteutmi to cause, or contributes tu an excursion above any water quality
criterion,

Catculation of reasonable potendial for mpper*
The copper limits are based on a hardness of the recejving water recorded in the recent toxicity tests and,
the. National recommended Water Quality Criteria. See Federal Register, December 10, 1998,

‘Allowsble Receiving Water Concentration, C = Criteria (Total Recoverable} x Dilution Factor

Caopper: Acute C =729 ug/lx 1.02 = 7.44 ug/l which is less than 9.7 ug/l in the effluent
concentration of copper averaged from Jatnary 2002 to June 2003 as
recorded on the discharge monitoring reports. There is a reasonable
potential that copper being discharged in the effluent will exceed the
water quality criteria.

Chronig C =5.17 ugfl x 1.02 = 5.27 ug/l which is Iess than 9.7 ug/l in the effluent
concentration of copper averaged from Janvary 2002 to fune 2003 as
recorded on the discharge monitoring reports There is & reasonable
potential that copper being discharged in the eﬂluent will exceed the
water quality criteria.

Water Quality Cl‘iteria for hardness-dependerit metals:

Where: m, = pollutant-specific coefficient
b, = pollutant-specific coefficient
h = Hardness.~ 50 mg/l as CaCO,
1n = natural logarithm '
CF = poliutant-specific conversion factor {CF is used to convert total recoverable
to dissolved metsl)

Chrenic Critetia {dissolved) = exp {m.{In{ hardness}] + b} (CF)

here:  m, = pollutant-specific coefficient
b, = pollutant-specific coefficient
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Pholsphorus, Ibs/day

(May 1 through October 31} 46.9 ~ 336
Capper, ug/l 0-47.5
Whole Effluent Toxicity Test
Acute Toxicity Chronic Toxicity
LC-50 A-NOEC | C-NOEC |LOEC C-NOEC LOEC
Survival | Survival | Reproduction | Reproduction
5/13/2003 |>100.0% [100.0% |100.0% |>100.0% |50.0% 98.0%
2/1172003 | =100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%5 >100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
3/3/2002 >100.0% | 100.0% |=100.0% |>100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%




Table 1
Brockton Advanced Water Reclamation Facility
NPDES MAG101010
Discharge Monitoring Data Summary

Range between May 2001 and June 2003

Flow, MGD ' 14.9 -29.5

Average monthly CBOD,, mg/l

(May 1 through October 31} . 1-10
{(November 1 through April 30) 6-19
Average monthly CBOD,, Ibs/day

(May 1 through Octcber 31) 255 - 2094
(November 1 through April 30) 554 - 2983
T8S, average monthly, mg/l )

(May 1 through October 31) 1-29
(November 1 through April 30) 9-31

TS8S, average monthly, 1ba/day

{May 1 through October 31) 164 - 5993
(November 1 throngh April 30) 1286 - 8086
pH, S.U ' . 6.2-8.7
Dissolved Oxygen, mg/l 6.0-8.1

Fecal coliform, average monthly cfu's 2.0 - 669
Total Residual Chloring, average monthly, mg/l  0-0.192

NH;-N, average monthly, mg/l '
" (June 1 through October 31) 0.94 - 9.3

(November 1 through November 30) 3.10-102
(December 1 through April 30) 2.92-133
(May 1 through May 31} 6.2-8.3
NH,-N, average monthiy, 1bs/day .
{June 1 through Cctober 31) 114 - 1748
Phosphorus, mg/l

{May 1 through Cectober 31) 0.3-1.7
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